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|. Preface

A. Key Terms & Definitions

Al: Artificia Intelligence

API: Application Program Interface; the
part of a program that can be accessed and

controlled by other programs

Artificial Intelligence: Computer
hardware and software combination that performs
functions analogous to learning and decision

making

Assembly Language: A low-level
computer language used in instructing a specific

type of computer or operating system

BASIC Language: Beginner's All purpose
Symbolic Code; awidely used high-level

computer programming language

C Language: A powerful high-level
computer programming language widely used
because of its speed and ability to create complex

programs

CAIl: Computer Assisted Instruction

CALL: Computer Assisted Language

Learning

CAW: Computer Assisted Writing

Context Sensitive Help: On screen text
that assists the user to answer questions related to

the action being performed at the time

Customized Software: A computer
program that is created or modified for a specific
purpose, for which commercial programs are not

available

DOS: Disk Operating System; most widely
used software for controlling personal computer
functions and programs; widely thought of as
difficult to use because it is controlled through

command line codes

ESP: English for Special Purposes such as

business English or academic English

Expert System: A computer program that
imitates the actions of a human expert in a specific

field
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GUI: Graphic User Interface; synonyms
with easy-to-use program interfaces that use
menus, buttons and mouse movements to control a

program rather than command codes

IDE: Integrated Devel opment

Environment; used in creating programs

Mouse: A computer input device that

controls an on-screen arrow

PC: A Persona Computer, not linked to a
network (in this study, PC refers only to IBM

compatible machines)

Program Interface: The part of a program
that the user sees and respondsto in order to

accomplish some type of task

QBL Student Version: A program used by
studentsin preparing business letters for input into

the QBL TOOLS expert system

QBL TOOLS: A program that finds errors
in students’ business writing while also allowing

detailed analysis of progress

QBL: Quick Business Letters

RAM : Random Access Memory; more of
this type of memory is required for more powerful

programs

VB: Visua BASIC; thefirst, and generally
accepted as the best, high-level programming

language for Windows

VBA: Visua Basic Applications;
Microsoft’s use of Visual BASIC as a special
language to control and modify commercially

available Microsoft programs

Visual BASIC: See VB

Windows: A widely used program for
controlling a personal computer and other
programs; often thought of as easy-to-use because

it is based on objects rather than command lines



B. Key Points of This Research

This study coversawiderange of issuesin CALL (Computer Assisted L anguage
L earning), any one of which thereader may find interesting and of some practical
application in other classroom situations. However, this project isbuilt on the
foundation of five years of previousresearch, which isnot the center of examination
of thispaper. In order to present the findings of this most recent resear ch, but not
sacrifice clarity and context, all important elements of thisresearch project have been

included here.

1. Using Computersin Business Writing Class

All writing assignments wer e completed on PCsthrough custom developed
businesswriting software. This softwareisfloppy disk based and emphasizes ease of
use and freedom from the classroom while training studentsin the standard forms of

English businessletters.

2. Using Computersfor Automated Analysis

After completing assignments, studentswriting can be automatically corrected
through a custom created Windows based program. Up to 45 error typescan be

found, including grammar, mechanical and style based errors.
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3. Feedback Types (Human VS Computer)

Detailed error feedback was supplied to some students, while teacher generated,
process based, feedback was supplied to others. The differencesin the ways students
approached new writing assignmentsreveals the impact such feedback styles have on

students.

4. Effectsof Redrafting

After receiving feedback, some students were asked to redraft their writing and
turn it in again, while othersdid not perform any redrafting. The different writing

strategiesthat redrafting encour ages are examined in detail.

5. Students Perceptions & Opinions

Survey instruments wer e used extensively in this study to measur e students
opinions of their own writing skills and changesthat took place over the time of this
study. Opinionson the computer software, feedback methods and other factorswere

also sought through the use of open-ended surveys.
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Il. Introduction

A. Research Motivation

Sincetheturn of the century, writers have been speculating about the emergence
of artificial intelligence. Thisfuturistic vision usually takesthe form of arobot that
can see, talk and listen, but most importantly think. 1t wasonly natural then that
when real thinking machines came about, in the form of computers, people assumed
they would soon take the form of the traditional human-likerobot. While such a
future may eventually come, these visions have actually hindered the application of
useful machines and softwar e, smply because computer s have yet to achieve the
perfect robotic vison. The gap between reality and expectation has been especially
harmful in the area of education. Teachers often expect a computer in the classroom
will be ableto substitute for them when thereality isthat a computer cannot even
begin to perform such atask. Thisoverestimation of the computer hasled someto be
overly enthusiastic, which eventually leadsto disillusionment, or to fear of

mar ginalization, both of which are unfounded.

It appearsthat as computers and softwar e improve, these machines ar e not
becoming mor e human-like, but more powerful at the very thingsthey do best (which
are somevery un-human characteristics). Theseimportant computer characteristics

include:
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1) calculation: computers excel at exact calculation at very high speeds that very few

humans, if any, can match.

2) Order execution: Computers always follow the orders given to them. In fact, one of

the maxims of the computer age: junk in junk out, reflectsthis characteristic.

3) Perfect and complete memory: Short-term and long-term memory are no problem

for the computer.

Humans, on the other hand, excdl in other areas:

1) Estimation: While humans cannot always get the exact answer to a problem, we are
extremely good at quickly getting an answer that is close to correct even when large

amounts of the data are missing (something a computer simply cannot deal with).

2) Understanding context: Humans look at every problem in reference to its
surroundings, past experience and even apparently unrelated data. For a computer,

thereisno context. It can only follow rules about what data to includein a process.

Of these very different characteristics, which ones are most important to
education? Thefact of the matter isthat in a modern society and economy, all these
skills can be very useful in teaching. Before any realistic assessment of computer
usefulnessin the language classroom can be undertaken, we must first obtain a
complete and objective under standing of just what effects the computer has on our

students.
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B. Research Objectives

Thisproject strivesto show therelationships between error rates, editing
activity and redrafting within the context of computer/teacher generated feedback.
Since these activities consume lar ge amounts of timein the English writing classroom,
aclear pictureof how they affect students, aswell as how they interact, would be most
helpful in deter mining theright balance of feedback, redraft, computer interaction
and teacher interaction. While personalized feedback is clearly advantagesto
students, thereis still the question of what type of feedback is most effective. This
study compar es feedback generated by a computer to that generated by ateacher.
Moreimportantly, fundamental issues arelooked at that deal with the question of the
suitability of Western feedback techniquesin Taiwan classrooms, i.e., the process
method. The questionsof cultural differences and suitability are also addressed in the

context of redrafting.

Thereality of English languageinstruction in Taiwan issuch that these issues
must be addressed. If wesimply assumethat the presently accepted ESL (English asa
Second L anguage) methodsin the West are suitable in the Taiwan context, then do we
not need to maketherest of the classroom resemble Western classrooms? Class size,
facilities and opportunity to English exposure must all undergo radical change. If
such changeis attempted, however, and our Taiwan students do not respond in the

expected Western ways, the whole effort would be a waste and possibly even har mful.

If, on the other hand, we can find methods for combining computer based

solutions and effective redrafting techniquesfor application in the existing Taiwan
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education framework, we may be ableto create English classesthat are more suitable

for our students specific needs and situations.

C. Methodology

In order to compar e threetreatments, three groups were for med.

All students used the same textbook, completed assignments on the same
softwar e, followed the same class schedule and generally wer e exposed the exact same
material and methodsin class. Theteacher for the groupsremained the same
throughout the experiment duration. Theonly difference among thethree groupswas

the feedback type and theredrafting requirement.

Four writing assignments wer e completed throughout the semester, all centering

on some aspect of business communication.

D. Research Hypotheses

Thisresearch asserts several pointswhich arelater tested for validity.
H1,: Studentsreceiving computer feedback on their writing errorswill produce fewer
objectiveerrorsin later assignments.

H 1. Studentsreceiving computer feedback will directly copy less reference material
than studentsreceiving process-based feedback.

H 1. Studentsreceiving computer gener ated feedback will show improvement in more
error typesthan studentsreceiving process-based feedback.
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. Studentswho receive computer generated feedback and then redraft their

assignmentswill have fewer errorson new assignmentsthan students not
completing redrafts.

. Studentsreceiving process-based feedback will make fewer alterationsduring

redrafting than studentsreceiving computer-based feedback.

. Students not completing redrafts will spend moretimeworking on their first

draft.

. Studentsreceiving no computer feedback, using the generally accepted process

approach, including redraft, will not reduceerrorsin later assignments.

. Studentsreceiving process-based feedback will write more and spend morein

their letters.

. Studentsreceiving process-based feedback will navigate their document lessthan

studentsreceiving computer feedback.

. All studentswill expressimprovement on arange of English businesswriting

sKills.

. Satisfaction with the classwill be higher among studentsreceiving computer

feedback.

. Studentsreceiving process feedback will express confusion and/or frustration.
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[1l. Literature Review

A. Error Correction In EFL Classes

Teachersof English asaforeign language (EFL) face numerous difficulties that
computer technology may be especially well situated to relieve. An apparently
intractable problem, especially in Asian language classrooms, is lar ge class size and
low skill level. If computer software could assist in the correction of assignments, a
huge time savings could betransferred to teaching and mor e effective teacher/student

interaction.

Whilethe present level of technology isnowhere near perfect, automated
correction in the EFL/ESL field has met with some success. However, whilethe
softwareisfar from flawless, successful implementation of automated error correction
depends more on theroleit is expected to play in the classroom than its ability to

replicate the teacher’sintelligence.

B. Artificial Intelligence (Al)

Thekey to perfect computer based language error correction is machine
intelligence or Al (Artificial Intelligence). Thereislittle doubt that the better Al
characteristics softwar e can exhibit, the mor e useful itsapplication in the language
lear ning and teaching environments can be. Harrington (1996) points out that
intelligent computer -assisted language lear ning softwar e is made up of three parts:

the domain knowledge (often the L2 grammar), a student model (tracks what the
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student knows) and an instructional component (tasks and activities). It isthe domain
knowledge that really separates intelligent software from moretraditional types of
lear ning software. The ability to understand the underlying meaning and correctness
of astudent’sresponseis central to creating accur ate feedback rather than short,

canned comments.

In the attempt to achieve a better domain knowledge base, many language
resear chers have been writing software, called parsers, that can under stand the parts
of language. The most accessible approach involvesthe use of corpora. Corporaare
collections of wordsthat may represent commonly used wordsin certain types of
writings. Liou (1992) used thisapproach in order to build a large knowledge base

from which language lear ning softwar e could be developed.

Once a knowledge base is constructed, software can be written to compare
student input with the knowledge base. Such programs ar e often not a single program
but a group of large programsthat use huge amounts of memory and take long
periods of timeto process data (Coniam, 1991). Effortsto create small and fast
programsto par se sentences has been documented (Baldry, Piastra & Bolognesi, 1991;
Coniam, 1991; Webster, 1991; Xu, 1994), but the search for a completely reliable

program that hastrue under standing of the English language has proven elusive.

While spell checking softwar e successfully focuses on the character level of a
sentence (Peng, 1993), the higher structures, such as phrases, escape spell checkers.
The ability to break a sentenceintoits parts, parsing, isthe key to successfully reading

a sentence.
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A special problem faced by ESL teachersisthat their students are starting off at
alevel wherethey arelikely to produce many inaccurate, and often completely wrong,
sentence structures. Such errors cause severe problemsfor parsing software. How
can a computer program over come such fundamental errorswhile parsing (Bolt,
1991; Tschichold, Bondmer, Cornu, Grogean, Grogean, Kubler & Tschumi, 1994)?
Parsing a sentence callsfor creating a parsetreethat matchesall the structureswith
allowable linguistic structures. When aword has been spelled wrong, or verb tense
used wrong, how can the parsing continue? While a teacher can usually guesswhat a

student wastrying to say, such guessing isnot in the nature of computers.

Onearea of research isthe creation of corpusthat describethe characteristics of
correct writing. With softwar e, teachers can find commonly occurring patterns and
then usethat information in class (Li & Pemberton, 1994; Ma, 1994; McEnery &
Wilson, 1993; Milton & Tsang, 1993; Pickard, 1994; Shillaw, 1994; Tribble, 1991).
For example, hundreds of English advertisements could berun through such software
and the most common words or phraseslocated. Thisinformation can then be
relayed to students as a kind of guideline of words and phrasesto keep in mind when
creating an advertisement. Thisgenre analysiscan be helpful in teaching (Bhatia,

1993; Swales, 1981, 1990).

Programs have also been developed that help students build their vocabulary.
These programs also are based ar e lar ge copra databases that can quickly lookup

many lexical meanings of aword or phrase (Clarke, 1992; Goodfellow, 1993).
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C. Computers in the Writing Class

Most EFL teachersarefairly optimistic about CALL mostly becausethe
potential economic benefitsfrom using CALL (Donaldson & Morgan, 1994).
Computersin thewriting class has been shown to have a generally positive impact on
students’ performance in language acquisition (Daiute, 1983; Fisher, 1983; Gula,
1983; Healey, 1992; Kenning, 1991; Wresch, 1988). EFL students who are struggling
with their writing, benefit greatly from the flexibility computer-based editing brings
towriting (Bernard, 1993). Rather than concentrate on the problems created with
typewriter correction liquid, or erasing blocks of penciled text, students can
concentrate mor e on the process of their writing. Following thisline of thought,
computersarereally technological toolsfor writing that may have a positive influence
on studentsdueto increased efficiency and positive attitudes towar d technology
(Santiago, Nakata, Einwaechter, Marschmeier & Shimada, 1996). The passive nature
of many EFL learners may also be overcome through the computer aswriting tool.
Sullivan and Pratt (1996) found that studentswriting on computers showed much
mor e participation in the class, whilethe traditional class ended up being dominated

by theteacher.

Although computer software cannot truly understand what a student writes, it is
clear that the examination of a few key phrases or words can lead to a high level of
apparent under standing. Jamieson, Campbell, Norfleet and Berbisada (1993), in their
study, had students complete open ended writing tasks. The assignmentswerethen

scored by computer and next by humanswith aresulting scor e correlation coefficient
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of .90, confirming that computers can score open ended tasks. The softwar e checked
mainly for key phraseswithin students writing to make sure development of the

writing structureswas correct.

I ssues surrounding hardwar e expense are also important to ESL/EFL teachers
who often have limited resources. Resear chers have shown the practicality of using
low-cost or out dated computers successfully (Lam and Pennington, 1995; War den,
1996). However, the Internet, and the associated World Wide Web, appear to have

coststhat far surpass even the most generous budgets (Rothstein & McKnight, 1996).

Adaptation to the special needs of EFL studentsisanother issue and added
expense as softwar e developed for ESL computer use needs some change to match
EFL needs (Lange, 1993). Advanced networked computer systems, such as Daedalus,
may work well for native English speakers, or advanced English majors (Downs-
Gamble, 1994), but at the lower EFL levels, we may need to depend more on the
fundamental advantages computers and text-manipulation software can bring to our

students.

Unrealistic expectations of what CALL can accomplish may lead to arepeat of
the language lab audio/linguistic errors of the past (Hyland, 1993). Twenty years
after it began and morethan ten yearspast itstheoretical downfall, nearly every
school in Taiwan has a language lab which few credit with having any appreciable
impact on students’ ability. Such labsare simply assumed to have a use, even though

nooneisquitesurewhat it is. Understanding the underlying strengths of the
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computer, can greatly enhanceits successful usein the language classroom and help

avoid disillusionment.

At itsmost basic, computers ar e excellent recording machines. simple use of
macr o recor ding softwar e, that recordsthe keyboar ding activity of writing students,
has been found to yield immense amounts of detailed data on just what studentsare
doing whilethey write (Bonk, Cavalcante, Liszewski & Reynolds, 1995; Reynolds &
Bonk, 1996). A similar approach of data collection isaddapted in thisresearch study,

with measuresincluding time spent on task aswell asrevision.

D. Computers in EFL

Early on, resear ch had shown that students have positive attitudes about
computer technology in the EFL/ESL classroom and that such technology does have a
positive impact (Brady, 1990; Herrmann, 1987; Johnson, 1988; Nash, Hsieh & Chen,
1989). Using computersin generating feedback or advice on students writing has had
less clear results. Intheearly 1990s, resear cherslooked into the possibility of
applying software, for generating such feedback, in language lear ning classr ooms.
Pennington (1991) pointed out the danger of grammar checkers causing teachersto
revert to outdated methods of language teaching. She observed that grammar
checkers seem to run counter to a more student centered classroom approach of
teaching and that such software was often wrong in itserror detection and advice,
Pennington (1992). Liou (1991), investigated the application of the commer cial

grammar checking program Grammatik IV and found it mostly checked styleerrors
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and often missed substantive errors. Generally, all commercial grammar checking
softwar e packagesfailed to live up to their stated aims (Bolt, 1992). Theinitial
reaction to computer based grammar checking placed a cloud of doubt over such

softwarethat still existstoday.

L ater examination of such software showed programswith some drawbacks but
which could be improved on and serve a purpose. Liou (1992), Holland, Melissa,
Maisano, Alderksand Martin (1993), Coniam (1991), Webster (1991), Xu (1994) and
other EFL researchershave respectively worked to create their own custom software
that can accurately analyze sentences (parsers). Theresults of such efforts have been
positive, yet have not been able to substantially surpass the accuracy and convenience
of commer cially available software. Meanwhile, commer cially available softwar e has
continued to improve, and resear cher s have found mor e suitable methods for their

application in the writing classroom.

A detailed analysis of the different grammar packages was performed by Bolt
(1992), revealing that such softwar e fallsinto differing degrees of programmability
(what he callstransparency.). The more open a softwar e packageisto be
programmed, the moreit can be customized to fit specific learners needs. Levy and
Garton (1994) continued the customization of GrammatikV that Brock (1990) had
attempted with GrammatiklV. Warden (1995) followed thisroad and also adapted
GrammatikV to be more sensitiveto EFL business genrewriting errorsand showed

that in a controlled study, students using such a program did lower their error rates.
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Liou conducted a similar study, using the software Complete Writer’s Toolkit, in a

process oriented class and obtained positive results.

E. Grammar/Style Checkers

Bolt (1992) has described most of the commer cially available grammar checking
softwar e packagesin detail, including: Correct Grammar, Right Writer, Grammatik,
CorrecText, Reader, Power Edit and LINGER. Bolt found Grammatik to offer the
greatest accesstoitsrule base aswell asallowing changesto rulesor new rulesto be
added. Healey (1992, p. 14), when experimenting with using Grammatik, found:
Though the grammar checker may not find every error, itswork in “ consciousness
raising” can be very helpful for language learners. Brock (1990), teaching in Hong
Kong, found that modifying Grammatik was helpful when ruleswere programmed
for some common errorsof Cantonese speakerslearning English. Garton and Levy
(1994) using a later version of Grammatik, version 5, found Grammatik5 to be much
improved over earlier versions. Although at first use, Grammatik5 seemsto bevery

inaccur ate, after modification, it improves greatly.

Liou (1991, 1992, 1993a, 1994) has performed a number of experimentsusing
Grammatik aswell as custom designed softwar e to examine itsimpact on EFL
studentsin Taiwan. Although the studiesare usually small in number, theresults
tend to be positive in showing groupsusing CALL perform somewhat better than
those not using CALL. When grammar oriented CALL wasapplied in a process

oriented class setting, Liou (1993b) found that the CALL group was ableto rectify



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 19

mor e of their errorsduring redraftsand made fewer errorsthan thenon-CALL

group.

Theinability of EFL studentsto overcome some errorswas also been observed
by Dalgish (1991) when he wanted to find the common errors of studentslearning
English in Sweden. The same topic was pursued by Brehony and Ryan (1994) with
the under standing that an EFL learner’s mistakes often reflect the usage or structure
of hig’her nativelanguage. Theseinterlingual errorscan beintercepted and corrected
by CALL simply becausethey can be easily identified and then codified in software.

Simple matching procedures can be used to flag such common errors.

Another approach to grammar-based error identification isthe computerized
clozetest. Interactive softwareiswell suited to the cloze test sincethe parametersare
finite and feedback can be given to studentsimmediately. Such a program has been

used successfully by Coniam (1997) in Hong Kong.

F. Present Situation

Overall, we can see expressed in theliterature, a great disappointment that
computers cannot be asintelligent aswe would like. However, with modest goalsin
mind, most resear chersare generally positivetowardsthe futureof CALL. Of special
interest are thefindingsthat ssimply using computersin the language classroom
appearsto improve students abilitiesaswell astheir attitudes. Grammar/style
checking softwar e can be modified to make a better fit with specific EFL settings and

may actually do a good job at consciousnessraising as well as addressing errorsthat
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aredifficult totreat (mostly carry over from the L 1) under normal classroom settings.
Caution should always be exhibited, lest we bite off more than we can chew. CALL
should answer questionsthat do not already have easily accessible answers

(Pennington, 1992), rather than a complete adoption of every new technology.

G. Process Approach

Writing teacher s began to focus more on the actual process of writing in the
U.S. about twenty yearsago. The aim of this approach wasto find the sour ces of
students writing problems and then aid them to overcome those problems. Murray
(1980) was a leading influence with the view that a writer will slowly discover what
s/lhe wantsto say through a series of drafts. Thisunconscious approach to language
acquisition has been largely advocated by Krashen (1981) who states that conscious
lear ning does not promote language acquisition. Numer ous resear cher s have objected
to thisapproach and have asserted thereisaneed for consciouslearning (Bialystok,
1981, 1982; Ellis, 1986, 1994; McL aughlin, 1987; Schmidt, 1983, 1990, 1993, 1994;

Tarvin and Al-Arishi, 1991; Wenden and Rubin, 1987; Yalden, 1975).

The process approach is not one clear methodology that all teachers uniformly
follow. In fact, processwriting is much more a general approach and attitude that
exist within the context of many teaching tools. While the process movement has
certainly affected the attitudes of many teachersin Taiwan, it isnot certain how many

teacherswould label their teaching as process. Thisapproach hasbeen most actively
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advocated in the native English environment for native speakersand ESL students of

English who live in English speaking countries.

Horowitz, 1986, however, has pointed out that such an approach may not fit as
well in the EFL context, wherethere are numerous pressures during education
(testing and measur ements) and after graduation (single draft tasksin the work place
and trandation tasks) that do not jibe well with a process approach (Horowitz, 1986).
It may be the case that the process approach ismorerewarding for studentsin the
long-run, but those same students must produce a solid product in the short run.
Students of English in Asia clearly adhear to thetraditional teaching ideal of
tranmitting knowledge from teacher to student. Such a method leaveslittle room for
process (Pennington, 1995). Traditional approachesto teaching that center on the
transmission of objective knowledge may be culturally determined (Barnes and
Shemilt, 1974) or even encouraged by required qualifications (Morris, 1985;
Grimmett and Crehan, 1992). Numerous resear cher s have viewed these pressures as
pushing teachers away from process writing and even preventing inovation in

teaching (Fullan, 1982; Havelock, 1982; Nicholls, 1983; Rogers, 1983).

Few resear chers have examined, with a critcal approach, real resultsand
attitutes of studentsin Asia when a process approach isused. Pennington, Brock and
Yue (1996) did perform just such an experiment in Hong Kong with dissapointing
results. Eight secondary-level classes, composed of ethnic Chinese studentswere
included in the experiment. Non-process teaching methods werethe norm for these

students and teacher s before the experiment begain. For six monthsthe eight classes
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wer e exposed to process oriented writing methods with the resear cher s assisting with
and monitoring the introduction of the process approach. Pre- and post-survey
resultsrevealed that students were equally split between positive and negative

reactions.

H. Issues of Feedback

Commentary on student writing has been largly skipped over inL1and L2
research. Whilethereisno shortage of opinions peiceswritten on exactly how a
teacher should comment on student writing (if s/lhe should comment at all), actual
resear ch into the effectiveness has yet to be widely conducted. Thisshould lead usto
be extreemly cautious when applying imported teaching theories and practicesinto
our EFL classrooms. While generalizations about L 1 language learners my generally
work well for the L1 students, EFL students are significantly different from native
speakers (Silva, 1993; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Zhang, 1995) and even ESL

studentswho live in an English environment.

Most of the existing resear ch isquite critical of teacher feedback to student
writing. Sommers (1982) observed teachers' responsesto students writing as
arbitrary and indiosyncratic (p. 149). Thislack of clearity and direction in teacher
feedback isalso observed by Zamel (1985) in the L 2 setting, aswell as by Brannon
and Knoblauch (1982), and Connersand Lunsford (1993). Someresearch in thisarea

has exmined the effects of praise and criticism (Cardelle & Corno, 1981) and the
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emotional content of the feedback (Sperling, 1994) while others have looked into the

goals of comments (Beason, 1993).

Effects of feedback in the ESL setting have been examined by Cardelle and
Corno (1981), Fathman and Whalley (1990), Robb, Ross and Shortreed (1991).
Results generally show little significant response, on the part of students, to teacher-
generated feedback. More positive results have come from resear ch on peer feedback,
which isa popular form of feedback among teachersin L2 environments (Carson &
Nelson, 1994, 1996; Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; L ockhart
& Ng, 1995; Mendonca & Johnson, 1994; Nelson & Murphy, 1992; Patthey-Chavez &
Ferris, 1997; Villamil & deGuerrero, 1996). The personalized feedback related with
peer feedback islessimpersonal than whole class grammar instruction (Chaudron,
1988; Cumming, 1990) mainly dueto its ability to focus and adjust to the zones

requiring attention (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994).

Whilethistrack of research has generally shown positive results, EFL settings
appear to provide an inhosbitable envrinment for peer feedback (dueto the overall
low level of all students, aswell asthe presence of objective standardsrequired to be
met). Students impressions of teacher feedback have been examined, and give an
insight into general strategies students usein response (Cohen, 1987; Ferris, 1995a;
Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994, 1996; L eki, 1991; Radecki & Swales, 1988). However,
such studies generally do not track actual student writing with teacher feedback and

then resulting redraft changes.
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A recent study by Ferris, Pezone, Tade and Tinti, (1997), looked at a teacher’s
feedback over two semesters. A total of 1500 commentson 111 essays wer e analyzied.
A model was constructed to help classify comments and analitical analysis. Results
showed that over thetime of two semesterstheteacher did change commentary and
that overall amount of commentary decreased astheterm progressed. Whilenot a
significant finding in itself, this study pointsthe way for quantifiable analysis of
feedback. Such structured studies provide morereliable methods for under standing

what role feedback isreally playing in our EFL classrooms.

|. Importance of Redrafting

Central to the process oriented approaches of writing instruction, advoacated by
composition theorists, isa kind of Socratic dialogue between teacher and student on
therhetorical aspects of students writing (Carnicelli, 1980; Harris, 1992; Simmons,
1984). Thereality of student/teacher interaction (and even student/student
interaction), however isquite different. Teachersoften correct errorsin students
texts (Aljaafren & Lantolf, 1994; Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Cumming, 1995;
Fitzgerald, 1987; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Jacobs, 1987; Mendonca & Johnson,
1994; Saito, 1992; Stanley, 1992). It appearsthat error correction, and surface level
correction in general, isan important orientation for EFL students. While avoidance
of such surfaceerror correction isdiscouraged by sometheorists (Harris, 1992;

Krashen, 1981), this approach may be suitable for EFL writing students.
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A key concept in EFL writing instruction isthat EFL students often are not
learning to writefor thefirst time. They havereceived instruction on English for
many years, often beginning in elementary school or junior high. What these students
are often seeking isimprovement of the linguistic parts of their foreign language
(Radecki and Swales, 1988; Cumming & So, 1996) as opposed to improvement in
overall rhetorical abilities. Thevalue of surfaceerror attention needs further
resear ch with recent resear ch showing there may be benefitsto such an approach in
both written and spoken language instruction (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Carrol &
Swain, 1993; Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Ferris, 1995b; Hegcock & L efkowitz, 1994,

Saito, 1994; Spada & Lightbown, 1993).

J. Special Issues in Taiwan

Whilethe process approach has been widely accepted in the EFL teaching

environment, thereisno one clear methodology that all teachersfollow.

The cultural specificity of the process approach has been noted by numerous
researchers. In Taiwan, the education system isafundamental part of the overall
Confucian societal value system which places emphasis on unequal social roles. In
this context, students are expected to be subordinate to teachers and teachersare

expected to clearly lead the studentsthrough their formal education.

While one may disagree with the underlying structure and assumptions of
traditional Chinese values, vis-a-via education, it issimply not realistic to expect a

language class teacher to single-handedly challenge and change such assumptions. If
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students are open to Western approaches and if such approaches produce the desired

effects, then adoption can be recommended.

Finally, the lable of Western may not even be suitable because the so called
process approach isitself not universally adopted and supported in the United States.
The conventional teacher-student interaction, even in the U.S., placesthe teacher in

the position of authority in thejust asin the East (Goldstein and Conrad, 1990).
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I\VV. Research Foundations

The study reviewed in thisreport isbased on seven years of continuous
experiment and development. Numerous parts of the softwar e creation and computer
based feedback’sinfluences on Taiwan students error rates have been documented in
previous publications. It isthat previouswork, of the author aswell asother teachers
in Taiwan, that make it possible to follow through on the complex design of the

present study. A short review of that previouswork follows (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Background of present research
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A. Computer Based Writing Software

Since 1991, the author and other teachers have been working on developing
softwar e for Taiwan businesswriting classes. This process has gone through

numer ous gener ationswhich are briefly reviewed here.

1. Starting With PEII (1990)

Simply using a wor d processor to complete an assignment has numer ous

advantages for the student of English writing. With thisin mind, | requested studen

28

ts

to use PEII to complete all business letter writing assignments. Results were positive

in that studentsthought the method was effective and modern. Theresultsin the
quality of their writing was not improved, however, and the same problems came up

aswhen students used typewritersor wrote by hand:

1) Wrong Basic Formats
2) Inconsistent Print Quality
3) Numerous Grammar Errors

4) Repeated Errors (within the same document and among all students)

2. Custom Develop QBL (Quick Bussiness L etters) System (1991)

a) System Goals

(1) For Student
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After thefirst testing of the automated system (using PEII), an effort was made
to develop all partsof the processinto a more functional and useful system. Keeping
the students program at a low cost while including some of the features normally
found in professional writing packages was a major objective of the QBL design.
Additionally, the opportunity to supply on-line assistance to students could actually
expand the classroom experience. To thisend, freedom to complete assignmentson

any PC (Personal Computer) system, not only networks, was viewed as important.

(a) Program Features

The program used by the student would not reveal any part of the expert system
that actually found errors. From the student’s per spective, the program should be
easy to use while simulating the experience of writing a businessletter in awork

environment.

The actual program structure would guide studentsthrough the creation of a
business letter in such away that it reinforced correct letter formats. All the parts of
abusinessletter had to beincluded aswell asthe ability to print a correctly formatted
businessletter. By having QBL supply aletter template, and samplesfor each entry,

students could develop habitsthat would carry over into the work environment.

(b) Hardware Issues

Many previous attempts at applying computer aided feedback, at the time, had
been based on mainframe computers or networks. Inthe R.O.C., this presented some

problemsthat were difficult to overcome. The obvious problem isthat accessto such
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equipment was often limited to computer department students. In addition, centrally
based computer systems experience down-time. An English instructor would have
little opportunity to know if a student’s excuse for not completing an assignment due
to down-timewastrueor not. Avoidance of such complex issueswas desirable with
the QBL program. The best situation would bethat QBL could be used on any
platform capable of running DOS. In thisway, each student would have the freedom

to decide when and where writing of an assignment could be completed.

Student owner ship of personal computersiswidespread in Taiwan. Itisthe
case, however, that thereiswide variation in the types of PCs studentsuse. The QBL
program, used by the students, was designed to function on the lowest common
denominator of student computer systemswhile retaining featuresthat still givea
professional appearance on mor e advanced computer systems. The fundamental

requirementsincluded:

1) Runonan Intel 80286 CPU (Central Processing Unit), using any flavor of DOS.

2) Fitinto 640K of RAM (Random Access Memory) memory.

3) Abletorun with no hard disk.

4) Good appearance on a monochrome monitor.

5) Keyboard accessto all program commands.

6) Usableon a 360K, 5.25inch floppy disk drive.
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Program features could sur pass the above requirements, but the program had to

remain compatible with this most basic student computer configuration.

(2) Software Requirements For Instructors

The correction softwareisfor instructor use only. With thisin mind, it is
reasonableto expect that a higher level of computer power can be accessible. Thekey
advantage to thisassumption isthat a GUI (Graphical User Interface), such as
Windows, can beused in theteacher’s software. GUI interfacesrequire more

power ful computers, yet are key to user-friendly systems.

(a) Program Features

The most important feature for the expert system was ease of use. English
teachers have no standard level of computer expertise. Theimplementation of a GUI
interface wasthefirst priority. By supplying a graphic based program, training time
could be cut aswell asreducing the frustration factor often encountered when non-

computer experts attempt to use new software.

Also important, was the ability to do more than simply provide feedback to
students. Someinstructorsexpressed interest in being able to view more details and
even perform research about students errors (asisthe case with the author’s studies).
Tothisend, theinstructor’s program would need to list and print totals of a class
writing errors, compare multiple homework assignment results, preferably in graph

form, and perform some basic statistical measur ements and testing.
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(b) Hardware Issues

Early on the development of the softwar e, it was common that teacher s were not
running Windows 3.1 or that their computerswere simply too slow or lacked the
required RAM memory. By thetime of thislatest study, however, hardwar e issues
had completely disappeared asthe most commonly available hardwar e far surpassed

therequirements of the QBL system.

b) Student Program (QBL Student Version)

The completed students softwar e and manual can be seen in A student
user’s manual was created with all explanation in Chinese. The manual isfourteen
pages long with each page devoted to one aspect of the program. Every page contains
a screen shot of therelevant program situation and an explanation. Alsoincluded is
an explanation of the division of business lettersinto the four main parts (heading,
opening, body and closing) aswell asa summary of all program commands (located

on the back of the manual for easy reference).



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 33

Figure 2. Softwar e used by students
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(1) Programming Tools

The student program, QBL Student Version, was developed using Micr osoft
QuickBASIC 4.5. Thisversion, thelast DOS based version produced by Micr osoft,
offered numerous advantages over other programming languages and software

vendors implementation of the BASIC language.

(2) Program Design

(a) Division of Letter Parts

A businessletter ismade of four main parts:. heading, opening, body, and closing
(Warden and Chen, 1993). The DOS screen, however, isonly 80 characterswide by
25 charactershigh. Some method was needed to display the different parts of the

letter on the screen while also reinforcing the structure of a businessletter. The
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approach used for the student program wasto use four different windows. Thefirst
window iswherethe user spends most of hissher time. When the program opens, it is

thismain screen that is displayed.

This main screen iswherethe body of the letter iswritten (see Figure 3).
Commands ar e accessed in the menu, at the top of the screen. All common commands
arein themenu; also included are commandsthat accessthe other three partsof a
businessletter. Thethree commands, Heading:F2, Opening:F3 and Closing:F4 all

open thewindowsto their respective letter parts.

Figure 3. QBL Student Version main screen
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After completing the body of the businessletter (or memorandum) the heading
section of theletter can be modified. The sender’sname and addressinformation are

placed in this section (see Fi
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Figure4. QBL Student Version changing the heading section
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Thereceiver’sname and address are placed in the opening section of a business

letter. A student can seethe correct formatting that is already present upon opening

this part of the program (see Figure 5).

Figure5. QBL Student Version changing the opening section
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Thefinal part of a businessletter isthe closing, which includesthe sender’s

signature and some special information such astyping referenceinitialsor other

notations (see Figure 6).

Figure 6. QBL Student Version changing the closing section
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¢) Instructor Program (QBL TOOLS)

(1) Error Correction Software

Thelevel of Al required to accurately parse English sentences (in commercially
available softwar €) has only been achieved in recent years. Different programstake
radically differing approachesto achievetheir levels of Al. It was obvious, that for

thisproject, theresourcesdid not exist to custom develop such software.

The ability to make existing grammar -checking programs easier to use, and
mor e applicable to the R.O.C. classroom experience was seen as achievable and

necessary. After examining several programs, Grammatik was chosen asthe Al
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enginefor thisproject. Grammatik would only act asthe actual sear ching engine
while all interface, input and output featureswould be redesigned to better fit
academic goals. One of the most important reasonsfor choosing Grammatik wasits
ability to be programmed, i.e., new rules could be added and existing rules could be
modified. Although the detailed functioning of Grammatik has not been widely
circulated by WordPerfect (the current owners of the software), it appearsthat

Grammatik functionsin two main stages.

Grammatik’s mor-proof parsing enginefirst parses a sentenceinto its
grammatical parts. Thispart of the program cannot be modified by the user. Part of
thisfirst stageisthe determination of fundamental violations of grammar structures,
i.e,, missing verbs, incorrect forms, etc. After thefirst stage of checking, Grammatik
compar es the contents of the sentenceto its database or knowledge-base of rulesusing
simple forward chaining (see Hu, 1987, for a good discussion of chaining in expert
systems). Theserulescan beviewed by the user through the use of Grammatik’s Rule
Editor program, included with Grammatik as a separ ate executefile. Thisdatabase
containsrulesthat areat a higher level than those checked during parsing. Therules
in this database can be turned on and off through nor mal adjustment of Grammatik’s
options, more importantly, theserules can be changed directly through the Rule

Editor program.

For development of the QBL system, | included over 300 new rulesinto the
Grammatik database. Any new rules must only contain wordsthat are also contained

in Grammatik’sdictionary, so | also made extensive additionsto the Grammatik
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dictionary. In addition to adding rules, | also changed the category settings for

numer ousrules aswell as modifying the advice which is given by the program when a
writing error isfound. Lastly, after extensivetesting, a few problemswerefound in
thefirst stage of checking by Grammatik, the actual parsing, could flag false errors.
Such flagging of afalse error could easily be changed if therulefor theerror existed
in the database, but rulesthat were used in the actual parsing are not available for
modification. In most cases, rules could be programmed into the second stage of
checking, therule database, which countered the false flagging of an error in the

parsing stage.

(2) Windows Development

The Windows 3.1 environment, just released at the time development of QBL
was begun, offered many advantages over DOS. However, the tools availableto
develop Windows softwar e were limited at thetime. The use of the C programming
language and the Microsoft SDK (Softwar e Development Kit) wasthe only way to
proceed. Therelease of Microsoft Visual BASIC 2, in 1992, provided a way to
program in Windows, without lear ning a new language and even the opportunity to

port some already developed codeinto the Windows' environment.

(3) Programming Tools

(a) Microsoft Visual BASIC

The advantages of using QuickBASIC also apply to Visual BASIC, namely, easy

to use syntax. Additionally, Visual BASIC allowsthe construction of interfaces
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without requiring any coding. Sinceitsreleasein 1992, Visual BASIC has been seen
asthe easiest method for programming Windows, yet it retains all of the powerful
featuresthat are common to the Windows95 interface. Morethan any environment,

Microsoft Visual BASIC isatruly visual development environment.
The most important differences between DOS based BASIC and Visual BASIC
are (Sarna and Febish, 1993):

1) Visual BASIC isnot a procedural language but a visual language

2) Visual BASIC isevent driven

In Visual BASIC, codeisplaced inside objects and is activated when the object is
acted upon. The processof developing a Visual BASIC program is quite different
from DOS based BASIC. Visual BASIC’s stepstowards application creation include

(Sarna and Febish, 1993):
1) Creating and manipulating objectsvisually
2) Setting propertiesvisually or through BASIC code
3) Writing BASIC codefor desired event handlers
4) Calling pre-written methods supplied by third party vendors (Dynamic Link

Libraries, DLLS)

By avoiding the coding of every window, menu and mouse functions, Visual
BASIC allowed the author to avoid reinventing the proverbial wheel. Combined with

callstothe Windows API (Application Program Interface), the author was able to
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create a completely professional softwar e package with minimal expenditure of time
and money. Windowsitself has hundreds of functions available which can be
accessed by other applicationsthrough the Windows API (Appleman, 1993). Once
programming is completed, a standalone .EXE fileis compiled that does not requirea
runtime module. Thisfact, combined with small .EXE file size, makes programs
developed under Visual BASIC appear mor e professional than applications requiring

extrafilesand large disk space.

(4) Program Structure

QBL TOOLSisconstructed from 19 forms and four modules, containing over
20,000 lines of code and object settings. The general structure of the program can be
seen in figure 2. All program actions ar e accessed through menusor icon buttonsin
themain analysisscreen. QBL TOOL Stakes advantage of Windows' event driven
execution of commands by allowing the user to access any of the mor e than eight task
specific tool modules. Dueto thisfreedom of movement, a Windows program does not
follow the same clearly defined execution of codethat isthe case with DOS programs.

Thereis, however, a general path followed by usersof QBL TOOLS.

The . TXT filesare copied from students disksto a central classdisk through the
use of the Copy Tool module. Errorsarethen found with the Find Error Tool module
which creates a link with the Grammatik5 program. A summary of errorscan then
be created using the Create Analysis File command and saved asfilesusing an .ANA

ending. Feedback on errorscan beprinted through use of the Print Tool module.
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Further detailed analysis, such as charting, creation of a spreadsheet of errorsand

statistical tests can be performed through therelevant modules.

(5) Interface Design

(a) Overview

When designing the actual interface, a priority was placed on following the
standard Microsoft interface designs. Although not even all Microsoft programs
follow the standards for Windows GUI programs, most do, including Windows95.
Working from the assumption that teachersusing QBL TOOL Swould be mostly
computer novices, theimportance of following the conventions of the Windows
interface was apparent. Since Windows useisthe common experience userswould
have, to one extent or another, the interface goals wer e to match the Micr osoft

standard set out in the book The Windows I nterface An Application Design Guide

(Microsoft, 1992). When interface parts could not fit exactly to Micr osoft
recommendations, the next priority wasto match theoriginal IBM Common User
Access (CUA) guidelines (IBM, 1989). The general advantages of a GUI environment

aresummarized by Cox and Walker (1993):

Thereareanumber of major advantages of the object/action
model: it lendsitself easily to visual representations of the system,
which ar e conceptually attractive, easy to learn and easy to manipulate,
and it leadsto relatively simple models of complex systems. . . User
control meansthat it isup to the user, not the computer system, to
decide how a particular task isto be performed. Techniquesfor
ensuring user control include: use of windows, modeless dialogues and
flexible display facilities (including provision of overviews).

(i) The QBL TOOLS Package
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1) QBL Student Version master disk and manual (this disk isused by the instructor or

computer lab technician to repair students disksthat have problems).

2) QBL TOOL Sdisks (containing the actual program, important files and on-line help

files).
3) Class disks (one high density floppy disk for each class to participate in the QBL
system).
(i) System Features

1) QBL TOOLS helpful on screen yellow help memo notes guide the user through each

action so that the user does not get lost.

2) Advanced on-line help (accessed by pressing F1 at any time) that includes complete
index and search capabilities—so the user can quickly find the answer to a
question—as well as hypertext (by pressing on green words, the user can jump to

specific definitions and instructions).

3) Clicking with the right mouse button on any object opens an explanation box that

letsthe user seewhat it doesor what its meaningis.

(b) Getting Started With QBL TOOLS

(i) QBL TOOLS Screen

The main screen for QBL TOOL S openswith an empty analysisfile displayed.

The different parts of the screen are shown in Exhibit 11.
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Figure7. TheMain QBL TOOL S Screen
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(i) Help Memo Notes

When the user opensthemain QBL TOOL S screen, he/she can see a yellow
square with thewords WHAT TO DO. Thisnoteisto help guidetheless experienced
user through the steps of using QBL TOOLS. The help memo notes can be turned on

or off by making changesin the Defaults menu.

B. Most Recent Updates & Changes

Thefundamental design of the QBL system has not changed for the present
experiment although slight modifications have been made. All software has been
updated to full compatibility with Windows95. For QBL Student Version, thismeans

the ability to run smoothly in a DOS window under Windows95. In thisway, the
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program keeps full backward compatibility and the ability to berun on older non-

Windows95 machines.

C. Computer Based Correction Software

An overview of the QBL System can be seen in[Figure 8] The process actually

resembles a normal writing assignment in that a student must complete a letter, print

it out and then turn it in to theteacher. Additional stepsfor the QBL system include:

1) Assignmentsbe completed on computer using the QBL Student Version software.

2) Upon assignment completion, the document is sent via local area network to a

predetermined location on a server (the printout can be turned into the teacher as
usual).

Figure 8. Stepsto completing assignments (Chen, 1997)
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Of course, the benefits of using the QBL system also can bring more stepsinto
the evaluation, feedback and pedagogy evaluation stagesif one wishes. Asthisstudy
will demonstrate, the amount of detailed data that can be gathered on student activity

during the completion of their documentsis extremely large.

D. Network Homework Submission (Uploading)

Students are freeto complete their assignments at any location or at any time
that is convenient for them; thisisone of the main goals of the QBL system
implementation. However, when the document is completed and the student wishesto
turn in the assignment, accessto thelocal area network isrequired. Thetask of
uploading the document is quite ssmple and should not be confused with e-mail,
Internet or World WideWeb. Theprocessissimply based on alocal area networ k
which nearly every school hasinstalled when a computer room isset up. With the
cooper ation of the school’s computer center, a specific server isdesignated asthe
machineto contain English students’ assgnments. A unique path iscreated for each
classwhich endsin an electronic folder wheretherelevant class assignmentswill be

stored. Theinstructionsfor setting up the network can be seen in [Figur e 9Jon page i7]

Once students know the network path for their class, they may send their
documentsat any time. When quitting QBL Student Version, adialog asksthe
student if ghewantsto send the document over the network to theteacher. If the

responseis“NO,” then the program closes with no further action. If the student
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responds by clicking“ YES,” s’lhe will be prompted to input the path wherethefileis

to be sent (seem.

Theresulting system has proven easy for studentsto use, since most students
have had computer classand arerequired to log into the network. An additional
benefit isthat students can send documents at any time with the knowledge that
updated or modified versions can be sent right up to the classtime when the

assignment isdue.

If thereisany problem with sending thefile, such astyping thewrong lettersin
the path, the program will jump back to try again. If thedocument isuploaded
successfully, a smile face appear s along with a short music clip and then the program

closes. Submitting completed documentsfollow these guidelines:

1) Filescan be sent over the network at any time.
2) Filestakethe name of the student’s seat number, e.g., 10.txt.

3) After a document has been sent, a student may send a corrected version that will

simply overwritethefirst version.

4) Students may view the contents of the network directory to which their documents

wer e sent; however, no erasing or changing of directory structureis supported.

5) Once a document has been sent, it cannot be erased by a student although it can be

overwritten with a newer version.
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Figure9. Instructionsfor setting up alocal area network for the QBL system

QBL N ETWO RK VE Rs | O N You, or a computer assistant, will
need to create one directory on

You need a network your students can use the network, for each class using
when their homework is done (students can 2\ Thisisthe nefworks directory
use QBL on any computer, only when *\  (this letter may differ on your systern)
finished do they need access to the
network) : )
- B“SGNG G"G/USH This can be the general class topic
These are the teacher:
Illolng LEE Chen  ingesl ot
I These are
ONE ONG TRADE BANK departments
NG'I'II.IOIIH (if needed)
This is the PATH for students:
in English class ON€ I'IIIO 'I'HRGE ngglges?mer
students of Warden . f sections
tfrade department - ? /
Chia section

FAENGLISH\WARDEN\TRADE\ONE  crymospormese

Each class needs to remember the PATH
In class, write the PATH, so students can copy it to their QBL manuals

‘ I
FAENGLISH\ ‘4
W HEN

When finished
writing, students
use the network
to send their
work on the PATH

Teacher goes to download students' files

The file: @BLNET.EXE must be in each of the
directories you want to copy files from

1. Set your directory to the class you want
(This example will differ depending on your
PATH name used)

CD F:\ENGLISH\WARDEN\TRADE\ ONE

2. Run the QBLNET program
QBLNET.EXE then press ENTER

3. Follow the,instructions

All the files are
placed on your class
disk

Now take this disk to
your computer with

Theresulting system has proven easy for studentsto use since most students

have had computer classand arerequired to log into the network. An additional
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benefit isthat students can send documents at any time with the knowledge that
updated or modified versions can be sent right up to the classtime when the

assignment isdue.

Figure 10. Sending student files over the network

User request to send file over network
by typing in the correct path

If there is a problem
with the path on the
network, the user is
asked to try again

If the path is correct,
the program will
inform the user of
success and then close

When a document is sent over the network, only the body of the businessletter is
sent. Theheading, opening and closing sections are not included in the uploading
sincethese partsare not conducive to computer correction. Additionally, any special
formatting or carriagereturnsare stripped out of the document in order to ease

computer error correction.

Whilethe essential file sent over the network isthe body of the businessletter, it
isnot theonly filesent. All data gathered on the student’s editing activity are

removed from the main file and placed in a secondary file that also usesthe student’s
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seat number asthefile name but appendsthe extension of “.edt” to the number (see

Figure 11. Filetypescreated over the network

NETWORK
SERVER

—H
T I

N

0

Both files are sent over the network in a unique way in order to minimizethe
chance of spreading any type of computer virus (always a fear of network
administrators). Rather than ssimply copy files from a student’sdisk to the network,
using a command similar to the DOS COPY command, the QBL system creates a new
file over the network for writing to (see Listing 1). Because viruses often act on
common commands, such as copy, the OPEN A NEW FILE FORWRITING TO

techniqueis safer.
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Listing 1. Code for saving across a network

‘'save the string to disk (using a sequential file)

FileNum = FREEFILE

OPEN NetPathTxt$ FOR OUTPUT AS #FileNum

IF NoF% = -1 THEN EXIT SUB 'if net save errors then flag NoF% as -1

IF NoF% = -2 THEN GOTO RETRYNET'if net error and user wants to try again
WRITE #FileNum, A$

CLOSE

'save the editing measures file (using a sequestial file)

FileNum = FREEFILE

OPEN NetPathEdt$ FOR OUTPUT AS #FileNum

WRITE #FileNum, EditTime&, EditAdd&, EditCut&, OnOff%, Prints%, Helps%, Nav&, FirstPrint&
CLOSE

E. Network Homework Collection (Downloading)

After all student fileshad been successfully transmitted over the network, the
teacher could then download thefilesto a floppy disk for correction and analysis.
Thistask was accomplished through another custom made program completed
specifically for thisresearch project. 1n addition toretrieving thetext files (TXT), as
wasthe casein previous QBL research projects, this study required the additional
downloading of the edit measuresfiles (.EDT). A further complication wasthat while
the overall sample size was not small, the division of the subjectsinto three groups
resulted in small sample sizes per group. Thismeant that any confusion or errorsin
downloading one hundred percent complete sets of files could have detrimental effects
on the data analyzing stage of the experiment. The program shown in QBL
NET for Win95 & NT Networks, istheresulting program. This program was
completely visual in nature and performed most tasks automatically, thus avoiding

any errorsthat could occur in the normal DOS accessing of network files.
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Figure 12. QBL NET program for downloading students' files

el =[O x|
COPY FILES TO HERE GET FILES FROM HERE
[ eslgnment Mumbar Copy students® files from herne:
1§ Thiz = nolb aksasdy the conscl
assignmer_ then chamge @ now. = Lanah wathien
|.ﬂnim1mnl: Two j

I Dwive A 1% Dnive B

Stanl Copyirsg | Exit

Un Your Lhsk Are Assigrments )
) Looking For Found
[ Hone [ Homework Five 50 i)
[ Homewomk One [ Homework S
[T Homewmk Two [ Homework Seven
[ Homewmk These [ Homework Esght
0 1m0 0 a0

[~ Homeweok Four [~ Homevwork Hine

F. Computer-Based Monitoring Variables (1992-95)

From previouswork (Warden, ???; Chen, ???), numerous variables can be
measured through the use of the QBL system, in addition to error numbers and types.
reviews the measurement abilities previously developed in QBL that were

also used in this experiment (see page for details of variable types).



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 52

Figure 13. Computer-based monitoring variables (previously developed)

Pre\nous\y

e Reference Matches
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oA for a single assignment

Editing Time

Time computer
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assignment

Error Feedback

Computer generated
feedback returned to
students from teacher

Keys Added

Number of Keys Deleted

keys put into . .
tze lsingle Number of keys cut from the
assignment single assignment document
document

G. Reference Use Monitoring (1995)

The Chen (??7?) experiment also began a new approach to measuring the amount
of reference material studentsused in their documents. For thisexperiment the same
concept was used while the softwar e was expanded to include the ability to check for
matches between all four letter assignments, included in this experiment, and the

textbook.

The program shown in Figure 14]is easy to use and can check for matches
between fifty students documents and therelevant book examplesin lessthan three
minutes. Theresulting dataistransferred to a spread sheet wher e each student

number islisted with a corresponding number of reference matcheswith the textbook.
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Figure 14. Software for checking book matches

Students' files
STUDEMT FILE Seat appear here.

ASSIGHMENT —
eGPtk |
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i E | Business |etter
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CHECEING BONOE LIME
Line From Book

The reference checking softwar e works by building a database of example
phrases from the class textbook and then checking for exact matches between those
phrases and occurrencesin students documents (see Figure 15). The database differs

depending on the letter genre assigned for student completion.
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Figure 15. Functionality of reference checking software
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Construction of the database was a balance between using whole sentences from
the textbook versusindividual words (see Figure 16). For example, the textbook
sentence: Order your books today, by simply completing the questions below, is a typical
structurefor salesletters. If thiswhole sentence were placed in the database, only an
exact match would be counted as areference use. However, students may not be
writing lettersfor selling books yet still usethe structurefound in the example. The
sentence, Order your new shirt today, by ssmply completing the questions below would
not be counted as a match under such a database structure. Clearly thismethod

would flag too few reference matches.
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At the other extreme, the use of words or phrasesthat aretoo small could cause
too many matches between students’ documents and thereference material. From the
above example, if weused a smaller part of the textbook sentence, such as. by simply
the chancethat a student wrote such a phrase on hisher own, without referring to the
textbook, is high, sincethisisa commonly used phrase. The possibility of over

flagging matchesis even higher when placing single wordsin the database.

Figure 16. Balancing the size of phrasesin the reference matching database

Short sentences
or individual words
produce more
reference matches

Long sentences
produce fewer
reference matches

Reference
Matches

In the end, a database was constructed that included all sample sentencesfrom
therelevant textbook chapters, yet broke sentences at places wher e specific product
names or situationswereused. Capitalization and ending punctuation were also
ignored as students could use examples within different sentence constructs. The
resulting database gives an accur ate indication of the amount students copied

examples directly from the textbook.
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H. Previous Survey Use (1994-95)

This study employed the survey instrument used by Chen (???) and Warden
(???) in previous studies. Thesurvey instrument used a five point Lickard-like scale
for studentstoratetheir own skill levelson a number of English writing and
professional writing ar eas (see page @for details on the administering of the survey).
No questions wereincluded on computer use or the QBL system since the measure
being taken is of students’ own perceptions of their skill levels and the change of those

skill levels over thetreatment period.

The survey instrument also included a question on listening ability, which
should not be related to writing class, for the purpose of checking validity of the
questionnaire; i.e., thismeasure should not show change over thetreatment sinceit is
not being addressed in the businesswriting class, or if it does change, all groups
should change equally thus having no significant difference between any two groups.
Inclusions of this checking mechanism can assist in tracking down any unaccounted

for variability in later statistical analysis.
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Figure 17. Pre/Post survey instrument (Warden & Chen)

[ Please answer these questions about yourself.

Your Seat Number: 1
Your Sex|Male Female | 2  What Year Student Are You |:| 3

What Was Your Grade In English Class Last Semester |:| 4
About What Is Your Average Grade For all Your Classes (GPA) |:| 5

Please answer the following questions by marking one of the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4,
or 5. The number 1 means you think your ENGLISH skill is VERY GOOD The
number 5 means you think your ENGLISH skill is NOT GOOD.

VERY GOOD NOT GOOD
VERY MUCH AGREE ~ NOT AGREE]
My
English spelling 12345 IWouldLike To |1 2 3 4 5
My Grammar | 1 2 3 4 5 S&;'r?gml?‘gnﬁl;srl;
MyEnglish| ; o 3 4 5
Sentence Structure I Like To Write 12345
ish 6 English Letters 7
- My English| , 5 3 4 5
Listening Comprehension
M d di £ I Think English
y understanding of | ; 5 3 4 5 Writing Skills Are | 1 2 3 4 5
Business Letters Important To
My English skill for Get A Good Job
Business World | 1 2 3 4 5
My English Writing| 1 2 3 4 5
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V. Newly Designed Instruments (1996-97)

For this experiment, three new tools were developed in order toincrease
measur es of mor e subjective areas. While the computer-based correction software has
the ability to collect massive amounts of detailed data, this experiment required a
wider range of measures dueto theinclusion of a process-based feedback group.
Additionally, feedback to the process group had to be as consistent as possible while
retaining the student centered emphasisthat istypical of the processwriting
motivation. For thisreason, software was developed that assisted in pinpointing the
changes students made in their redrafts. Whilethisapplication of new software
allowed some obj ective measuresto be drawn out of what isusually very subjective
material, flexibility was also required in our measurementsin order to capture
opinionsor directions not revealed in the computer measurements and/or not

included in the pre-post surveys. To thisend, an open-ended survey was designed.

A. New Computer Based Monitoring Variables (1996-97)

Previousresearch (Chen, ??7?), began to experiment with measuring details of
students' editing activities. During 1995, new code was added to QBL Student
Version that tracked keystrokes aswell asthe total amount of time spent on the
computer editing a document. The keystroke measurement was broken into two
groups: keystrokes adding to the document and keystrokes deleting from the
document. Those measures proved viable and successful in measuring students

editing activity. For that reason, this experiment expanded the number of variablesto
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be measured (see F’rgtrre-t&land lFrgme—lQP while also creating mor e complete softwar e

for downloading and consolidation of the resulting data within the QBL TOOLS

environment (see pageE‘I m for detailsof variabletypes).

Figure 18. Computer-based monitoring variables used in this study
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Figure 19. New measuresintegrated into QBL TOOL S (seefull screen shot on page

EDITING DATA [averages]
E diting Time [hrs): D K.eyztrokes Added: 0

Editing Ratio (%): 0 K.eyztrokes Deleted: 0

Times Printed: O

B. Teacher Process-Based Feedback Forms (1996-97)

Onegroup in thisstudy did not receive any form of computer-based feedback
but instead received a process-based feedback form. In order to maintain some level

of consistency for valid statistical measurements, a two part form was developed that
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followsthe general thrust of process-based writing. This specific form was adapted
from Interactions| (Kirn & Hartmann, 1990) with a few alterations and has been

tested and used successfully in previous experiments (Yao & Warden, 1996).

Figure 20. Process feedback form
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The pageis split into two parts, thetop for thefirst draft and the bottom for the

redraft. Generall topics of content, organization, grammar and form are covered in
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thefeedback form. To encourage studentsin the process approach, specific grades
arenot assigned, but general ratingsused instead. For each measure, a box is checked
for good or needswork, in thefirst draft, and improved or needs work in the second
draft. Overall ratingsarelisted at thetop of each section and use a general letter
based system rather than specific number grades. With thisform, students aretold
that grades are based on improvement and effort between drafts. In order to
facilitatethis, an area on theright of theform is open for teacher commentson what a
student should concentrate on during redrafting or for positive feedback on topics

that the student did well on.

C. Redrafting Analysis Software (1996-97)

In order to bring some consistency to the evaluation of the process based
redrafts (completion of the bottom half of the process-based feedback form seen on
page@b, a program was developed within Microsoft Word for Windows (coded in
Visual BASIC for Applications). Thisprogram allowed the teacher to see exactly

wher e changes had been madein a student’sredr aft.

For thefirst student of a class, the teacher startsthe program and inputsthe
path and seat number of thefirst student to be checked (see Figure 21). Each timethe
programisrun, the previous pathsused areretrieved from disk (in thefile
c:\compare.txt). If the path ended in afilenamewith letters, such as

c:\one\model.doc, then that nameisused again. However, if thefileisanumber, such
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as 10.doc, the number isincreased by one, thus progressing through students' files

and eliminating any need for the teacher to input new file names.

For example, students’ first draftscould bein thedirectory c:\one and the
second draftsin c:\two. Their filesarenamed 1to 50. To review the changes made
between students' first draftsand redrafts, in thefirst dialog box thefirst student’s
draft location isinput: c:\one\l.txt and then upon prompting, totheredraft location
isinput: c:\two\l.txt. Next timethemacroisrun, the dialog boxeswill open with the

correct paths and namesincreased by one (c:\one\2.txt and c:\two\2.txt).

Figure 21. Softwareto comparefirst and second drafts

where | first draft? Incl First draft’s
ere = your hrst draft? Inc ..
whole PATH. Example: LC;(;aeIIOHIStyped

CAENGACOMPIAZS.T

c:vonet? kxi

Theresult isthat the teacher can quickly have, on screen, an exact view of what
a student hasdone to the document in responseto theteacher’s feedback on thefirst
draft (see. Thisisespecially important for use with the process based
feedback form, since without it, trying to measure what a student had done and then
assign grades, based on improvement, would be extremely difficult and certainly
inconsistent. Since statistical analysis of all data wasthe goal of this experiment,

consistency in feedback was of paramount importance.
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Figure 22. Result of comparing first draft and redraft (underlined text has been added while text with
linethrough it has been deleted)

-Now,-I-worked-at- the- G.P.- Trading: Company.-
My-job-is-a-secretary:;and-I-am- a- very-fast:
learner.- I can type-40- Chinese-words- or-60-
English-words #ea-minute~And-Teanwithin
one-minute, and-speal: German well.- Idenosw
if-giverthe-chaneesf- given the- chance - I can
prove-myself-to-be-a-loyal and-enthusiastic-
worker.-q

D. Open-Ended Survey (1996-97)

Thelast new addition to the present study was the creation of an open-ended
survey form (see Figure 23). Thissurvey was created to be given only at theend of the
experiment and did not have a matched pretest survey. The questions on this survey
wer e directed mor e at the specific activities of the classrather than the skills such
activities may affect, asisthe case with the pre/post-survey. Using multiple choice
guestions, thissurvey asked studentsto rate the success of QBL, the textbook,

computer generated feedback, teacher grading, etc.

Such direct questioning of the actual tools and methods used in this experiment
cannot be seen as accurate measures of thetools successesor failures. Thisissmply
becauseit isthefinal effect such tools have on students’ skillsthat is most important
to thisstudy. Additionally, it iswell understood that direct responses may not solicit
information that isrelated to the measures a survey ultimately attemptsto evaluate.
However, it was thought that such questions may be useful asthey do reflect students

opinions and feelings at the end of the experiment.
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Figure 23. Open-ended survey form
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Thefirst section of the survey includes six scaled questions (interval based data)

and one nominal question (ownership of computer). The second part of thesurvey is

completely open-ended and solicits opinions about teaching, class usefulness aswell as

specific stepstaken in completing assignments.
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VI. Study Design

A. Subjects

1. Student Background

Threeintact classes of studentswere selected for thisstudy in order to maximize
control of variableswhileretaining a high number of students being measured. The
class sectionswere all very similar in naturein that they were sections of the same

academic department, the same academic year and taking the same cour se work.

2. Academic I nstitution

The study was held at a business college in central Taiwan, Chiao Kwang (The
Over seas Chinese College of Commerce). Whilethe higher education system on
Taiwan ishighly similar to the U.S. structure, there are differences, especially at the
collegelevel. Chiao Kwang isa business college that containsthreetractsfor students
to pursue. Thefiveyear program includesthree years of high school equivalent work,
finished with two year s of college equivalent work. A two year program isoffered to
students from vocational high school and suppliestwo years of collegework. These
two yearsare, for the most part, the same asthefinal two years of the five year
program. Night school isthefinal tract offered and resemblesthe two year program

but isonly offered at night and requiresthree yearsto complete. Completion of any
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of thesethreetracts entitles a student to begin university at or above the sophomore

year.

Students participating in this experiment were all part of the five year tract and
in their final year, thefifth year or graduation year. All three class sectionsinvolved
in this study were from the International Trade Department of Chiao Kwang.
Because Taiwan's Export sector has been extremely successful over the past twenty
years, students can actually specialize in this subject and have very good job
opportunitiesupon graduation. Over their fiveyears, Trade studentsundergo a
thorough English program that includes writing, reading and conver sation classes
during every semester. English classes center on skill achievement with little or no
exposureto languagetheory or literature. By graduation, Trade students have had
over 30 creditsof English classes, which amountsto morethan 470 in-class hour s of

English instruction.

Students about to graduate, asthose in this experiment, range in age from 19 to
21 with the majority of Trade Department students being female. One special note
relevant to thisstudy isthe method used to arrange classes. Studentsin Taiwan, at all
levels, belong to a class section, i.e., Trade 5 Section A. When a student beginsat a
school gheisplaced in a section. Throughout hisher career at the same academic
institution, the year will change but the section will remain the same. This meansthat
the approximately fifty students who begin school in the same section will attend most
classes together, following the same schedule, and will graduate together. Dueto this

structuring, it isdifficult to obtain randomly sampled groupsfor experimentation.
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However, because the original grouping into sectionswas not based on any specific
system, one can assume that little differences exist between sections. All sections
follow the same curriculum and for the most part even have the sameteachers. In this
experiment, International Trade graduating class (fifth year) sectionsA, B and C

classes wer e used.

3. Business Writing Class

All three participating classes wer e attending English classesin their fifth year
at college. The curriculum included four hoursin class a week of business English
and two hours a week of English conversation. The business English class consisted of
two hours a week of international business English writing instruction and two hours
aweek of practice class, which could includeinstruction on more general English

topicsor allow studentsto work on assignments from the business writing class.

Emphasisin the businesswriting classison practical skill acquisition which will
enable studentsto produce numerous written communications often used in Taiwan
based international business. Two English textbooks were used along with the QBL
software for assignment completion. Both textbooksarein English with one
introducing business letter genres and the other covering mechanical issuesin English
writing such as punctuation, writing structures, etc. Participating sections had class
instruction in English dueto the fact that the teacher was a native speaker. The
medium of in-classinstruction isleft up to theteacher and can include a heavy use of

Chinesein explaining and translating English examples.
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Table 1. Subjects participating in experiment
Class/Group

A
B
C

B. Treatments

All groupsfollowed the exact samein-class procedur es except when it cameto
feedback. Theopportunity to control all variables, dueto thefact that a single
teacher wasteaching all three sections, was seen as a huge advantage over designs

involving numer ousteachersor studentsin differing classes.

1. Common to All Groups

Class structurefollowed a similar procedureweek to week. Normally, asingle
business letter genrewasintroduced and explained with emphasis on paragraph
development. Examples of paragraphswereread and explained in class accompanied
by small exercises such as organizing the specific genre’s paragraphsinto the correct
order or finding the misplaced or mismatched sentences and paragraphsin afaulty
example. During thewriting practice section, two hours a week, basic grammar and
mechanics wer e focused on. Although fundamental to accurate writing, most
mechanical issues have not been covered well in Taiwan English classrooms. Part of
thereason for thisisthat Chinesewriting does not use many of the punctuation marks
used in English writing, or at least not in the sameway. Additionally, the use of
punctuation in Chinesewriting is not as standardized, asin English, which leads

many studentsto think English punctuation is also simply a question of personal style.
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For thisreason, the exercise class spent at least part of itstime reviewing mechanics
and then completing short exercises. Therest of the timewas given to studentsto
begin work on the main business letter writing assignment given for the week. If the
assignment was a complete business letter and it wasto be completed using the
computer software (QBL), then the practice classwould be held in a computer

classroom and students allowed to freely work on their assignments.

Consistency in grading and non-computer related feedback among thethree
groupswas reinforced by the application of semi-standardized or automated
techniques. When the teacher reviewed students businesslettersfor formatting
errorsin the heading, opening or closing of the letter, the number of possibleerrorsis
finite aswell as having the tendency to repeat among students. For example, when an
assignment required the use of an enclosure line, asisthe case with a letter of
application for employment, many students simply forgot to includeit. Thistype of
error was marked using a custom made stamp. In the case of a missing enclosureline,

a stamp would be used in the location wher e the enclosure line should have been,
reading: “ENCLOSURE LINE.” Eigure24showsall of the stamps used to mark

errorsin thebusinessletters heading, opening and closing sections.

Figure 24. Custom made stampsfor standardized marking in heading, opening and closing

ENCLOSURE LINE
IDEA NOT CLEAR HERE
MAIL CODE

NO COMPUTER FILE NOT ALL CAPITALS
NO SIGNATURE PRINT QUALITY

s P

UNDERLINE THIS

WRITE OUT THE DATH
(December 7, 1996)

WRONG SUBJECT
YOUR TITLE?

gD
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2. DIFFERENCES AMONG GROUPS

While nearly all variables among the three sections were held constant, the

methods of feedback and redr aft were different.
GROUPA

Thisgroup of students had the least complex pattern of homework (see

25) completion involving:
1) Assignment completion and submission over network (including hard copy).
2) Computer generated feedback was printed and returned to students.

3) Grades assigned based on number of errorsfound by computer combined
with teacher's score deductions or additions dueto formatting and general clarity and

accuracy for the given businessletter genre.

4) No redraft was assigned or accepted.
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Figure 25. Group A’sassignment completion process (adapted from Chen, 1997)
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GROUPB

The second section was similar to thefirst, except for the addition of redrafting

and delayed grade assignment (see Figur e 26).

1) Assignment completion and submission over network (including hard copy).

2) Computer generated feedback was printed and returned to students without

theteacher’s commentsor grades.
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3) A redraft was completed within a week and submitted (both hard copy and

electronicfile).

4) Computer generated feedback was printed and returned to students.

5) Grades assigned based on number of errorsfound by computer combined
with teacher's score deductions or additions dueto formatting and general clarity and

accuracy for the given business|etter genre.

Figure 26. Group B’sassignment completion process (adapted from Chen, 1997)

Students turn
in printed letters

and download
on a network

Files sent on
a network
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GROUPC

Thethird section did not receive any computer generated feedback but was

process oriented (see .

1) Assignment completion and submission over network (including hard copy).

2) A process feedback form isattached to a student’s completed first draft (see
Figure 20]on page0). Thetop half of the feedback form is completed giving feedback

to the student on general areas. No gradeisassigned.

3) A redraft was completed within a week and submitted (both hard copy and

electronicfile).

4) The bottom half of the process form was completed by the teacher and a
grade assigned based on overall quality of the paper aswell asimprovement from the
first draft (any changes between thefirst and second drafts was easy to see through

the use of softwar e--see page p1j.
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Figure 27. Group C’sassignment completion process (adapted from Chen, 1997)
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C. Writing Assignments

All three sections wer e held concurrently during thefirst (Fall) semester of the

1996-97 school year although in-classtime differed dlightly. Differencesin thethree

sections’ weekly school schedules combined with holidays meant that for each class,

the day an assignment was turned in could differ somewhat (see [Table 2| [Table 3] and

Table4). Thetime between assignments are not equally spaced throughout the

semester because other assignments wer e also completed that were not part of this

experiment. For example, between the application letter and inquiry letter isa

teaching section on creating résumés. Thisassignment isespecially important to these
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students since they will soon graduate; however, arésuméis not suitable for computer

analysisdueto its special formatting and lack of complete sentences.

Finally, no redraft was completed for the last assignment, a salesletter, dueto
time constraints. Thiswasnot seen asa problem for this experiment since the
emphasis of thisresearch ison how students approach their first drafts, not their

redrafts, and what influence having the opportunity to redraft hason first drafts.
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Table 2. Section A’s assignment submission dates
Assignment 1st Draft Due Redraft Due

Employment Application October 25 NA
Business Trade I nquiry December 8 NA
Responseto Inquiry for December 26 NA

Business
Sales L etter January 10 NA

* NA = Not Applicable

Table 3. Section B’s assignment submission dates
Assignment 1st Draft Due Redraft Due

Employment Application October 25 November 11
Business Trade Inquiry December 8 December 16
Responseto Inquiry for December 26 January 1
Business
Sales L etter January 10 NA

* NA = Not Applicable

Table 4. Section C’s assignment submission dates
Assignment 1st Draft Due Redraft Due

Employment Application October 20 November 2

Business Trade I nquiry December 8 December 18

Responseto Inquiry for December 26 January 6

Business

Sales L etter January 10 NA

* NA = Not Applicable
D. Computer Access

Students were not limited to completing their work in a specific classroom or at
a special time. Whilethewriting practice classwas occasionally held in a computer
room, the assgnment was not due at that time and no restrictions were placed on the

students.

In general, the ability to take the homework softwar e anywhere sinceit wason a
floppy disk, afforded studentsflexibility in their computer access (see .

Over half the studentsreported, when asked informally, they had computersat home.
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Students generally divided their on-line time between school, home and at classmates

homes.
Figure 28. Computer access at any location
School -
E. Feedback

All three groupsreceived some type of feedback after turningin both a printed
hard copy of their businesslettersaswell asthe electronic version. When feedback
wasreturned, it was attached behind the original business letter as shown in
29. Theoriginal business letter contained numerous corrections, from the teacher,

written directly on the page or standardized correctionsto formatting in the form of

stamps (see Figure 24).
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Figure 29. Feedback was attached behind original assignment

1. Computer

For groups A and B, computer generated feedback was supplied on errors
within the body of the business letter. shows an example of a student’s
business letter body, and Figure 31]shows an example of the computer generated

feedback for the student’stext.

Figure 30. Example of assignment’s body

We bring it to you only because you are a very special customer. We know that you are concerned about creating
a smell. Paris Perfumes Clothes Company gives you the details of widespread developments around the world.

While other companies may offer lower prices, be aware that their quality does not match ours. You will have the
chance to understand a widespread developments. We designed every feature with the customer in mind. Today, |
honestly believe no one makes a better clothes than Paris Perfumes Clothes Company.

Please take a few minutes and look over the enclosed brochures. A smell person like you needs a clothes like
Paris Perfumes Clothes. Paris Perfumes Clothes Company gives you a good feeling without sacrificing a widespread. If
you would like to try Paris Perfumes Clothes, just drop by one of our outlets or give us a call at 04-3280666. Take our
advice and buy one today.
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Figure 31. Example of accompanying feedback
Seat Number: 12

Date: September 15, 1996

Number of words in body: 155

Number of errors: 5

Check: a widespread developments

Rule Class: Noun Phrase

Advice: A’ is not usually used with a plural _noun_ such as
“developments’.

Check: feature
Rule Class: Custom Rule Class 1
Advice: ‘feature'is usually used in the plural form: features

Check: A smell person like you needs a clothes like Paris Perfumes Clothes .
Rule Class: Incomplete Sentence
Advice: This doesn't seem to be a complete sentence.

Check: a clothes
Rule Class: Noun Phrase
Advice: A’ is not usually used with a plural _noun_ such as “clothes’.

Check: a widespread

Rule Class: Adjective

Advice: The _adjective_ "widespread’ is not usually used with the
singular _modifier_ "a’. Check for missing words or hyphenation.

2. Process

Thetwo-part process form wasfirst attached to a student’ s business letter, with
thetop half of the form completed (see page60). When theredraft was completed, it
was attached on top of thefirst draft and feedback form, stapled together and all
turned into the teacher again. After reviewing changes made, with the assistance of

the redrafting comparison softwar e (see page p2).

F. Surveys

While computer measurements could obtain objective data, the more general
impressions of the students could not be captured through any computer software. To
under stand impressionsthe students had of their own skill levelsas well astheir
opinions on thetype of feedback and redrafting methods used, surveyswere

employed.
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1. Pre/Post Treatment Surveys

on pageb7] showsthe survey instrument used in this study. It was
administered before thefirst writing assignment was given, during the week of
October 20. Thissurvey instrument has been successfully used in previous studiesin
Taiwan, with business English studentsto show perceptions of their own skill
improvement over time (Warden, 1995). During the pre-treatment administering of
the survey, a consistent explanation of its use was given to each group with emphasis
placed on what the scoresrepresented. Thisincluded instruction that the scoreswere
strictly measures of what an individual student felt about him/her self and had no
relationship to grades, class standing, cour ses completed, outside study, classmates

opinions or teachers opinions, but was strictly an opinion of one's own skill level.

Explanation of the survey’s use aswell as each individual part wasorally given
in Chinese during classtime. Studentswere assured that the survey results had
nothing to do with their grades or the teacher’s opinion of them and that the surveys
would be stored away and not examined until after the students had graduated (nine
monthslater). Thispoint wasemphasized as each survey instrument did include a
location for studentsto writetheir identifying seat numbers. Thisidentification was
not equivalent to a student number, which could be used school-wide, but was unique
to each individual classa student attends. Previous experience shows that without
some identification, student completion of the survey instruments drops off to
unacceptable levels. Additionally, since students are not familiar with survey

completion, it isnot unusual for misunder standings to cause a significant number of
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survey responsesto go missing. With theinclusion of seat numbers, the class leader
(ban-dai) automatically takesresponsibility for assuring all present students complete
thesurvey and turn it in (without the participation of theteacher). After the
instrument was collected, a lar ge envelope was labeled and the surveys placed inside.

The envelope wasthen sealed in front of all studentsand theregular class begun.

The exact same instrument was administered after the last assignment was
completed during the week of January 13. Administration of the post-survey followed
the exact same procedure asthe pre-survey. In thiscase, after the surveys wer e sealed

in an envelope, one mor e survey was distributed, i.e., the open-ended survey.

2. Open-Ended Survey

on pagelp4] shows the open ended survey that was administered at the
end of the experiment. Again, the method followed the basic procedures of thepre
and post-test surveys. Since thisinstrument contained some multiple response items
and some open opinion questions, students wer e given up to the maximum class
period, fifty minutes, to complete the questions. On the second half of the survey,
studentswereinstructed to use English if possible, but that Chinese was equally

acceptable.
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G. Resulting Data Types

Asplanned, this experiment produced numerous data types which, it was hoped,
would allow different approachesin discovering students’ underlying editing

behaviors and strategies. A summary of the datatypesisshown in

Table 5. Resulting data types
Data Type Explanation

I Bl 43 error typesfound by software (see Listing 2Jon pagep17)

Total Errors: Each student’stotal errorsin a single document
Book M atches: Number of exact matches with the class textbook
Edit Time: Total amount of time spent with the computer program
running for a single assignment

Keys Added: Total number of keystrokesinput for a single assignment
Keys Deleted (Cut): Total number of keystrokes cut from a single assignment
Edit Ratio: Shows the amount of keystrokes a student removes after
inputting (K eys deleted divided by keys added)

Navigation: The number of timesany of the up, down, left, write, page

up or page down keyswere pressed during a single

assignment

QBL Start: Number of timesthe student’s program was started during
the completion of a single assignment
Timeto First Print: Thetime using the student’s program from starting a new
assignment, to thefirst printout being made
Il xElCoBl Total number of timesthe document was printed during the
completion of a single assignment

Used On-Line Help: Thetotal number of times a student accessed on-line help
(F1) during the completion of a single assignment
Words: Thetotal number of wordsin a student’s completed

assignment when submitted over network

Note: Theseerror typesarebased on theerror definitionsfrom the software
package Grammatik 5.0 for Windows (See . However, for thisstudy,
therule base was modified and in some places heavily extended (asin the case of
custom errorswhich was programmed to include common errorsof Chinese EFL

lear ners).
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VIl. Results

A. First Draft Data

1. Descriptive Analysis

Befor e beginning statistical analysis, we may examine the experiment’sresulting
datain adescriptiveform. Thiscan help give an overview of theresults, especially
sincethe amount of data produced is substantial. One must keep in mind, however,
that descriptive data only examines means and does not take variance or outliersinto
account and therefore cannot be used for drawing any accurate or reliable

conclusions.

a) Error Types

Over thefour assignments, all three groups showed similar patternsin their
most commonly occurring error types, as detected by the QBL system. Previous
experiments with the QBL system have shown the common error type occurrence
rates are more areflection of the specific assignment being completed than of error
trendsor overall language weaknesses For thisreason, the most common errorsare

examined here as a percentage of total errorsover all four assignmentswith any error

type below 2% being eliminated from the display (see Figur e 32] Figure 33Jand [Figure |

34). Thesefigurescan give an indication of the largest problem areasfor the students
in thisexperiment, and in awider perspective, English writing students throughout

Taiwan.
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Figure 32. Group A’smost common error types (first draft)
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Figure 33. Group B’smost common error types (first draft)
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Figure 34. Group C’'smost common error types (first draft)
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b) Error Rates

Throughout the four assignments, all three groups showed fluctuation in the

mean error rates, asshown in . Typical of QBL experiments, error ratesrise
and fall depending the specific businessletter genre assigned. Thisfluctuation reflects

thedifficulty of different letter types aswell asthe availability of reference material

for the specific exercise.
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Figure 35. Mean error ratesover all four assgnmentsin first draft
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Of thefour assignments, it isclear that assignment 2 produces the lowest error
rates. Thisassignment was a letter of trade inquiry. Such aletter isprobably one of
the most formalistic in the trade genre and ther efor e presents fewer problemsfor
students, not to mention that previous classes, such astrade documentation, have

covered this specific letter.

Overall, each group showed adeclinein error ratesusing linear trend analysis:

1) Group A: -0.22917
2) Group B: -0.72045
3) Group C: -0.237372

Important to note hereisthat at no time did the class emphasize the importance
of error reduction. In previousexperiments, when error reduction was emphasized,
computer feedback, aswell as non-computer feedback caused significant reductionsin

error ratesover arelatively short time span (with computer based feedback
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outperforming moretraditional feedback methods). Because thisexperiment included
a group that was employing a process feedback style, it was not appropriate to center
on error ratereduction. Therefore, it isnot surprising that thedeclinein error rates
for all three groupsisrather shallow, confirming that the class emphasis was on
writing in general and any error reduction was aresult of students own motivations

and efforts.

¢) Editing Rates

The detailed data gathered on activity related to editing of documentsisunique
to thisstudy and allows an insight to what students are doing to create their business
letters. Thefirst measurement isof mean time spent on the computer creating the
first draft. AsFigure 36]shows, group C hasa somewhat different pattern than the
other groups. Of special interest ishow all three groupstend to movetowardsa
similar amount of time by assignment three and four. Thistrending towards
similarity is not unexpected, as so many of the class variables ar e exactly the same
across all three groups. We would expect the main impact on studentsto come from

in-class activity, thusinfluencing most studentsinto similar patterns.
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Figure 36. M ean editing time spend on computer (in hours) preparing first draft

3 ——Group A
—8#—Group B
25 — —Group C

N

Mean Time on Computer (Hours)
[
= n

—

o
o

HW1 HW2 HW3 HW4

Assignment Number (HW=Homework)

For every assgnment, the minimum number of wordsrequired, within the body
of the business letter, was 150. Figure 37/showsthat studentsin each group routinely
surpassed that requirement, with Group A often writing the least words and group C

writing morewordsin thefinal assignment.

Figure 37. Mean wordsin document first draft (150 minimum requirement)
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Exact matches between students’ lettersand thereference material showsan
interesting pattern in Thethree classes appear to spread apart in the same
pattern for the second and last assignments; however, the third assignment shows
nearly identical meansfor all three groups. Thisismost likely a reflection of the type
of letter being completed and the number of relevant examples availablein the
textbook. Assignment number threewas a letter of response to an inquiry about
attending collegein Taiwan. Becausetheletter is so case specific, there are fewer
opportunitiesto copy directly from thetextbook. Thisavailability of reference
material affectsall three groups equally when the number of usable examples
approaches zero. When the number of usable examplesislarger, thethree groups
show differing rates of reference matching. Thisdifference can be attributed to the

differencein feedback and redrafting opportunities.

Figure 38. Mean reference matchesin first draft
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The amount students change their documentsisreflected in the editing ratio
(percentage of keystrokes entered that werelater removed) measurement, shown in
The chart showsthat editing means are similar for each group throughout

all four assignments.

Figure 39. Mean edit ratioin first draft (percentage of keystrokes removed)
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Whilethe editing ratio can give a general indication of the amount students
change their documents, examination of the under lying measures, namely keys added

and keys deleted, can show, in more detail, any differences between the groups.

IFigur e 40|and [Figur e 41|show that while the per centage result, editing ratio, appears

similar for all three groups, the underlying measuresreveal mor e separ ation among
thegroups. In both measures, keys added and keys deleted, group C showsthe

highest number of keystrokes overall.
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Figure 40. M ean keys added to document in first draft
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Figure 41. M ean keys deleted from document in first draft
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While preparing thefirst draft, all three groups showed a large amount of
variation in the amount they moved about (navigated) the document. [Figur e 42|shows

group B consistently had a lower mean than the other two groups.
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Figure 42. M ean navigation keysin first draft
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Of all the descriptive measures, the number of timesthe computer wasturned
on, towork on thefirst draft, showsthe most consistent decline over the four
assignments. Figure 43|shows that the first assignment saw students go to the
computer about five times compar ed with thelast assignment at around threetimes,
for thefinal assignment. Group B was consistent in turning on the computer lessthan

the other two groups.
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Figure 43. M ean times softwar e started in first draft
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Thetimefrom starting a new assignment to first sending it to a printer is shown
in Thethree groups display meansthat begin at different levels, but keep
in mind that 1000 secondsisabout 17 minutes. This measure does show a general
decline over thefour assignments, meaning that on average, the timeto thefirst

printing becomes shorter as more assignments are completed.
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Figure 44. Mean timeto first printing (in seconds)
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Another printing measureisthe aver age times an assignment’sfirst draft was
printed, shown in This measur e also shows a general decline with the
additional featurethat the three groups appear to approach the same point at

approximately 3 printouts.

Figure 45. Mean timesprinted in first draft
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2. Statistical Analysis

The statistical analysisof all error typesand editing measuresrevealed details
that more accurately portray the differencesamong thethree groupsand the impact
of thevarioustreatments. Of importance at the outset of thisanalysisisthe
under standing of how thesethree groups arerelated before any treatment is begun.
Thisisdonein the pretest analysis. The pretest analysesisthefirst assgnment since
no treatments had yet been administered. All statistical tests on assignments after the
pretest are based on work completed after the differential treatments had begun, or

after thereturn of feedback on thefirst dr aft.

a) ANOVA Tests

Analysis of variance was performed to find if any of the variables were outside
of asingle population. All oneway ANOVA testsarefollowed up with a post hoc
Scheffe multiple range test (thistest is conservative for pairwise comparisons) in order
to find what group was outside the population relevant to the other groups. The

significance level tested for was P<.05, and lower levels of significance are signified.

(1) Pretest

Testing thefirst assignment revealed that the three groupsdid differ in some of
the measures used, thus signifying that the groups did not form a single population in
all variables before the beginning of the experiment. [Table 6{showsthe variables

wher e the assumption of a single population was not supported. Whiletherereally is



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 96

no one group that stands out from therest in every measure, there are some general

observationsto be made.

Group B beginsthe experiment with a much higher custom error rate. This
difference should be kept in mind, asit islater statistically corrected for in other
statistical tests. Other than the custom errors, we can seethat group C appearsto
scor e higher on theremaining measures. Closer examination revealsthat the high
scor e of group B on custom errors may actually be related to the apparently high

scores of group C on the other variables.

When the Post hoc column list C>B (looking at the editing time measure as an
example), we should keep in mind that this means B<A and B<C (and C=A sinceno
significant differenceisreported). Thiscan be seen by looking over at the mean
columns. Such aview informsusthat the significant differencesof group C area
combination of group C scoring relatively high while group B scored relatively low.
From this observation, we can already seethat arelationship between the editing
measures and errorsappearsto exist, since group B scores consistently low on the
editing scores while scoring high on an error measure (remember that custom errors
isone of the most common errors making up approximately 25 percent of all errors

and as such isa good indicator of total errors).
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Table 6. Homework 1 (pre-test) ANOVA with Scheffe multiple range test
Variable Group A Group B Group C DF
Mean Mean Mean
(Std Dev) (Std Dev) | (Std Dev)

Custom Errors 1.78 2.75 1.57

(1.66) (2.10) (1.46) B>A

Editing Time 1.54 1.26 2.03 140 C>B

(.96) (.80) (1.06) C>A

Navigation Keys 1170.84 693.84 1513.25 140 C>B
(1291.71) (586.71) (1404.33)

Possessive Form .1042 .0227 .2449 140 C>B
(.31) (.15) (.52)

Timeto First 2784.67 2074.32 3966.90 140 C>B
Printing (1872.72) | (1764.12) | (3145.55)

Times Printed 9.3 5.82 10.31 140 C>B
(8.88) (5.94) (8.37)

Verb Object .40 .09 .18 140 A>B
(.61) (.29) (.44)

*P<,05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Thelack of a single population at the beginning of this experiment isnot a
hindranceto the following statistical analysis since the primary objectiveisto examine
how each group changes over the experiment’sfour treatments. Thusthefocusison
each group individually, rather than comparing groupsdirectly. While performing
any statistical test that did compare among the groups (such astherepeated ANOVA
test), each of the variablesthat appear in [[able 6|were held asa covariatein order to

control for any influence.

The explanation for the beginning difference between the three groupsisthat
while college classes were not originally formed (four years previously) with any
special purpose, any single class has spent much time together and thus hasformed a
class personality. Inthiscase, group C waslater found to be a very dedicated and self

motivated class when compared to the other two classes, and especially when



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 98

compared with group B which had much mor e of an individualistic nature among the

students.

In any case, further analysisisall the morerelevant because group C received
the process based treatment, which the author can say, after teaching the classfor a
year, most suited them. Although this match was completely random, such a
construct isactually desirable since it makes for more robust conclusions, which will

befurther explored in thefollowing analysis.

(2) Among Groups for Each Assignment

Continuing the ANOVA analysis, the second assignment (inquiry letter) found
fewer significant differences among thethree groups (Table 7). A review of the
descriptive analysis shows that many measur es conver ged during the second

assignment while also dropping to lower levels.

Closer examination showsthat the feedback has begun to have an influence on
students. For example, class A clearly has moved to the bottom of the reference match

rate while class C continues to navigate the document more.

Table7. Homework 2 ANOVA with Scheffe multiplerange test
Variable Group A Group B Group C DF
M ean Mean Mean
(Std Dev) (Std Dev) | (Std Dev)
Reference 5.71 7.30 8.12 140 9.20*** B>A
M atches (2.86) (2.62) (2.93)
Navigation 742.29 477.80 772.59 140 3.89* C>B
Keys (573.57) (390.69) (651.69)
TimesPrinted 5.35 2.32 4.16 140 0 A>B

(5.35) (2.32) (4.16)
Wordy 13 23 02 140 3.44
(.39) (52) (.14)

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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Thethird assignment (response letter), again showed few significant differences
among the classes, but clearly revealed class C as outscoring the other groupsin four
error typerates (seeTable 8). In contrast to assignment two, this assignment brought
out differences among the groupsin error typesrather than editing measurements.
Previous studies have shown that morereference material availablein the textbook
leads to more opportunity for studentsto copy such material. For theletter of
response, the amount of reference material availableislow, sincethe assignment isto
respond to information about the student’s school (a specific topic that does not have
any corresponding examplein the textbook). This could account for the absence of

the book matching rate measurement in|Table 8

Table 8. Homework 3 ANOVA with Scheffe multiple range test

VEE [ Group A Group B Group C DF
Mean Mean Mean
(Std Dev) (Std Dev)  (Std Dev)

Capitalization

Custom

Possessive
Form
Pronoun

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Thefinal assignment, a sales letter, revealsthe largest number of significantly
different variables among all the assignments. In thisassignment (see, both
editing measuresand error rate measures wer e significantly different among the three
groups. [Table9|clearly showsclass C standing out in nearly all measuresthat did not

form a single population . For classC, thisletter wasthe seventh writing exercise
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(remember class C had performed redrafts on assignments one through three). Itis

no surprisethat by thistime differenceswould appear in larger numbers.

Only asingleerror typeis common between assignment one and four, where
class C wasthe group standing out (theerror typein common is possessive form). We
can summarize, from this change, that the measures where group C stood out to start
with, in the first assignment, have not kept class C from being influenced by the

feedback.

Table 9. Homework 4 ANOVA with Scheffe multiple range test
VEE [ Group A Group B Group C DF

M ean
(Std Dev)

M ean
(Std Dev)

M ean
(Std Dev)

Reference 6.71 7.59 9.31 4.17*
M atches (4.63) (4.09) (4.69)
Keys Added 1070.73 1027.61 1316.90 139 3.77* C>B
(457.54) (230.41) (790.96)
L ong Sentence .04 .02 17 139 4.12*
(.20) (.15) (.38)
Navigation 902.06 433.43 665.52 139 3.59*
(1000.55) (397.41) (951.20)
Possessive .60 41 1.19 139 8.11***
Form (.79) (.54) (1.36)
Sentence .23 A1 42 139 4.55*
Variety (.56) (.32) (.54)
Timeto First 2262.00 1304.48 2114.73 139 4.13* A>B
Melgdael (1918.76) | (1660.19) | (1519.35)
Total Errors 6.79 6.02 8.77 139 6.73** C>B
(3.72) (3.43) (4.00)
Wordsin 165.17 165.21 179.77 icicN  10.39***
Document (12.69) (15.15) (23.88)
Wordy A7 .05 .27 139 4.43*
(.38) (.21) (.45)
*P<.05 **P<.,01 ***P<.000

b) Repeated Measures

Mor e important than smple differences among the groupsisto understand the

different roles played by the three treatments and the three writing assignments (after
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thefirst assignment) aswell astheinteraction of these variables. Thisexperiment
emphasized internal validity through a split-plot design (sometimes also called a mixed
design) and allowed the testing of between-subjects and within-subjectsfactors. The
structure of the design can be seen in Mand ismade up of athreeby three
design with repeated measur e running along the X axis. Although the actual number
of letter assignmentswasfour, thefirst assignment wastreated as a pretest, thus
reducing the X axis by onefactor in the statistical analysis. Thethird dimension of
the study was the various variables measured through the QBL computer system, i.e.,
error and editing data. Whileshown in |F+gLe-46|as part of thedesign, thevariables
were not tested all at once, but instead were simply examined one at atime, thus
making up the cells of thedesign. Later, correlation and regression analysisisused to

examine relationships between these variables (see page @

Figure 46. Split-plot design of study

|Group A

|Group C

2 3
Letter Assignments
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A standard ANOVA would not be satisfactory for these measures as the scores
throughout the four assignments come from the same groups and thus are repeated
measures. A normal ANOVA test assumes each scoreto be from a different source,
but a special repeated ANOVA test solvesthis problem. Therepeated ANOVA test
used hereismore sensitive to changesin data which isrepeatedly taken from the same
group. Thistest also allows usto seetheinteraction between groups, i.e., the
treatments being used, and the letter writing assignments. Thisis especially useful as
previous resear ch, confirmed by the descriptive data in this experiment, show the

letter writing assignment has a largeimpact on theresulting error data.

Each variableisfirst tested with all groups, A, B and C, and isthen followed by
repeated ANOVA test for groups A-B, B-C, and A-C in order to observe specific
differences among thethreetreatments. Chartsfrom the descriptivedata are
included for quick reference. Thiscan be helpful to spot which group is higher or
lower relative to the other groups, however, the charts are ssmple means and are not
modified in any way, i.e., exclusion of outliers. Conclusions can only be drawn from

statistical test whilethe chartsareincluded ssimply for reference.

All the repeated ANOVA measures shown herearefor assignments2to 4. Since
thefirst assignment was not influenced by any feedback treatment, and thethree
groups wer e not the same population in all measures, theserepeated testsonly
examine changes in measures after feedback treatment had begun. Additionally, all
measur esthat violated the assumption of a single population in the first assignment,

using an ANOVA test among the three groups (see Table 6), were held as covariatesin
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order to eliminatetheir influencein thefollowing repeated ANOVA tests. Theonly
variable that had an impact on theresults (when being held as a covariate ver sus
normal inclusion in the data) wasthe custom error variable. Therefore, all repeated
ANOVA test results shown here do hold the custom error variable asa covariatein

order to diminateitsinfluence.

(1) Error Variables

As expected, [Table 10]shows the strong influence the letter assignment has on
thetotal errorsmeasure. Such aresult warnsusnot to draw too strong a conclusion
from simple descriptive data when studying a decline, or alack of it, in error rates
over assignments. Some assignments clearly present mor e difficulty or less
opportunity to use strategiesthat reduce errors. If such more difficult assignments
came at the end of a study, there could actually bearisein error ratesno matter what

type of treatment isbeing used.

Of moreimportanceistheresult that the treatment type does make a difference
in thetotal errorsmeasure. Thethreetreatmentsare not having equal impact on the
students. Interaction between the treatment type and the letter assignment also shows
a dtatistically significant result. Thistellsusthat the affect a treatment varieswith the
specific letter assignment. It isthe casethat a specific treatment will have greater

influence on a specific type of assignment.
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Table 10. All groupsrepeated ANOVA total errors (with custom error ascovariate)
Source F
Letter Assignment 21.88***

Treatment 3.44*
Letter X Treatment 3.60**

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Based on the clear impact treatment has on thetotal errors measure, we can now
examine the specific differ ence between any two groups, based on similaritiesin
treatment. Sincegroups A and B both received computer generated feedback,
statistical difference between these two groups could be attributed to the redrafting
component of the study (redrafting opportunity wasthe only difference between

groups A and B).

Resultsin [Table 11]confirm that the letter assignment does have a strong
influence on total errors. However, thereisno significant impact on the two groups
from thetreatment. Interaction of treatment and letter assignment also show no
statistically significant difference. When a group receivesthe computer generated
feedback, thisresult informsusthat the impact on total errors made during the
following first draft isnot influenced by the availability of redrafting. Additionally,

thetype of letter assigned does not change thisfinding.

Table 11. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA total errors (with custom error as covariate)
Source
L etter Assignment b 21.32%**
Treatment 35.46 1 2.72 107
Letter X Treatment 4.22 2 211 .22

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

When comparing groups B and C (see [[able 12), theresultsdo show a

significant effect for the treatment aswell astheinteraction of treatment and letter
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type. Thesetwo groupsdiffered only in feedback type. Thisresult informsusthat the
presence of computer generated feedback doesplay arolein reducing errorsduring

first draft.

Table 12. GroupsB & C repeated ANOVA total errors (with custom error as covariate)
Source F
Letter Assignment 15.86***

Treatment 6.79*
Letter X Treatment 5.73**

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

[Table 13|confirms the effect of computer generated feedback when interacting
with letter typein influencing total errorsduring first drafts (graphically shown in
Figure 47). However, thisresult does not show a significant difference for treatment.
Groups A and C differed in both feedback type and opportunity for redrafting. This
differencein treatment isthe largest between any two groupsin the study (two
variables) and isdifficult to draw out any conclusions at this stage lesswerisk being
confused by a possible confounding variable. We may, however, generally observe
that each group develops a strategy to use theinfor mation and opportunities at hand
in order to lower total errorsin their writing. For any single assignment type, one of
the developed strategies may be more or less successful, but overall it appearsthat
straight computer generated feedback has an equivalent effect on total errorsas

teacher generated process based feedback and redrafting combined.

Table 13. Groups A & C repeated ANOVA total errors (with custom error ascovariate)
Source
L etter Assignment
Treatment
Letter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure47. Mean error ratesin first draft
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A similar pictureis seen when examining the custom error type (see[[able 14|to

[Table 17/and Figure 48). Whilethiserror type presents some problemsin the

statistical analysis becauseit did not form a single population in the pretest, the
repeated ANOVA showsthat it isthe interaction of the treatment and letter type

wherethethree classes show different resultsfor this specific error type.

Table 14. All groupsrepeated ANOVA custom error type
Source
Letter Assignment

Treatment
Letter X Treatment

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 15. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA custom error type
Source
L etter Assignment

Treatment
Letter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000
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Table 16. GroupsB & C repeated ANOVA custom error type
Source DF MS =
Letter Assignment 32.45***
Treatment 1.67 1 1.67 .75
Letter X Treatment 18.02 2 9.01 6.27
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table17. Groups A & C repeated ANOVA custom error type
Source
L etter Assignment b 51.92***
Treatment .22
L etter X Treatment 7.44
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Figure 48. Mean custom errorsin first draft
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(2) Editing Variables

The same procedurefor examining total errorswas used to examine editing

related variables. Whileit isclear that feedback type doesplay arolein error

107

reduction, the above results also hint at the possibility that the affect on students may

not be absolute and simplistic, but a matter of degreesand complexity. To further
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under stand the nature of the influence feedback and redrafting had on thethree

groups, repeated ANOVA testswer e used to examine editing related data.

(a) Reference Matches

[Table 18|shows the strong differential affect both treatment and treatment with
assignment interaction had on the three groups when using reference material
(changes in means shown in Figure 49). The second assignment documents nearly the
same amount of refer ence use among the three groups, clearly areflection of less
material related to the assignment available for copying. When reference material

was available, group C consistently copied morewhile group A copied less.

156.19***
10.56***
4.32%*

L etter Assignment 2799.16 1399.58
Treatment 235.22 2 117.61
Letter X Treatment 140.59 4 35.15

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

M or e specific testing shows that indeed group A copiesless from thereference
material than the other two groups. [Table 19]revealsthat the presence of redrafting
does influence the amount of reference materiel used in thefirst draft. In thiscase,
group B hasmore material in their first draftsthat exactly match examplesfrom the

textbook.

Table 19. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA reference matches
Source DF MS =

Letter Assignment 1393.30 96.06* **

Treatment 50.97 1 50.97 4.92*

Letter X Treatment 33.30 2 16.65

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000
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[Table 20]shows that the presence of computer feedback also influencesthe
amount of reference material used, with group C copying morethan group B.
Interaction between theletter assignment and the specific group isreported as
significant here and thustakes precedence over any treatment effects. Thisisalsothe
case between groupsA and C in Thus, the availability of redrafting leadsto
higher levels of copied material in thefirst draft. In the case of computer or process
based feedback, the difference depends on the specific assignment given, but
generally, we can observe that the process based treatment leads to increased

refer ence copying.

Table 20. GroupsB & C repeated ANOVA reference matches
Source
Letter Assignment 2383.23 uMickcy 106.96***

Treatment 67.00
Letter X Treatment 45.01
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 21. Groups A & C repeated ANOVA refer ence matches
Source
L etter Assignment 2036.58 1018.29 | PaReijdid

Treatment 188.50
Letter X Treatment 117.69
*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure 49. Mean reference matchesin first draft
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(b) Editing Ratio

Editing, deleting or changing what was input, shows no affect from letter type,
treatment, or the interaction, when all three groups are examined together (seeTable ]
22'). Mor e specific analysis showsthat thereisa treatment effect between groups B
and C, asshown in Of thetwo groups, group C hasthe higher editingratio,
which infersthat the presence of computer feedback with redrafting may lower

editing on first drafts.

Table 22. All groupsrepeated ANOVA editing
Source

Weac@CSTopinl=idl 157703.54 78851.77 .

LU 183654.53 2| 91827.27 1.12

Letter X Treatment ReZvALEKrS 4 | 85683.27 1.05
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Thelack of any significant result in [T able 23|and [T able 25/may help to focus this

idea more. GroupsA and B differ in their redrafting opportunity and show no
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statistically significant effect from the differencein treatment. GroupsA and C differ
in both redraft opportunity and computer generated feedback and also show no
significant effectsfrom the differencesin treatment. We may ask what istheinfluence
that drivesthe editing ratio of class B down? If the answer isthat computer

generated feedback alonereduces editing ratio, then the test between groups A and C
(seem should show some effect, which it doesnot. We must then conclude, for
thismeasure, that it isthe combination of computer generated feedback with the

opportunity for redrafting that reducesthe editing ratio in students’ first draft.

Table 23. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA editing
Source
Letter Assignment 247220.12 123610.06
Treatment 155554.73 155554.73 1.27
Letter X Treatment 251944.60 2 125972.30 1.03
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

ratio

-

Table24. GroupsB & Cr

L etter Assignment 1611.98 805.99 | efileiidy

Treatment 2707.16 2707.16 6.15*
Letter X Treatment 140.51 70.25

L etter Assignment 210602.90 105301.45 .
Treatment 106326.09 1 106326.09 .94
Letter X Treatment 239917.99 2 119959.00 1.07

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure50. Mean edit ratio in first draft (keysremoved/keys added)
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(c) Editing Time

[Table 26]through [Table 29]show that the total time spent editing a document was
significantly influenced only in the treatment between groups A and B.
revealsthat it was group A that had the higher editing time. Thisleads usto suspect
that the absence of redrafting causes studentsto spend moretime on their first drafts.
Stated another way, the opportunity for redrafting reduces the amount of time spent

editing thefirst draft.

Table 26. All groupsrepeated ANOVA editing
Source
Letter Assignment

Treatment
Letter X Treatment

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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Table 27. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA editing
Source
Letter Assignment

Treatment
Letter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 28. GroupsB & C repeated ANOVA editing
Source

Letter Assignment

Treatment

Letter X Treatment

Source
L etter Assignment
Treatment
L etter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Figure51. Mean editing time spend on computer (in hours) preparing first draft
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(d) Navigation Keys
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Moving around the document isa sign of work being done on a document or of
content being examined and possibly changed. Thismeasure should closely parallel
the editing ratio and edit time measures, if all worked as planned. [Table 30]does show
atreatment effect among the three groupswhich isthen followed by similar effects
between groups A and B (see [Table 31) aswell as between B and C (see[Table 32).
These treatment effects do indeed have a similar pattern with the editing ratio and
editing time measures. Asin editing time, group A navigates the document mor e than
group B, which provesthat the editing time variable, the total time the computer is
turned on for asingle assignment, isnot idletime at all, but timein which studentsare
moving about their documents. Asin edit ratio, group C isnavigating morethan
group B, thus spending more of their time editing or making changesto their

documents.

Table 30. All
Source DF MS =
Letter Assignment 60201925.22 30100963 31.92%**
Treatment 14161804.73 2 | 7080802.40 5.39**
Letter X Treatment 4563221.18 4 | 1140805.30
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Thedifferential impact the treatments had on these three groups, for this
navigation variable, is central to thethrust of thisresearch and recursthroughout the
study. Redrafting opportunity decreasesthe amount a student navigates his’/her
document while the presence of computer feedback also decr eases the amount of
navigation throughout a document (or stated another way, navigation decreases with

theinclusion of redrafting and computer feedback ). Thuswe can observethe strong
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treatment influence on group B, which receives computer feedback and has

opportunity for redrafting.

Table 31. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA navigation
Source =

Letter Assignment 35033956.23 17516978 15.19***

Treatment 13733353.67 1| 13733353 12.74**

Letter X Treatment 2449151.80 2 | 1224575.9

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 32. GroupsB & C repeated ANOVA navigation
Source DF MS =

Letter Assignment 46007662.55 23003831 47.83***

Treatment 5855403.37 1| 5855403.4 6.61*

Letter X Treatment 396238.73 2 | 198119.37

Source =

Letter Assignment 39465058.15 19732529 18.88***

Treatment 1189396.06 1| 1189396.1 .65

Letter X Treatment 3164325.84 2 | 1582162.9 1.40
*P<.05 **P<.,01 ***P<.000

Since group C did have opportunity for redrafting, the amount of navigation is
lowered. However, group C did not receive any computer feedback, which increased
its navigation amount. Thiscombination, places group C near the middle of the other
two test groups, thus showing less effect from treatment on navigation amounts (note
the effect between B and C isnot nearly as strong as between A and B). What this
meansisthat the C group may perform an amount of navigation that does not
significantly differ from either group A or B, thusleading usto seethedifferent
treatments as approximately equal, at least in the case of groupsA and C
comparisons. Based on this observation, one could be left with theimpression that

treatmentsreceived by groups A and C are approximately equal. Keep in mind,
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however, that these tests are only describing resultsand in no way tell ushow the
results were achieved. The moreimportant question, to be answered later, is exactly
what different strategies are these two groupsusing in order to obtain roughly equal

SCor es?

Figure 52. M ean navigation keysin first draft
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(e) Program Started

With differencesin editing and time working on thefirst draft, we can next
examineif these differences arereflected in the number of times studentsturn on the
computer and start the QBL program. Onewould expect that more editing time
would also mean mor e times starting the program, but thisis not the case. [Table 34[to
[Table 37]show that the different treatments had no significant impact on the number
of times studentsreturned to use the software. It appearsthat any differencesin

editing time do not lead to differencesin number of times studentsstart the program.



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 117

Table 34. All groupsrepeated ANOVA program start
Source

Letter Assignment
Treatment
Letter X Treatment

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 35. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA program start
Source
L etter Assignment
Treatment
L etter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 36. GroupsB & C repeated ANOVA program start
Source

Letter Assignment

Treatment

Letter X Treatment

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 37. Groups A & C repeated ANOVA program start
Source
L etter Assignment
Treatment
L etter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure 53. Mean number of times softwar e started in first draft
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(f) Time to First Printing

When starting a new assignment, the amount of timethat elapses until the first
printout is measured by the variable: timeto first print. This measurement should be
complementary to other editing variables such aseditingratio. If astudent is
performing mor e editing on thefirst draft, thefirst printout should be delayed
somewhat, whereasif little attention isbeing paid to thefirst draft, a printout can take

place as soon astherequired number of wordsareinput.

[Table 38]does show that among all three groups treatment does have a
significant influencefor thefirst printing variable. In fact, thisvariabletracksthe
navigation variable closely. Both combinations of A-B and B-C have significant
differences between them dueto the differencesin treatment. In the A-B case (see
[Table 39), the absence of redrafting delaysthefirst printing, where asin the B-C case

(see[Table 40), theinclusion of redrafting combined with computer feedback quickens
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thetimetothefirst printing. Inthe case of A-C (see@, thereisno clear

treatment effect but thereisan effect from theletter type. Inm we can

119

observe that the process approach leadsto a delayed printing in general; however, the

presence of redrafting may shorten that time thusleading to no statistically significant

effect from treatment.

Source
Letter Assignment 8577267.31

Treatment 25694749.41

12847375

Letter X Treatment 16707329.89

4176832.50

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 39. GroupsA & Br
Source
L etter Assignment 1288016.76

Treatment 21053032.97

21053032.97

Letter X Treatment 9662961.85

4831480.9

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 40. GroupsB & Cr
Source
L etter Assignment 19061294.14

9530647.1

Treatment 17305600.24

1 17305600

Letter X Treatment 4242730.69

2 2121365.3

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table4l. GroupsA & Cr
Source
L etter Assignment 6946058.63

3473029.3

Treatment 148330.89

1 148300.89

Letter X Treatment 19527342.80

2 9763671.4

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure54. Mean timeto first printing in first draft (in seconds)
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(g) Times Printed

Thenumber of timesan assignment’sfirst draft isprinted out could bea clueto
the number of modifications a student makesto his’her document’sfirst draft. We
could assumethat after some modificationsto a document, a student may print out in
order to proofread it or passit on to a classmate for review. Thelack of any
significant difference, however, in the QBL start variable showsthat thismay not be
the case. If studentsdid print out more often when making mor e modifications, one of
the groups should have also shown an increasein starting the software since clearly

after printing out for proofreading the computer would be shut down.

able 42|showsthat among all three groups, the treatment differential did have

a statistically significant impact. Breaking out each combination, we can see,

43, [Table 44] and [T able 45 the differ ence comes from the A-B combination which

differsin redrafting. Again, the A group shows higher levels of printing the document
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even though this group did not show any difference in the number of timesthe

program was started.

It could bethe case that although group A isprinting thefirst draft more, the
studentsin the group are not shutting down their computers. The A group did show
longer on-linetimes, in the editing time variable (see page [L12}, which could confirm

this assertion.

Table 42. All
Source
Letter Assignment
Treatment
Letter X Treatment

Source
L etter Assignment

Treatment
Letter X Treatment

Source
L etter Assignment
Treatment
L etter X Treatment

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 45. Groups A & C repeated ANOVA times
Source

Letter Assignment

Treatment

Letter X Treatment

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure55. Mean timesprinted in first draft
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(h) Words in Document

Thefinal variableto be examined in detail isthe number of wordsin thefirst
draft when it was sent over the network for correction by the teacher. [Table 46|shows
that therewas a statistically significant effect from the treatment when examining all
three groupstogether. For this measure, we seethefirst and only timethat the A-C
grouping has a significant treatment effect (not including significant treatment and
letter typeinteraction). Thistest showsgroup A stands out asthe group producing
theleast number of wordsin their documents. Keep in mind that each assignment
required a minimum of 150 words. Moreover, although was no limit on the high end,

Taiwan students do tend to write towar ds the minimum requirement.

In thetest comparing groups A and B (see Table 47), the treatment showed an
influence on reducing the number of wordsin group A’sdocuments. Thiswould lead

usto assert that the absence of redrafting leadsto fewer wordsin a document. Both
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groups B and C did have the opportunity for redrafting and thus show no significant
differencefrom treatment in M Group C did havethe opportunity for

redrafting and thus shows an impact from the treatment when comparing groups A

andCian-aﬂl

Such a finding would support giving students an opportunity for redrafting
sinceduring thetheir first draft, such studentswrite more. Once again, we must be
careful to remember that thesetests only examinethefinal product and do not show
uscausesor underlying strategies being used by students. If it werethe casethat
having the opportunity for redrafting increasesthe work a student putsinto thefirst
draft, why then isit that group A shows mor e editing time, mor e navigation through
the document, and a longer time from start to first printing? Groupswith redrafting
opportunity should score higher on these measuresif thetimeisreally being used for

inputting more words.

A more plausible explanation isthat the extra time and work group A is putting
into thefirst draft comprises not only keyboar ding input but changes being made to
thefirst draft. on pageP1] does support this somewhat, showing that group
A does delete mor e keystrokesthan group B. Finally, we cannot discount the
possibility studentsin group A are sensitized to the number of wordsin the document
simply because mor e wordsincrease opportunitiesfor errorsto be caught by the
computer assessment. QBL Student Version doesinclude a menu option for quickly

calculating the number of wordsin a document so that if studentswereto pay
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attention to the 150 word minimum requirement they could minimize the amount of

words over that minimum.

Table 46. All groupsrepeated ANOVA wordsin document
Source F
Letter Assignment 4966.11 13.68***

Treatment 4974.68 6.92**
Letter X Treatment 3702.76 3.39*

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table47. Groups A & B repeated ANOVA wordsin document

Source
L etter Assignment

MS
2176.09

I
T

Treatment 1243.67

1243.67

5.25*

Letter X Treatment 777.70

388.85

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table48. GroupsB & Cr
Source
L etter Assignment 3986.19

epeated ANOV A wordsin document

Treatment 1243.67

Letter X Treatment 3585.16

1993.09 8.66***
1| 1243.67
2 | 1792.58 4.63*

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 49. Groups A & C repeated ANOVA wordsin document
Source
L etter Assignment 3571.90

1785.95

Treatment 5151.13

5151.13

Letter X Treatment 1376.69

688.34

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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Figure 56. Mean wordsin document in first draft
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c) Regression

Stepwise linear regression analysis was performed on all variablesfor each
group (variablesfrom thefirst assignment or pretest werenot included). Thetotal
error variable was held asthe dependent variable while all other variables weretested
in theformula. Regression resultsand resulting predictive for mulas are shown below.
Regression does not give usa clear picture of causational relationships, but instead
simply shows variablesthat may help predict the dependent variable. Causational
relationships may very well exist between the dependent variable and other variables
that make it into the regression results, but proof of such a connection liesnot in

regression analysis, but in path analysis (the next section of thisreport).

Regression results supply uswith some ability to predict error rates. Group A
gavethe best result with an R square of .35, meaning that the resulting formula can

account for 35 percent of the variability in theerror ratefor thisgroup. That
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measur e did achieve statistical significance as shown in FI'—aiE&I Four variableswere
found to contribute to the predictive ability of the final formula (see@.
M$owsthefind formulafor predicting the error rate of a group receiving

computer generated feedback and having no opportunity for redraft.

Aswith the other two groups, addition of reference material isa good predictor
of lower error rates. Thelink hereisquite obvious, asthe more phrases and sentences
of adocument that exactly match the textbook, the fewer errors studentswill have
given that the total amount of wordsin their documents areroughly equivalent. On
the opposite sideisthe measure of wordsin a document which predictsa positive
relationship toerror rates. Thesetwo measures are quite fundamental and clearly
can help usto predict thetotal number of errorsa student will make. Morewordsin
a document increases errorswhile more material copied from the textbook reduces

errors.

Of gpecial interest for group A arethetwo remaining variablesincluded in the
regression analysis. Keysdeleted, or cut, here shows a positive relationship with total
errorswhilethe program started variable shows a negativerelationship. For this
group, receiving feedback and no redraft, final error rates can be predicted asrising
when mor e keys ar e cut from the document and falling the more number of timesthe

computer program is started.
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Table 50. Group A regression summary statistics
Multiple R: .58895

R Square: .34686

Adjusted R Square: F:
Standard Error: Signif F:

18.46
.0000

Table51. Group A variablesincluded in equation
VERE [

Reference M atches: -.502586 .078025 -.444853

Keys Deleted: .002124 | 7.0841E-04 .224352

Program Start: -.297758 119611 -.186356

Wordsin Document: .087385 .023019 .262079

Constant: -4.511694 3.839510

Equation 1. Group A predictor equation of total errors

Total Errors=-4.511694 -.502586(Reference Matches)+ .002124(Keys Del eted)-.297758(Program Start)+
.087385(Words in Document)

For group B, the central variables of reference matches and wordsin document

areincluded in theresulting summary in [Table 52|and [Table 53| Whilethe R

squared=.29 issmaller than the R squared for group A, alevel of statistical
significance wasreached in thistest. Compared to group A, thisresult shows almost
the exact sameincreasein errorsrelated to the variable wordsin document (.086 for
group B and .087 for group A). However, the variable refer ence matches shows quite
adifferent result (-.34 for group B and -.50 for group A). For every reference match,
group A’serror ratedrops.16 morethan group B’serror rate. Thismay bea signal
that group B isreducing errorsthrough a more complex interrelationship of variables
whilegroup A’serror reduction may be moreclearly linked with thereference

matching variable.

Neither of the other two variables, which contributed to group A’s predictive
formula, added predictive power to group B’sformula (see Equation 2). One

variable, times printed, did proveto be useful in predicting total errorsfor group B.
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Interestingly, this variable was shown to be significantly different between groups A
and B in the previousrepeated ANOVA tests (see page @ In that analysis, group A
can be seen to print significantly moretimesthan group B. If we can assumethat a
printout follows major revisions, this could be an important clueto the different
strategies being pursued by these two groups (group A with computer feedback and

no redraft; group B with both computer feedback and redrafting).

As previoudly established, group B printsthefirst draft fewer timesthan group
A, but studentsin group B who print morethan their peers (within the same group)
tend to have higher error ratesthan their peers. Thisresult raisesthe suspicion that
the presence of redrafting opportunities may lead to students being less successful in

error reduction during thefirst draft.

Table 52. Group B regression summary statistics
Multiple R: .53562
R Square: .28689

Adjusted R Square: .27017 F:

Standard Error: 3.50709 EESTe/alilies

17.16478
.0000

Table53. Group B variablesincluded in predictor equation
Variable

Reference M atches: -.339600 .078982 -.322427

Times Printed: 234275 .094511 .185647

Wordsin Document: .086012 .019000 .340598

Constant: -7.192112 3.283695

Equation 2. Group B predictor equation of total errors

Total Errors=-7.192112 --.339600(Reference Matches)+ .234275(Times Printed)+ .086012(Words in
Document)

Group C’sregression analysis produces the least number of variablesthat are

good predictorsof thetotal errorsvariable. Only two variablesareretained in the

regression analysis seen in [Table 54land [Table 55/ These two variables are the same
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two that appear in both group A and B’s predictor equations. TheR squared valueis
the lowest out of thethree groups, at .20, while it does achieve a statistical level of
significance. Equation 3 showstheresulting predictive formula, which parallelsthe
resultsfrom t%lvo groupsin that reference usereduceserrorswhile more

wordsin thedocument increaseerrors.

Table 54. Group C regression summary statistics
Multiple R: 44802
R Square: .20072

Adjusted R Square: .18954 F:
Standard Error: 4.45478 IESTelali M=

Table55. Group C variablesincluded in predictor equation
Variable
Reference M atches: -.444913 .081149 -.415392
Wordsin Document: .058258 .017784 .248188
Constant: .239223 3.064803

17.95540
.0000

Equation 3. Group C predictor equation of total errors

Total Errors=.239223-.444913(Reference Matches)+.058258(Words in Document)

d) Covariance (Partials)

Asstated earlier, regression analysis can only assist in making a prediction
based on the outcome of someindependent variables. Thereason regression generally
cannot be used for describing actual events and relationshipsisthat the underlying
influences of the independent variables may actually have an affect on the dependent
variablein indirect waysthat are not clearly observed in normal regression. Itiseven
possible that regression analysis could find an independent variablethat is highly
predictive of the dependent variable s value but actually has no relationship or direct

influence on the dependent variable.
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Since the purpose of thisresearch isto understand the underlying differencesin
the strategies employed by studentsin the three groups, a more fundamental
under standing of trueinteraction and influencesisrequired. Therefore, thissection
employs path analysisto build a detailed model of the divergent writing strategies
used by the three groups. Becausethe computationsrequired for such an analysisare
extensive, the number of variablesarefirst limited to what the theoretical model may
possibly include. In thiscase, all specific error typevariablesarenot included in the
analysisand areinstead represented by the macro variable of total errors. Editing
data variables are all included, with the exception of editing ratio, which isinstead

broken into its absolute values of keys added and keys cut.

Before any model can be constructed, partial correlation coefficients must be
generated for all possible interactions. A partial correlation coefficient differsfrom a
normal correlation measurein that all influencesfrom other variables are eliminated,
thus showing only the influence that exists between the two variables being tested.
Sinceten variables have been included in thistest (nine editing measures and one
error measure), eight variableswill be held constant while two ar e tested for
correlation, thus each result shown isan eighth order partial correlation coefficient.
Thelevel of statistical significancetested for was set at P<.01in order to assure a

robust model (partial correlation coefficientsaretested on at distribution).

Resultsfor group A aredisplayed in [Table 56/ In general, the correlations
observed can be useful in answering some of the question raised in the earlier

statistical analysis. For example, the fewer number of wordsin group A’s documents
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did appear strange sincetheir editing timewas higher than the other groups. Partial
correlation revealsthat when group A navigated the document they wer e deleting
keys (keyscut) at aratio of .27, i.e., for every navigation key pressed, keystrokes
deleted rose by .27, or visa versa, for every keystroke deleted, navigation rose by .27.
Since we already have observed that group A navigated the document significantly
mor e, we may now assume that the fewer number of wordsin the document isnot the

result of lesswork, but of morework in the form of editing the document down.

Table 56. Group A partial correlation coefficients (8th order partial correlation
Reference Keys | Keys | Edit | Navigation Program Timeto Times | Words Total
matches = Added Cut | Tim Start 1st Print Printed inDoc | Errors

e

Reference
matches
Keys Added
Keys Cut
Edit Time
Navigation
Program
Start
Timeto 1st
Print
Times - - . d d g . 1
Printed
Word in Doc 5 8 = = = d = .09 1 ‘
Total Errors - . . . - - - -.08 m:

* ggnificant at P<.01

Whereasgroup A had eight partial correlation coefficientstest significant at the
P<.01 levdl, showsthat group B had many more significant relationships
among thevariables. A total of 17 variablestested significant at the required
significance level for group B. Thistelsusthat the way variables areinfluencing each
other is much more complex for group B than for group A. Thisalso holdstrue

relative to group C, which had eight significant relationships (see [[able 58).



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 132

Table57. Group B partial correlation coefficients (8th order partial correlation
Reference Keys | Keys  Edit = Navigation Program | Timeto Times | Words Total
matches | Added Cut | Tim Start 1st = Printed inDoc Errors

e Print

Reference
MEEES
Keys Added
Keys Cut
Edit Time
Navigation
Program
Start
Timeto 1st d - . . - - 1
Print
Times . . . . -12 17 .18 1
Printed

-.16 02 -.07 1

Word in Doc

3lz

Total Errors d
* ggnificant at P<.01

Table 58. Group C partial corrélation coefficients (8th order partial corréation
Reference Keys | Keys Edit = Navigation Program | Timeto Times | Words
matches | Added Cut  Tim Start 1st | Printed | inDoc Errors
e Print
Reference
matches
Keys Added
Keys Cut
Edit Time

Navigation
Program
Start

Timeto 1st
Print

Times
Printed
Word in Doc
Total Errors

* ggnificant at P<.01

3. Resulting M odels

The partial correlation coefficients generated can be used for connecting
together thevariablesin paths of influence that reveal the chain of eventsleadingto
total error rates. Thistechnique of path analysis builds a causational model that not
only describesrelationships but actual causes (Sirkin, 1995; Retherford and Choe,
1993). By only including in the model the partial correlation coefficientsthat surpass

our minimum significance requirement, a high level of confidencein the model can be
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obtained (depending on the significance level chosen). In this case, we shall only
retain the coefficientsthat are significant at the .01 level or better. All models created

are saturated with standardized coefficients.

Themodel isbuilt by connecting variables that have significant partial
correlation coefficients. For example, in the case of group A, the program start
variableissignificantly correlated with the times printed variable so a line can be
drawn between these two variables. Thedirection of influenceisbased on the existing
model, theory, or common sense. In thisexampleit isnot likely that the number of
timesthe document is printed causes the program to beturned on, but it islikely that
the program isturned on with the goal to print the document. An arrow head is
placed appropriately showing the direction flowing from starting program to times
printed. Thisprocessof connecting the variables continues until all significant
correlations have been represented in the model. Of course, it ishighly unlikely that
all thevariablesthat influence the final outcome, in thiscase: total errors, have been
measured in the study. Thereisno guaranteethat the variables measured will
connect to form amodel at all. Intheexample, if the variablestimes printed and
program started did not have any significant correlation with any other variables,
these two measures would simply be orphaned (a clear sign that the research method
ismissing someimportant variables, the measurements are not reliable or an overall

relationship simply does not exist).
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If a model can be constructed, we can berelatively sure of the flow of influence
aswell asthe magnitude of that influence although numer ous unknown variables may

still exist and play arolein the model.

For thisstudy, theresulting models left no orphans (all included variables had
lines of influence connecting them to the model). All models presented are based on
resultsfrom thefirst drafts of asssignmentstwo to four. ClassA's model showsa
straight path for thefirst five variables (see Figure 57). For studentsin group A, the
process of completing thefirst draft, beginswith starting the program. Nearly half of
thetime QBL isstarted, a printout occursand the more a student printsout the
document thelonger s/he tended to wait before making thefirst printout. When the
first printing was delayed, mor e keys wer e input to the document (alonger delay
meant morewordsinput). At thisstage, group A students cut keys out, asthey input
and while navigating through the document. While a student movesthrough the
document, making changes, the similarity with the textbook increases, which in turn
reducestotal errors. Outsidethe main flow of the model, the number of wordsin a

document increasestotal errors.

From the group A model, we can get an idea of the underlying strategy at work.
It appearsthat these students are placing an emphasis on reviewing and editing their
work before submission. If we can assume that a new printout occurs after major
revision, or at least every time a student wantsto examine, review or passon to
classmatesfor proofreading, then theincrease in times printed combined with the

delay tofirst printing makes perfect sense. That isto say, thetimesprinted variableis



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 135

really measuring amount of review a document receives. If a student intendsto
review hissher document thoroughly, then thefirst printing will be delayed asthefirst
draft is carefully reviewed. Thelonger that delay, the morewordstyped in during the
first session. It would seem that this group places an emphasis on putting in as much
aspossiblein thefirst session, beforethefirst printing. They then return and
navigate through the document to make cuts. It could be that thisgroup printsmore
(asshown earlier) in order to check for errors, then goes back to the electronic version
to cut out the specific errorsfound in their checking. Thuserror ratesarereduced by
reviewing printouts and possibly taking advantage of classmates proofreading

abilities.

Figure57. Model of Class A (computer-based feedback & no redrafting)

Majches  EMfOrs
.24*
QBL 47" Times 22", Time to 22" , Keys 49" Keys :
Stort  'Printed  stPrining Added  Cut “

.27*
|
Navigation  Words

*P<.01

While group B’s model appears complex, there are some important featuresthat
stand out (see Figure 58). Unlikegroup A, thetimeto first printing has a positive
influence on editing time. Thisisthe expected result and is quiteintuitive, asalonger
timeto thefirst printing addstimeto the overall editing time. Another feature of
interest isthe navigation impact on the model. Group B moves about the document
while adding and cutting keystrokes. The amount of movement through the

document directly increasesthe editing time. Rather than concentrating on entering
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the document for editing out problems (asisthe case with group A), thisgroup is

simply creating the document with no special overriding emphasis.

Increasesin the keys added have a negative influence on book matcheswhile
keys cut have an almost equal, but oppositeinfluence. Book matchingistaking place
as a combined influence from keys added, through wordsin document, and keys cut,
which isno doubt the elimination of typos (typing error) asthetyping istaking place.
Increasesin editing time lead to more printouts which leadsto moretotal errors. The
path starting at navigation, leading to edit time and then to timesprinted isclearly an
important influence on total errors. Thislineisunlike any found in the other two
models and clearly showsthat studentsin group B who move about the document,
spending moretimeon it, have little effective error reduction through editing efforts.
Following the previously presented argument, that printouts occur after major
revision or for proofreading purposes, group B ishaving littleimpact on total errors
after making changes and printing again. Group B’smodel isdisplaying activity that
suggeststhat group B should have a higher error ratethan group A. Thisexplanation
makes senseif all other inputs, such as editing time are equal; however, theinputsto

the models are not equal for each group.

Wedo know that the total errorsof thethree groups are approximately equal.
Therefore, given the unique line from navigation to total errorsdisplayed by group B,
we can state with confidence that a better explanation isthat group B simply

navigatesless and when they do navigate and edit, the results are not especially good.
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In fact, evidence of lower group B navigation ratesis substantiated by the repeated

ANOVA analysison page Erl

Figure 58. Model of Class B (computer-based feedback & redrafting)

37 Navigation
24" 26"
QBL 24" | Keys 86", Keys 25" Book -.327 Total
Start Added Cut P Mdtches /:Errors
29 AT _28* > 27+ _—
__—ar
., Edit plimes —aWords—
~ " Time 24" Pnnted
.52* .25%
Timé fo
1st Printing
*P<.01

Group C producesa model that isless complex than that of group B and in some
ways echoes group A (seeFigure59). Likegroup A, thisgroup startsthe program
with some intention to print out the document although for group C thisrelationship
isweaker. Movement from starting QBL, through keys cut, to keys added reveals
what appearsto be group C’sattempt at editing their documentsfor higher quality
during thefirst draft. The moretimes QBL isstarted, themorekeysarecut. Thelink
from navigation to keys added shows the strong relationship between moving through
the document and adding material toit. Thisisin sharp contrast to group A which
navigatesto cut keys. ANOVA testing of the navigation measur e showed group C to

navigate significantly more than group B, and about the same amount asgroup A (see

page(L15).
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Number of wordsin the document isincreased by both paths moving through
keysadded. Thisrelationship showsthat group C’swork, on balance, isadding
wordsto the document during thefirst draft. While editing certainly playsarole, as
group C’sediting ratio is significantly larger than that of group B's (see page [L11], it
seemsto lack the direction of group A. For example, increasesin the keys cut variable
actually exhibit a strong relationship to increasesin the keys added variable while
navigation has an equally strong relationship to keysadded. Previous ANOVA
analysis showed that group C had significantly morewordsin thefirst draft than

group A, while approximately an equal amount as group B.

Without ever receiving computer generated feedback, one would suspect that
such an emphasison adding material to the document should increaseresulting
computer measured errors. However, thelink between number of wordsin the
document and book matchesrevealsthat asgroup C increasesthe number of words
they also increase the number of reference matches. Along with increasesin reference
matches, comes a weaker increasein total errors (.32 for group B compared to .24 for
group C). Knowing that group C has significantly more book matchesthan the other
two groups (see page completesthe picture. Group C isplacing itsemphasison
adding directly copied material from the textbook. Thisstrategy keepserror rates

down.
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Figure59. Model of Class C (process-based feedback & redrafting)
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B. Redrafting Data

Two groups, B and C, in thisexperiment did have the opportunity to perform
redraft. Sinceit appearsthat such an opportunity playsarolein differing strategies
during thefirst draft, it may be useful to examine exactly what did these two groups
do during theredrafting. Redraft dataisavailablefor assignments one through three.
Thefinal assignment, assignment four, did not have any redraft completed due to time
limitations as the semester came to an end. Students, however, were not told the final
assignment would be any different than the other three; thereforethereisnoreason to
suspect their behavior on the final fourth assignment was changed in any way by this
difference. Asfar astheredrafting data are concerned, we may begin analysiswith
assignment one' sredraft because students had already received feedback, computer
or human generated, after thefirst assignment’sfirst draft. Thismeansthat the

redraft analysisincludesthree points of measurement over thetime of the experiment.

1. Descriptive Analysis

A quick look at someraw data can give us an idea of how student behavior

differed between the two redrafting groups.
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a) Redraft Changes

Measuring changesin theredrafts was completed through the newly created

program reviewed on pagel62] Figure 6dshowsthat through the threeredrafts,
groups C’s changing activity was roughly unchanged where as group B’s activity

closely paralleled theerror ratereported on the computer feedback.

Figure 60. Changes made in redrafting
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Thethreedimensional chart in [Figure 61]clearly showsthat group B’s changes
closely follow the pattern of errorsreported on the computer feedback. Sincegroup C
did not receive the computer feedback, itsflat line confirmstherewasno carry over
from other test groupswhich could haveled to an awar eness of the objectiveerror
types being checked for through the QBL system. Sincethefeedback given to group

C was based on mor e generalities, the flat line makes sense.

We could ask the question: what keepstheline straight? In thisstudy, the

grades given out on the feedback sheet, seen on page@l range from A (excellent) to D
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(needswork). A student’srank in thisrange was determined by theteacher through
the use of the program that tracked changes made between thefirst and second drafts
of an assignment. Since submission of the redraft included both thefirst draft
printout and the feedback sheet, along with the network submission of theredraft in
electronic form, the teacher could quickly and clearly see what the student had
changed and what thefirst feedback suggestionsfrom the teacher were. A grade was
then assigned based on how much effort had gone into the areas pointed out as

needing work on thefirst feedback form.

It would appear that the constant line supportsthis grading process as
somewhat effective, or at least consistent. |If the grades assigned did not appear
related to effortsmade in redrafting, one would suspect that students modifications

of the redraft should decline aslittle benefit is perceived from such behavior.

Figure 61. Changes madein redrafting with mean error rates
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b) Time Spent Redrafting

A sharp drop in time spent on theredraft is observed after thefirst assgnment
(see . With thisinformation, we can get a better idea of just how the two
groups approach the changes being madein theredraft. From the start, group A
spendslesstimeon theredraft, yet the number of changes being made, in the case of
assignment one' sredraft, is higher than group C. Thereason for thisdifferenceis
simply that changes are being made on paper before the computer isturned on. Since
group B received their feedback on errors, changes made during redrafting were
lar gely based on thisfeedback. Both groups appear ed to develop thistechnique
throughout thethreeredrafts, i.e., redrafting first on paper, then copying changesto

the computer.

Figure 62. Editing timein redrafting (in hours)
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¢) Redrafting Editing Ratio

Editing ratio measur es the per centage of keys cut from those added. In the
redrafting stage, this measurement takes on a somewhat different meaning than that
in thefirst draft. During thefirst draft, it isimpossiblefor the editingratio
per centage to reach 100 asthiswould mean no keys are added to the document (100%
of those added are cut). During redrafting, however, it ispossible for the editing ratio
to approach and even pass 100. Thiswould happen if during redrafting a student
deleted mor e keystrokes from the document and made little or no additions. Because
thereisalready an amount of text to work with, a student can mostly concentrate on

deleting text.

Both groups spent much of their time deleting keys during theredrafting stage
(see Figure 63). GroupsC isfairly consistent at around the 90 percent range, which
means on aver age, two keys are added for every eight being deleted. Group B shows
mor e variation through thethreeredraftsbut is cutting more keys (or an equal
amount) than adding in thefirst two redrafts. Remember that the numberscharted
her e are means, so some students ar e exclusively cutting keys, while some may be

adding a few without any cutting.
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Figure 63. Editing ratio in redrafting (in percent)
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Figure 64shows all the students’ edit ratios throughout all threeredrafts. This

chart clearly showsthe differences between the three redrafts, with redraft three's

lower key deletion rates.

Figure 64. Editing ratio through all redrafts (scatter chart)
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d) Keys Added During Redrafting

Number of keys added to theredraft showsthe gap between group B and C.
Group C was adding nearly twice the number of keysgroup B was. Thisgap can
explain the difference in time using the softwar e during redraft (editing time) since
group C must spend moretime to complete the larger amount of work. Thedip
during assignment two’sredraft isinteresting dueto therecovery in assgnment
three' sredraft. Sincegroup B paralleled group C sowell, it islikely that thisdip was
duetotheoriginal assignment. Indeed, if we examinethe number of wordsin thefirst
draft (see Figure 37]on pageB8), the exact same dip appears. Thistellsusthat the
amount of changes going into theredraft isrelated to the overall size of the first

draft—thelonger thefirst draft, the more keystrokes observed going into the redr aft.

Figure 65. Keysadded in redrafting
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e) Keys Deleted During Redrafting

A similar pattern isseen in keysdeleted asthat observed in keysadded. The one
exception isthelack of rebounding for group C in thethird redraft. Thislowering of
keys deleted isthe reason for group C’'sediting ratio falling downward in thethird
redraft (seeFigure 63). Thereason for thisdecline may be attributableto the
feedback. Whilethe process-based feedback has encouraged studentsto input keys at
a higher ratethan the computer-based feedback group, the deleting of keys may not
be encouraged. If moretreatmentswereto take place and the key deletion rate

continueitsfall, we may be ableto contribute such a decline to the process feedback.

Figure 66. Keysdeleted in redrafting
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A three dimensional chart in [Figure 67|gives a clear picture of the two group’s
cutting and adding patterns. Reflecting on the feedback form (see page B0} for group
C, suppliesaclueastowhy studentsfind deleting keys less useful than adding keys.

When objectiveerrors, such as spelling or punctuation, werefound in a student’sfirst
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draft, the feedback form was marked to reflect this. Upon submission of theredraft,
if the same errorswere present, that student’s grade would reflect the lack of
improvement. However, if the same student did add to the document in a substantial
way, the amount of effort would be higher and thus a correspondingincreasein
evaluation appropriate. Given thefact that studentsin group C would have avery
hard time to locate objective errorswithout some guidance, or at least sometraining
in the spotting of such errors, it may bethe case that adding, rather than deleting, toa

document has a better payoff for the process-based group.

Figure 67. Comparing keys cut and added
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2. Statistical Analysis

A closer analysis of theredrafting data does not bring any surprises but does

quantify the observations from the previous descriptive data section.

a) ANOVA Tests

The ANOVA analysis presented here closely parallels the proceduresfollowed in
theerror and editing variables analysis. Redrafting data analyzed isa subset of the
full variable set in order to concentrate on the most relevant measuresin

under standing the differencesin redrafting between groups B and C.

(1) Each Group Through All Redrafts (Repeated Measures)

Group B exhibited variation throughout the three redrafts. [Table 59shows that
the four measures: changes, edit time, keys added and keys deleted all varied
significantly. Changes made to the document during redrafting are highest during the
first redraft and lowest during the second. Editing timewas also longest during the
first assignment, but remained constant between the second and third assignment
redraftswith no significant difference. The second redraft was significantly lower in
keys added and deleted while thefirst redraft was highest. Thesetwo variables
differed in thethird assignment; however, asthe keys added variable rebounded, to
show no difference with thefirst redraft keys added variable, while the keys deleted
variable could not reach thefirst redraftsrate although it did significantly differ from

the second redraft’srate.
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Table59. Group B ANOVA of redraft variables with Scheffe multiple range test

Variable Assignment1 | Assignment2 | Assignment 3 F
Mean Mean Mean

Changes b b b 38.33***

Edit Time . . . 64.06***

Keys Added 17.82%**

KeysDeleted 18.35%**

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

At first glance, group C exhibitsfewer significant changes over thethree
assignments (see . Closer examination of the post hoc data reinforcesthis
observation asthefirst redraft consistently stands out from therest. Changes made
during theredraft arefairly constant as arethe number of keysadded. A significant
changeisobserved in thedrop in keys deleted between the first and second
assignment’sredraftswith the highest number of deletionsoccurring in thefirst
redraft. Deletions are constant between the second and third assignment, but therise
in keysadded informs usthat studentsin group C spend an increasing amount of
ener gy on adding to the document compared to removing from the document. Finally,
editing time also shows a significant decline, with somerebounding in thethird
assignment’sredraft. Simple assimilation to program use can best explain this decline

asthe actual amount of changes being made are not declining.
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C ANOVA of redraft variableswith Scheffe multiple range test

Assignment 1 Assignment2 Assignment 3
Mean Mean

Table 60. Group
Variable

Changes
Editing Time

Keys Added
Keys Deleted

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

(2) Between Groups for Each Redraft

Differences between the two redrafting groups are more important measures
when investigating what impact the computer feedback had compared to the process
feedback. For thefirst assignment’sredraft (see, therewasonly one
significantly different measure: keysdeleted. Group C showed higher numbers of
both keys deleted and keys added to theredraft, with the deletions just achieving a

statistical level of significance.

Table 61. Redraft comparisons; Assignment 1 (Levene stest for equality of variance)
Variable GroupB | GroupC DF
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Changes 8.57 5.64
(2.61) (2.75)

Editing Ratio 99.67 89.82 89 1.00
(50.66) (43.11)

Editing Time 1.07 .93 89 .94
(.59 (.65)

Keys Added 357.73 554.40 89 2.94
(344.17) | (447.62)

Keys Deleted 302.41 455.30 89 5.64*
(278.78) | (423.24)

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000
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M or e differences become apparent in the results from the second assignment’s
redraft, seen in[Table 62| Thetwo groups achieved significantly different scoresin all

but the changes measure.

Whilethe differencein keystrokes between the two groupsis certainly stark, the
differencein number of changesissurprisingly small. Thisislikely areflection of the
conservative technique used to measur e changes made. With so much mor e activity
by group C, details of what isbeing changed deservesa closer look. Thisissueis
examined in the next section, starting on page For the moment, sufficeit to say
that the changes measur e should be seen as a standar dized measurein that it isnot

directly comparable to the keystrokes measures.

Group B displayed a much higher editing ratio, well over 100 percent, while
group C’smean stayed below the 100 percent mark. Thisdifference combined with
the significant differencein editing timereinforcesthe assertion that group B is
simply removing the errorsfound by the computer generated feedback. Group B is
spending an aver age of 13 minutesin redrafting, while group C is spending about 32
minutesin the same activity. The computer generated feedback isleading group B
studentsto cut 1.2 keysfor every one key added, while group C isdeleting .8 keysfor
every key added. In total, group B isdisplaying only 17 percent of the keyboarding
activity shown by group C, yet group B ison the computer nearly 40 percent of the
timegroup Cis. Thisdisparity would lead usto assume that group B studentsare

doing morethan just cutting out the errorsfound by the computer feedback, but
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understanding just what that differenceisrequiresa closer examination (see page

Table 62. Redraft comparisons Assignment 2 (L evene' stest for equality of variance)
Variable GroupB | GroupC DF
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Changes 3.79 5.43 3.81
(2.39) (32

Editing Ratio 122.47 88.90 88 7.08**
(74.69) (41.78)

Editing Time .22 .53 el 13.50%**
(.17 (-39

Keys Added 51.19 345.09 tSiol 41.24%**
(91.67) | (324.26)

Keys Deleted 53.02 272.45 sl 45.65%**
(86.37) | (269.91)

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Assignment three’ s redraft follows much the same pattern asthe second
assignment’sredraft with oneimportant difference in the editing ratio measurement
(see. Once again, the number of changesin the redraft remains
approximately equal between thetwo groups. Group C shows significantly higher

number s on editing time and the two keystroke measures.

Editing ratio now showsthe two groups ar e cutting and adding at approximately
the sameratio, about .8 keys deleted for every one key added. Thischange from the
second assignment’ sredraft, wher e we observed a lar ge difference, can be attributed
to the computer feedback’sreported error rate. Group B editsthe document in a way
that depends on the amount of errorsreported by the computer generated feedback.
That isto say, fewer errorsreported seem to lead to ssmply cutting the problem areas,
but moreerrorsreported lead to more overall revison—including adding mor e text

than isremoved.
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(SD)

Group C
Mean
(SD)

DF

Table 63. Redraft comparisons Assignment 3 (L evene' stest for equality of variance)

Group B
Mean

163

Changes 6.19 5.87
(2.63) (3.09)

Edit Ratio 80.42 84.31 87 .037
(70.95) | (114.32)
Edit Time .33 .62
(.23 (.42
Keys Added 295.70 490.37
(251.45) | (486.45)
Keys Deleted 171.88 273.83
(156.58) | (255.19)

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

b) Correlation

Using correlation coefficients give a picture of how the redrafting variablesare
related. For thismeasure, the variables acrossall three assgnment redraftswere
included. Group B and C display similar correlations, with all relationships

statistically significant, but there are a couple important differences between thetwo

groups (see [[able 64land [Table 65). Most important to this study isthe strong

relationship found between group B’s editing time and changesvariable. At .51, this
measureisnearly twiceas strong asgroup C’s.26 relationship. Group B isusing its
redrafting timeto make changes. That isnot to say group C does not useitstimeto
make changes, but group C does appear to spend itsredrafting time doing other
thingsaswell. Nearly the sameinference can be drawn from the stronger relationship
shown by group B between keystrokes and changes. Once again, these relationships
arenearly twiceasstrong for group B than for group C. Thisdata again reinforces
the assertion that group B isgoing into redrafting with the goal of making numer ous

specific changes.



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS

B redrafting variables bivariate Peason correlation coefficients

Changes Edit Time KeysAdded KeysDeleted

Changes
Editing Time SIF**

Keys Added ABx** Ahx**

Keys Deleted A9r** 50***

*P<.05**P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 64. Group

C redrafting variables bivariate Peason correlation coefficients
Changes Edit Time KeysAdded KeysDeleted
Changes
Editing Time 26 *
Keys Added .25**
Keys Deleted 25%*

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Table 65. Group

3. Qualitative Analysis

As mentioned earlier, quantitative measurement of changes made during

redrafting presentsthe question of just what a single changeis. For statistical

154

measur es, the custom cr eated softwar e assured consistency among all measures. The

drawback of the softwareisthat it counts one change whether the changeissmall or

large aslong asthereisno break within the modified or changed section.

M easurements from the study indicate that group C’sredrafting activity
includes about twice the keystrokes of group B, but resultsin an equal number of
changes made. A closer examination of the changes being made by the two groups

shows that the way changes are being made within the text differ.

a) Examination of Changes

Thefollowing section supplies actual examples from the second and third

assignments redrafts. In theleft column aregroup B’sredraftsand in theright
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column aregroup C’sredrafts. Assignment two redraftsare shown first, followed by

assignment threeredrafts.

Assignment two had the lowest number of errorsfor all groups. Thislow error
rate corresponded to a drop in changes from thefirst assignment’sredraft for group
B (seeFigure 60). In the[Table 66]sfirst nine examples, we can see that while changes
as measur ed by the softwar e wer e approximately equal between the two groups,
group B shows very specific changes, often to just one or two words, while group C
displays changesthat involve numerouswords or whole sentences. Thecontrast isat
times striking and could lead to the suspicion that group C is making more
meaningful changesto content while group B isonly making surface level changes

based on the computer feedback. however, tells a somewhat different story

(discussion continued on page[162).

(1) Samples of Groups B & C

Table 66. Examples of assignment two redraft changes (changes shown in blue: strikethrough is text

that was cut while underlined istext added

Group B Assignment 2 Redraft
2 "1 saw your advertisement in the July 5
issue of Trade Monthly. The Canadian
Consulate introduced usto your products
and we know of your company's good
reputation for high quality automotive
goods. We have been thinking of buying
some of your company's computer disks.
Antex company has been marketing
computer partsin Taiwan since 1975. Our
OEM work began soon after. Our products
have been very successful in Asian markets.
Wewould liketo distribute your computer
disk products herein the Taiwan market.
Please send me some infor mation about the
productswith price and discounts. If you
have any other productsthat you feel would
better suit my needs, please include
information on them.
| understand that you are busy, and |

Group C Assignment 2 Redraft
" Last week, November 28, | saw your
advertisement in the PC HOME-_._ In your
advertisement, | read that you are offering a
20 percent discount on your new SONY 3.5
computer disks. | know the SONY 3.5 has
won the Japan Quality Award thisyear.

Asaassistant, | have found your products
to be most useful in my work. The SONY 3.5
computer disksare good replacement for my
MAXELL 3.25 computer disks. | hopethat
you can beflexiblein your pricing policy. In
the past, when | dealt with your company, |
found your terms agreeable and fair.

In the next six months, tmy manager would
like to purchase new computer disks. Please
send me any infor mation about you have on
the SONY 3.5 computer disks, including
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appr eciate the time you have taken to
answer my inquiry. If it is possible, please
respond by letter or fax beforethe end of
the month. Welook forward to avery
productive relationship with your company.
Thank you for your time. "

pricing, finance terms, warranties and
performance specifications. If you have any
other productsthat you feel would better
suit my needspleaseincludeinformation-on
them:

hanl : . . .
matter.|-hopeyou canrespond-to-my
| understand that you are busy, and |
appreciate the time you have taken thetime
you havetaken to answer my inquiry. Ifitis
posible, please answer beforethefirst of
next month. Thank you for your time. "

156
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"In the October 23 issue of Trade
Monthly we have learned that you are

oneof-theleading-exportersin-Hong

Kongffering a 10 per cent discount on

20 issue of Trade Monthly.|-know the new
produetsDuring the International Computer
Trade Show, in America, October 10-15,

your computer disks. The consistent
quality of your productsinterestsus
very much.

We have been importing electric
productsfor distribution throughout
Taiwan for twenty-five years. At
present, our company importsfrom
Korea, Japan, Europe and
U SAAmerica. Wefind out that your
computer disks may be suitablein our
mar ket and would like you to supply us
with the latest infor mation of your
computer disks.

Please send usyour best terms,
including pricing, finance terms,
warranties and performance
specifications. Wewould also liketo
have one typical sample of your
product-tegether with an illustrated
brochure.

Thank you for your cooperation in this
matter. If it ispossible, please answer
before the end of November. Make
suretheinformation is complete so that
a decision can be made quickly. Weare
looking forward to your early reply. "

your representative, Mr. Chen, introduced
usthat you are offering a 20 per cent
discount on your new AC-124 computer
disk. | know the AC-124 haswon the
National Quality Award thisyear.

Because our-company deal with-amount-of
cotoceoprdn nnenddosonenblodicke

FAsyou may already know, we are the
lar gest computer company in Taiwan. We
have found your productsto be most useful
in my-work.—TheC-199 disksisagood
replacement for my AB-25 FUJI disks:
our business. The AC-124 computer disk is
a good placement for my CK-235 Fuji
computer disk. | hopethat you can be
flexiblein your pricing policy. In the past,
when | dealt with your company, | found
your terms agreeable and fair.
alkthe new disksyou-have manufacted
recenthy—In the next six months, | would like
to purchase new computer disks. Please send
me any information you have on ©-199
disksAC-124 computer disk, including
pricing, financetermsand warranties. If
you have any other productsthat you feel
would better suit my needs, pleaseinclude
information on them.
Funderstant that you-are busy, and-|

. ;
app eelatet_ 'EE.' e.yeﬁu_ I_aueta_elel ,Eg
answer-before December-10T hank you for
your assistancein this matter. | hopeyou
can respond to my inquiry before
November. | plan to make my purchasing
decision in late November . "

" During the International Computer Trade
Show, in Australia, July 12-15, which we
took your company's name. We understand
that in Hong Kong, your company isthe
market leader. The high quality of your
productsinterests us very much.

Our new products are made with quality as
the number onegoal. Our distribution
system has grown so large that the old
computer system cannot handle the amount
of variebleswe need to input. Weare
presently marketing our own brand name
productsin the U.S. and E.C. markets.

| would greatly appreciate details on the
productsyou off for salein thisarea. Some
information about the history of your

" Last week,December 19, | saw your
advertisement in computersthe PC journal.
Your company isoffering a let-of-computer
disksnew computer disk. In your
advertisement, | read that you are offering a
3025 per cent discount on your new
computer disks. | know that new disks has
just won the Number One Quality Award on

October this disks:-knew-of-your-company-s

Asyou may already know, our company is
the largest computer distributor company in
Taiwan.l have found your productste-be

most-useful-in-my-work-The FAWIL-770
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company would be useful. Please send us
any information you have on the computer
disksor any other productsthat you feel
would better suit my needs.

Thank you for your assistance in this
matter. If it ispossible, pleaserespond at
your earliest convenience. "

computer SONY-007 disk isa good
replacement for my | BM -586-computer disk.
I hopethat you can be flexiblein your

pricing policy. ta-thepast-whenHdealt-with
seres s rena s s tosms nercnn Bl

| ing Lon
on-the PWWAL-770-computer]l would liketo
consider distributing your disks. please send
me any information you have on the SONY -
007 disk, including pricing,firanceferms;
warranties and performance specifications.
Please respond by letter or fax beforethe
end of the month. Welook forward to avery
productiverelationship with your company.
Thank you for your time.

" During the International Computer
Trade Show, in Taiwan, November 25,
| saw you company's presentation. My
company isvery interested in your
products. In Taiwan, you productsare
well receivedsuccessful. We are happy
to have this opportunity to do business
with you.

We have the pleasureto introduce

our selves as ene-of theleading
Hmpertersa leading importer of
computer disks. For the past ten years,
our experience givesusa great
advantage over other distributorsin
Taiwan and European.

Wewould like to purchase atetninety
pieces of computer disks. Please send
us any infor mation on your new
computer diskspreducts, including
pricing, size and performance
specifications. If you have any other
productsthat feel would better suit my
needs, please include information on
them.

Thank you for taking thetimeto
answer our questions. Please send a
reply before December 20. Make sure
the information iscomplete so that a
decision can be made quickly. "

" During the November 20-25 Taipei
Computer Trade Exhibit, your
representative, Mr. Cheng, introduced your
new computersdisks. | understand that
your business hasrecently made an
agreement to supply Acer, of Taiwan, with
computer disks.

Because we ar e going to ehangexclude the
computersthat the old 5.25 disks could not
be used. Recently, we have begun looking
for the new 3.5 disksto replace our 3M of
5.25disks.

In the next months, | would like to purchase
the new 3.5 disks. Please send me any
information you have on the 3.5 disks,
including pricing, finance terms, warranties
and performance specifications.

Thank you for your assistancein this
matter. Hhepeyereonressondto-ray
S A | \

! jsion- Please
send areply before January 10. Makesure
theinformation is complete so that a
decision can be made quickly. "

"1t wasfrom the trade journal New
York Business, of December 1, which
wetook your company's name. In this
tradejournal, | read that you are
offering high quality computer disks. It
interestsusvery much. This products
would be perfect in the Taiwan market.
In Taiwan, we have strong connections
with many outlet businesess. Our
company has been marketing computer

| saw your advertisement in the
October 10 issue of China Post. In your
advertisement, | read that you are offering a
10 per cent discount on your new B99
computer disks. | know of your company's
good reputation for high quality computer
disk goods.

Two year s ago, we had found your
productsto be most useful in our work. The
B99 computer disk isa good replacement for
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partsin Taiwan since 1985. We have a
great amount of experiencein
international shipments.

If you areinterested, we would liketo
examine some samples of your
computer case. Please send us some
infor mation about the productswith
price;, size. Wewould also like to know
if you presently have any marketing
activitiesin Taiwan.

Thank you for taking thetimeto
answer my questions. Please send a
reply before December 10. Make sure
the imnformation is complete so that a
decision can be made quickly. We look
forward to your response. "

my ND88 computer disk. | hopethat you can
be flexiblein your pricing policy. Inthe
past, when | dealt with your company, |
found your terms agreeable and fair.

In the next two months, we would liketo
pur chase 50000/PCS disks. Please send me
any information you have on the B99
computer disk, including pricing, finance
terms, warranties and performance
specifications. If you have any other
productsthat you feel would better suit
myour needs, please include information on
them.

Thank you for taking timeto answer my
questions. If it ispossible, please answer
before December. We plan to make my
purchasing decision in late December. "

"Last week we had the opportunity to
seeyour exhibit at the Taipei World
Trade Show, your representative, Mr.
Smith, introduced your new products. |
under stand that your company is
offering a 20 percent discount on your
new computer disks.

Our distribution system has grown so
large that we need a-tet-efmany
computer disks. In Japan, we have
strong connections with many outlet
businescompanies. We want to supply
computer disksthat will surpassevery
requirement of the customer.

In the next three months, | would like
to purchase computer disks. Please
send me any infor mation you have on
computer disks, including price,
service, finance terms and
performance. If you have any other
productsthat you feel would better suit
my needs, pleaseinclude infor mation
on them.

Thank you for taking thetimeto
answer my questions. Pleaserespond at
your earliest convenience. | plan to
make my purchasing decision in late
December. "

"1 recently met one of your employees, aMr.
K. Gates, at the Taipei World Trade Show
(Auguest 18to 21). Heinformed methat
your company is offering a 215 percent
discount enfor your new K188 computer
disks. | know the K188 haswon the
National Quality Award thisyear.

Asa computer worker, wel have found
your productsto be most useful in our
company. The K188 computer disksare
good replancement for our A140 computer
disks. We hopethat you can beflexiblein
your pricing policy. In the past, when we
dealt with your company, we found your
terms agreeable and fair.

In the next five months, we would liketo
purchase new computer disks. Please send
usany information you have on the K188
computer disks, including pricing, finance
terms, warranties and performance
specifications. If you have any other
productsthat you feel would better suit our
needs, please include infor mation on them.
Thank you for your assistancein this
matter. Pleaserespond by letter or fax
before the end of the month. Welook
forward to a very productive relationship
with your company. Fhank-you-foryour

"1 saw your advertisement in the
November 30 issued of Computer
Home. Your company isa leading
manufactur e of computer equipment
and isknown by everyonein Asia. You
hasve won the National Quality Award
three times.

Asyou may already know, our
company isthelargest importer of

opportunity-to-seeyour-exhibit-atDuring the
International Computer Trade Show, and-+
SawW-your-company spresentation—-knowin
Canada, October 1-10, your representative,
Mr. Wang, introduced that you are offering
a 105 per cent discount on your new M 007
computer disks. |-also know yeur—productthe
M 007 haswon the National Quality Award
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computer equipment in Taiwan. | ever
imported your computers six months
ago, and they sold well in Taiwan
markets. | would liketoimport
computer diskswhich their capacities
are 1.44M B and suit your computers.
Some of our specific needsinclude: 1

Please sent me-a-catalogeus a catalog of

thisyear.

-Asa-computer-worker+Asyou already
know, we are the largest computer company
in Taiwan. We have found your productsto
be most useful in my—werk-—TheX1300ur
business. The M 007 computer disk isa good
replacement for my old-B200A102 Fuji
computer disk. | hopethat you can be

computer disks. 2 Please offer usthe
minimum pricesin NT dollars. 3 hope
yeu-canPlease offer usthe best after
sales service. 4 Someinformation
about the history of your company
would be useful.
Lunderstand-thatyou-are busy;and-+
appreciate thetime you have taken to
answer-my-HgayThank you for your

flexiblein your pricing policy. In the past,
when | dealt with your company, | found
your terms agreeable and fair.

In the next five months, fwe would like to
purchase new computer disks—Pleasesend
terms;. Please sent me any information you
have on the M 007 computer disk, including

cooperation. Please sent areply before

December 20. Fhank-you-foryour
cooperation-M ake sure the infor mation

iscomplete so that a decision can be
made quickly. "

pricing finance terms, warranties and

per formance specifications. If you have any
other productsthat you feel would better
suit my needs-P, please include information
on them.

. | . | .
teThank you for your assistancein this
matter. | hope you can respond to my
inquiry before October-18. | plan to make
my purchasing decision in late October. "

10

"1t wasfrom the trade journal
California Business, of December 10,
which wetook your company's name.

In Taiwan, your productsare well
received. We are happy to have this
opportunity to do business with you.
Asyou may already know, our
company isthelargest distributor of
foreign produced makeup in Taiwan.
Wewant to supply computer disksthat
will surpass very requirement of the
customer. We havejust thetype of
product you are looking for.

Please send me a catalog of all your
computer disks supplies. | would be
happy to enter your company's name
for consideration if you can supply
details of your production capacity.
Wewould like to examine a sample
from each of your product lines.

| understand that you are busy, and |
appreciate the time you have taken to
answer my inquiry. If it ispossible,
please answer beforethefirst of next
month. "

I-saw your-advertisement in-November 25

| saw your advertisement on November
25 issue of 0-1 Bytes. | n your advertisement,
| read that you are offering a 12 per cent
discount on your computer'sdisks. | know
the 3M disks has won the National Quality
Award thisyear.

| have found your productsto be most
useful in my work. The 3M computer disks
are good replacement for my LEMEL MD-
2HD computer disks. | hope that you can be
flexiblein your pricing policy. In the past,
when | dealt with your company, | found
your terms agr eeable and fair.

_ Wewouldliketo distribute your
S . ket 1
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areinteresies, "I"e “GEIE. Heeto begln
nformation-you-haveon-the 3.5inches
computer-disks-includingprieingln the next

two months, | would like to purchase some
computer disks. Please send me any
information you have on the 3M computer
disks, including cpricing, finance terms,
warranties and performance specifications.

Thanksyou for your assistance in this
matter. | understand that you are busy, and
| appreciate the time you have taken to
answer my inquiry. | hope you can respond
to my inquiry before December 30. We look
forward to your response. "

11 | "Wefound your namein the November
27 issue of the Taipei World Trade
Ceenter. Your productsaresell well
received in Taiwan and the reputation
of your serviceisindisputable. Weare
happy to have this opportunity to do
business with you.

In European, we have strong
connections with many outlet
businesses and the products have been
very successful. Asyou may already
know, our company isthe largest
distributor of foreign produced makeup
in Taiwan. Our experience givesusa
great advantage over other distributors
in Taiwan.

Before we can consider your company,
we must have the exact specifications of
the computer disks. Please send usany
infor mation about the products,
including pricing, finance termsand
performance specifications. Some
infor mation about the history of your
company would be useful.

Thank you for taking thetimeto
answer our questions. If it ispossible,
please answer beforethefirst of next
month. We shall be glad to receive
your immediatereply. "

" | saw your advertisement in the July 10
issue of Trade Monthly. Inyour
advertisement, | read that you are offering a
10 per cent discount on your new 1.44MB
disk. | know the 1.44M B disk haswon the
National Quality Award thisyear.

For the past three years, we have had great
success in marketing American computer
disk productsin local markets. Recently, we
have begun looking for a useful computer
disk system to replace our A-48 tape system.

system|n the next six months, | would liketo
purchase a new computer disk. Please send
me any information you have, including
pricing, finance terms, warranties and
perfor mance specifications. If you have any
other productsthat you feel would better
suit my needs, please include infor mation on
them.

Thank you for your assistancein this
matter. | hope you can respond to my
inquiry before September. | plan to make
my pruchasing decision in late September. "
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able 67|confirmsatrend seen in theredrafting editing ratio measurement (see

page. Group B moves from mostly cutting keysin assignment two’sredraft to

mostly adding keysin assignment three' sredraft. While the changes measur ement

again showed no significant difference between the two groups, it is clear that group B
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iscompleting its editing in a different manner than that used in the second

assignmentsredr aft.

Number of changes made by group B in assignment three' sredraft is
significantly higher than changes made in assignment two’sredraft, as seen in
59. Thiswas not the case for group C, which performed approximately the same
number of changesthroughout thethreeredrafts. Wecan seeinsexample
redraft changesthat group B isnolonger ssmply cutting a few wordsor letters, but is
also making mor e extended changes. We can also observe that some studentsin group
B make very few changes or even no changesat all (asseen in case 6 and 7). In fact,
reviewing statistical tests of the redrafting changes, see pages[L50|to informs us
that group C consistently has higher variation in the changes variable than group B.
The complete story isnot so simple as only stating group C ismaking more

meaningful changes.

Clearly some studentsin group C are making extended changes during the
redrafting opportunity but some studentsin group C are doing littleto nothing during
theredraft opportunity. Group B, on the other hand, respondsin away that is
related to the number of errorsreported on the computer generated feedback. If few
errorsarereported, then during redrafting, group B studentswill smply remove
thosefew errors. However, if numerouserrorsarereported, studentsin group B will

undertake more extended editing of the redraft.

Table 67. Examples of assignment three redraft changes (changes shown in blue: strikethrough is text
that was cut while underlined istext added)
Group B Assignment 3 Redraft \ Group C Assignment 3 Redraft
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"1 would like to take this opportunity to
thank you personally for your
communications of May 1. We have
given your inquiry immediate

consider ation and we ar e happy to
introduce you efto our school. At
present, our school is cultivating the
student's English ability.

L et metakethischanceto answer your
questions: 1. You haveto study five
yearsto graduate inat our school. 2.
Our department isInternational Trade.
Required coursesare including
Chinese, English, accounting,
insurance, English typing, and so  on.
3..When you arein four or fivefth
grade of college, some of our classes can
choose by your sdlf, by way of Japanese
and Spanish. 4. There arefifty minutes
in aclass, abeui—tmwdass&rm%,teek

less
than forty classesin a week. 5. We
consider our teachers must have special
skills, experience, and patience.

Thank you for your interest in our
school and | would like to thank you
again for taking the timeto write me. If
you have any other questions, please
feel freeto contact me. We can
immediately respond via fax. "

"Thank you for your letter of May 1, in
which you expressed an interest in looking
for a school to-attend-in Taiwan.
Mybusiness school. Our school isan

excellent choice for your purposein-meving
: O i il

while-also beingable to graduatefrom-a
businessschoek. You will find myour school
isthe highest business school in Taiwan.

L et me supply you with some information
about myour school, and answer the
following questions. 1.Five-Seven yearsare
needed to graduate. 2.See-enclosed-atable:
3.Some-classes-can-choose by-myself-but
some classes can't choose by myself-
SamplesBUSMEEE PO/ OO 00 oo
choose-by-myself-butln our |nternational

Tradedepartment's courses, | haveincluded
some brochuresthat you will find
informative. 3.Some classesarerequired
and some classes are BUSHNESS LETTERS
can't-choose by-myself.chosen by oneself.
4.Thirty hoursaweek isspent in the
classroom and examples BUSINESS
LETTERSarevery important so ever a
lesson has a homework and studying are
usually required. 5.MyOur teachers
abilitiesin my impression iswell-
experienced in the ways of the world.

Let methank you again for your interest in
myour school. If theinformation | have
included is not satisfactory or if you have
any other questions, pleasefeel freeto
contact me. "

"Thank you for your letter of May 1. |
appreciate the opportunity to supply
you with theinformation about our
school. The Overseas Chinese College
of Commerceisthebest private
business college in the central part of
Taiwan.

It* ismy pleasureto answer your
guestions. Herearetheanswers: 1.
You are a high school student, so you
need two yearsto graduate from our
school. 2. My major isinternational

trade. Economics,-accounting, the

practice of-international-trade-business
. i Cilloi

yMy department requires business

"Thank you for your letter of May 1, in
which you expressed an interest in studying
business. We are delighted to beincluded in
your sear ch for a school to attend. The
Over seas Crhinese College of Commerceis
an excellent choicefor the business schools.
You will find the school isthe highest quality
school in Taichung, Taiwan.

Feln response to your 1-3

guirieguestions, | haveincluded 3
brochuresthat you will find informative.

L et me supply you with some information
about our coursesand teachers: * We spend
5-7 hoursin the classroom. Homework and
studying are required once aweek. * My
impression of my teachers' abilitiesis
wisgreponsible, knowledgenable and
challengingthe studenthaving experiencein

teaching business.

administration, accounting, economics,
and computer courses. 3. You can

Let methank_you again for your interest in
The Over seas Chinese College of Commer ce.
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choose classes by yourself. For
example, you can choose Japanese or
Spanish asyour second foreign
language. 4. There arefifty minutesa
classand seven classesa day in the
weekdays. One course hasone
assignment in a semester and that has
to betyped and printed by computer. 5.
Our teachersarelearned and affable.
Thank you for your interest in my
school. If you have any other
guestions, please feel freeto contact me

at-any-time. | am looking forward to
offering my help. "

If theinfvormation | haveincluded is not
satisfactory or if you have any other
questions, please contact me. "

"1 would like to take this opportunity to
thank you personally for your
communicationsof May 1. To be
included in your search for a school to
attend isdelighted.

It ismy pleasureto supply you with the
infor mation you quested about our
school: 1.-To graduate from our school
needsfiveyearsat least. 2.-+ml major
in International Trade. Wehaveto
study The Foreign Trade Practice,
English Conver sation, Bbusiness
English and Insurance. 3.-When forth
grades, the optional courseis Japanese
or Spanish. When fifth grades, it's
4-the optional courseiseconomic or
commer cial Psychology. 4.0ur classes
arefifty minutes a class, seven classesa
day. Accordingto thesemester's
schedule, the teachers can decide the
amount of our homework and
studying. 5.0ur teachersare
professional, friednhy-ndly, competent,
patient and reliable.

Thank you again for your inquiry. If
reliability and selection are important
to you, our school isjust what you
need. Pleaseinform us, if any of the
detailsareunclear. "

"Thank you for your letter of May 1, in
which you expressed an interest in business
of our school.Qur-scheel_It has perfect
teachers and equipment. Our school isan
excellent choice for studying business._You
will find The Over seas Chinese College of
Commerceis a perfect business collegein
Taiwan.

In responeto your first to third inquiries, |
have included two brochuresthat you will
find informative. Let me supply you with
some infor mation about our cour sesand
teachers: * On the average, we spend 20
hoursaweek in the classroom. Homework
and stydying areusually required twicea

month. * My-impression-of-my

knowledgenableand-challenging the
studentsT he teachersin our school are
excellent. Every time we ask the teacher
questions, their answer s always make us
easy to under stand.

Let methank you again for your interest in
our school. -am-glad-terespend-yeu- If the
information | haveincluded is not
satisfactory or if you have any other
questions, please feel freeto contact me. "

"1 wasglad toreceive your letter of
May 1, in which you expressed an
interest in our school. At present, The
Over seas Chinese College of Commerce
isthe best private collegein the central
part of Taiwan and is eager for you to
join it.

It ismy pleasureto supply you with the
information you requested: 1. To
graduate from our school needsfive

"1 was pleased to read your letter of May
20, inquiring about our schoal. The

Over seas Chinese College of Commerceisan
excellent choice for you. You will find our
school isthe best school in Taichung. Itis
my pleasureto supply you with the
information you requested. 1. Fiveyearsare
needed to graduate. 2. | am studying in the
Internatioinal Trade department.
International Trade, Computer, Economy
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yearsat least. 2. You must major some
cour ses about the thternational
Finternational trade, English
conversation and English typing in my
department. 3. You can choose
Japanese, Spanish, Bifferential
Cdifferential calculus, Eceremicsand
Commereial-Peconomics and

commer cial psychology. 4. Our classes
usually arefifty minutesa class, seven
classes a day, six daysaweek. Weonly
have four classes on Saturday.
Teacher s sometimes give us some
homework and examinations. In
general, you still have freetimeto do
something. 5. Each teacher encourages
usto ask questionsin class. They are
friendly and patient.

I would like to thank you for taking the
timetowriteme. If you have any other
questions, please feel freeto contact me
personally. "

and English coursesarerequired in my
department. 3. We can choose Japanese or
Spanish classes by ourselves. 4. Eight hours
aday isspent in the classroom. Our
teacherswill give us different homework
every week. They request usto study every
day. 5. Our teachersmust havean M .A.
degree and the specialization in their
professional area. Intheclass, they are
patient and intelligent. Let methank you
again for your interest in our school. If the
information | haveincluded is not
satisfactory or if you gave any other
questions, please feel freeto contact me. "

"Thank you for your letter of May 1.
There arefive departmentsinat our
school. In Taichung, The Overseas
Chinese College of Commerceisthe
best of private schools. We wanted to
respond immediately to your questions,
concer ning the best way to find out
mor e about our school before July.

It ismy pleasureto answer your
question: 1. HaAt our school, you will
need twofive yearsto graduate.
Becauseyou area high school
student. 2. We have to study
trternation—T+adeDinternational
commercial credit practice, business
letter, statistic, economics and English
conversation in international _trade
department. 3. You can choose
Japanese or Spanish when you arein
fourth grade. When you ou areafifth
grader, you can study Commercial
ossholoc o Soonomles ool
4—-+ncommer cial psychology or
economics by your self. 4. At our school,
there are seven classes a day. We have
togotoschool six daysaweek and we
do homework three timesa month. 5.
Our teachersareresponsible,
experienced and helpful. Thereisno
doubt that at they have a master's

" Thank you for your inquiry of May 1in
which you expressed an interest in looking
for good commercial schools. The Overseas
Chinese College of Commerceisthe best
choice for studying business.

L et me supply you with some infor mation
about our school: 1. You need study 5
yearsin our school. 2. 1n our department,
Business English and International Trade
courses arerequired. 3.Youcan
choose Japanese or Spanish which you like
intheforthyear. 4. We spent 4-7 hoursin
the classr oom one day and we usually have
homework onceaweek. 5. Everytimewe
ask our teacher questions, their answer
alwaysmakeus  satisfy. 6. If you want
mor e information, please see the enclosure.
Let methank you again for your interest in
our school. If theinformation | have
included is not satisfactory or if you have
any other questions, pleasefeel freeto
contact me. "
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degree.

I would like to thank you for taking the
timetowrite me. If you have any other
guestion, please feel freeto contact me.

"Thank you for your letter of May 1, in
which you expressed an interest in our

school. The OverseasChinese College
school isthe best private junior college
in Taichung and it has been established
for thirty years.

It ismy pleasureto supply you with the
infor mation you requested. Fiveyears
are needed to graduate for everyone.
The courses of theinternational trade
department are languages, the theorem
of international trade, computer,
business letters, statistics, calculus and
accounting. We can choose Japanese,
Spanish, economics, business
psychology and physical training class
by ourselves. We study fifty minutesa
classand usually had fivereportsa
semester. All of our teachershave
master degrees and their abilitiesare
no doubt in the central area.

L et methank you again for your
interest in our school. If the
information | haveincluded isnot
satisfactory or if you have any other
guestions, please feel freeto contact me.

" Thank you for your inquiry of May 1in
which you expressed an interest in looking
for good commercial schools. The Oversea
Chinese College of Commerce isan excellent
choice for the business schools. If you want
to study very hard and need a very quiet
place our school isa very good placeto
study.

L et me supply you with some information
about our school. * Our school isaf-years
jounior _college and it adds 2-yearsjunior
college. So you need lessthan five or two
yearsto graduate. * In our department
Business English and I nternational Trade
coursesare required. Other coursesyou
can seetheenclosures. * We spent seven
hoursin the classroom one day and we
usually have homework once a week. *
Recently, our school have just won the
Teacher Quality Award. Our teacher have
rich knowledge and every time we ask our
teacher questionsthey are very happy to
answer our questions. And their answer
alwaysmakeus satisfy. In responseto your
questionst-and 3, | haveincluded some
brochuresthat you will find informative.
Thank you for your interest in our school.
We have sent you the informations you
requested. If theinformationswe have
included are not satisfactory or if you have
any other questions please feel freeto
contact us. "

"Thank you for your inquiry of May 1,
in which you expressed an interest in
kennowing my school'sinformation. |
am delighted that my school isto be
included in your search. The Overseas
Chinese College of Commerceis
distinguished in Taiwan for itsbusiness
teaching. We havethebest business
teachersof all Taiwan schools.

It ismy pleasureto supply you with the
information you requested. The
following ar e the answer s about my
school'sinformation: 1 You haveto
study five yearsin my school. 2 Our
department isInternational Trade.
Required coursesareincluding
principles of international trade, the
foreign trade practice, principles of

"We werepleased toread your letter of May
1, in which you expressed an interest in
looking for a good commer cial school. The
Over sea Chinese College of Commerceisan
excellent choice for the business schools. Our
school appear to bejust what you are
looking for.

L et me supply you with some informations
about our school. * Hr-our-departmentOur
school isa 5-yearsjunior college and it adds
2-yearsjunior__college. So You need five or
two yearsto graduate. * 1n our department
(International Trade), Business English and
International Trade coursesarerequired.
Most coursesare professional books. You
can see the enclosur e about ethereourses=*
Wespent-5-7the details. * We spent 4-8
hoursin the classroom eneeach day and-we
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accounting and business English
conversation. 3 Asa fourth grader, you
can choose classes by yourself. 4 There
isfifty-five minutesin a class and seven
classesaday. Itis not over eight
hoursto stay ir-theclassroemat school
every day. 5 Theteachersin my school
have professional knowledge, master
diplomas and commercial experience.
Thank you for your interest in my
school'sinformation. If you have any
other questions, please feel freeto
contact me. | hopethat you can make a
perfect decision. "

usuathy have homework twice a month. *
Recently, our school have just won the
Teacher Quality Award. Every teacher in
our classpay alot attention to students.
When we ask__questions, their
TFheexplanation always make us easy to
understand. Wethink teachersin our

school are excellent. Every-timewe-ask-our
I ons. the |
make useasy to-understand. In-response to
. , . |
2About the guestion _Can you choose any
classes by your self?, you can seethe
enclosure (we haveincluded 1 brochures
that you will find informative.)
Thank you for your interest in our school.
We have sent you the informations you
requested. If the infor mations we have
included are not satisfactory or if you have
any other questions. Please feel freeto
contact us. "

10 | "Thank you for your letter, of May 1, "—1I wasglad to receiveyour letter of May
inquiring about our school. Our school | 29, in which you expressed on interest in our
isbest quality for private college and school. We are happy to inform you of eur
well known in Taichung. |-am-happy-te | information-of-scheol—Our-scheolthe
nferm-you-of-aurn response to your information of the OCCC. Our collegeisan
inquiry | would like to point out excellent college of commercein Taiwan.
advantages of my school. L et me supply you with some information

Hereare the answersto your about our school. 1. The OCCC is5-year

questions: 1. | need fiveyearsto junior college, so you needed 5 yearsto
graduate. 2._.In my department, graduate. 2. In our department,
international tradeismy major. | need | International Trade and English
to learn about English. For example, Conversation are required. 3. You-can
business english;-computesEnglish, only choose the second foreign-language
computer courses and typing cour ses Japanese There are two classesthat we can
areimportant for my-—3:e. 3. | can choose--the second for eign language,
choose some classes by myself-—Feor Japanese or Spanish)}——by-yeoursef—. 4.
example: Japanese, Spanish, Japanese; | We spent 7 hoursin the classroom one day
Spanish,—Economics-Business and we usually have homework twicea
Psychology—4-From-Menday-to-Friday; | week. 5. All of our teachershave excellent
Hmust-spent-eight-hedrsineconomics teaching experience and abilities ofin their
and business psychology. 4. From professional domin, they always make us
Monday to Friday, | must spend eight satisfy.
hoursat school. On Saturday, | need Thank you for your interest in our
spent four hours. | must write some school. If theinformation | haveincluded is
reports. 5.My-teacher-almest My not satisfactory or if you have any other
teachers have master degree. Their guestions, please feel free to contact me. "
abilities are best quality for
professional subject. They are patient
and friendly.
Thank you for your interest in our
school. If any of the details are unclear,
pleaseinform me. | hopeyou are
successful in your research.

11 | "l wasvery pleased toread your letter | "Weappreciate your including our school in
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of May 1. Your inquiry, soliciting
infor mation about my schooal, isvery
timely. My school hasa good
educational system. | appreciatethe
opportunity to supply you with details
about my school.

Thereisno doubt that my school can
satisfy your requirements. Let me
supply you with someinformation
about my school. 1. You have to study
five yearsinat my school. 2. My school
hasa variety of course—My-major-is
taters. My major isInternational
Trade. There are some cour ses
required in my department, including
English typing, English businessletters,
Chinese, treasure, computer
programming ability and so on. 3. Yeu

enm-eheson s oo Borym ool
when-you-arein-four-gradeof
collegeAbout languages, you can choose
Japanese and Spanish. 4. The students
spend lessthan eight hoursin the

timea classroom. The homework and
studying are usually required twice a
week. 5. All of my teachers have
advanced education and academic
ranks. They have many professional
knowledge and experience.

Thank you for your interest in my
school. | am confident my school will
beto your satisfaction. If any of the
details are unclear, pleaseinform me. "

your sear ch for a school to attend in
Taiwan, reference your inquiry of May 1.
Our school iswell acquainted with this
business class. The Over seas Chinese
College of Commerceisan excellent choice
for studying business. You will find our
school isthe highest quality schoal in this
class.

We are pleased to submit our information
for consideration. We need fiveyearsto
finish our studies. The major subjectswhich
we must study areinternational trade,
business letters and English conversaton.
We can choose classes like Pysical Education
and language. There are twenty seven hours
in the classr oom a week and the teacher
alwaysask usto do report by ourselves. It
can make us understand the infor mation
clearly. Our teachersarevery kind and
alwaystelling the useful information to us.
They arethe best for me.

Thank you again for your interest in our
school. If theinformation | haveincluded is
not satisfactory or if you have any other
questions, please feel freeto contact me. "

After examining the above tables, it is not difficult to seethat group C, in the
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right column, often removes whole sentences and replaces them with new sentences.

Since group C had shown atendency to copy from thereference material morethan

the other groups (see page, thisbehavior could bevery positivein that group C

students are now working out their redraftswith more originality rather than copying

whole chunks from textbooks.

A quick comparison of first draft and redraft reference matches can quickly

show just how original group B and C studentsare beingin their redraft efforts.
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More originality should result in alowering of reference matchesin the redraft.
mmowsthat thisisnot the casefor group B asthe number of matches during
redrafting are approximately the same or even a bit higher. Thisresult isnot a
surpriseasgroup B showsthe tendency to make small changes. These smaller
changes should actually result in more matches as small errorsare corrected and
phrasesthat did not match, dueto an error, can now register asa match with the
reference material. Sincethereisno increasein reference matches, we can conclude
that the corrections made wer e not within phrases copied from the textbooks but from

material created by the studentson their own.

Figure 68. Group B first draft and redraft reference matches

O 1st Draft Matches
H Redraft Matches

Mean Reference Matches
S

1 2 3

Assignment Number

Group C’sresultsareabit of asurprise, shown in Even while
numer ous extended changes ar e being made, thereislittle decrease in the number of
reference matchesfor group C’sredrafts. Even if numerous students had made no

changesto their redrafts, some effect should be seen on the mean matchesresulting
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from the extended changes being made during redrafting (asthose seen in m
and @ We conclude, therefore, that the net keysadded by group C in
redrafting are not reducing r efer ence matches because previously copied material is
simply being replaced with newly copied material. Thisisnot quitetheresult desired

in a process-based writing class.

Figure 69. Group C first draft and redraft reference matches

E1st Draft Matches

B Redraft Matches

Mean Reference Matches
o = N w i (6] (o)) ~ (o] o

1 2 3

Assignment Number

C. Survey Data

Thelast main component to this study was the students’ own opinions as
revealed through three surveys (survey instruments ar e covered on pages6land[63).
A pre-/post-survey centered on skill levels and therefore aimed to show changesin
skillsrelated to businesswriting that may berelated to thethreetreatment types. A
final survey was administered at the end of the experiment that concentrated on more
general opinions about the treatmentsand the classin general. Thislast survey also

included open-ended questionsfor studentsto freely express opinions.
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1. Pre/Post-Surveys

Testing for a single population before any treatment revealed all three groupsto
have equal means on all responses except one (see Table 68). Group B stood out from
the other two groupswith a higher score on their self-reported under standing of

business letters (lower scoresrepresent higher skill level).

Table 68. All groups ANOVA of pre-test survey questions with Scheffe multiple range test

Variable Group A Group B Group C Post hoc
Mean Mean Mean

Under stand Business L etters: ; RN 9.80***

English Skill for Business:
English Writing Skill:
English Grammar Skill:
English Important:

Like Writing English:
English Listening Skill:
English Spelling Skill:
English Sentence Structure:
Liketo Study English More:

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

After treatment, the post survey revealed only two significant differences among
thethreegroups (see. Group C showed a higher score on sentence
structure. A post hoc test reveals group C was significantly higher than group A,
meaning that studentsin group C felt their English sentence structure was not so

good, while group A studentsfelt somewhat better about their ability on thismeasure.

A strange result was found in the English listening skill question. Sincethis
study, and the class as a whole, dealt only with writing, there seemsto be no reason
for group B’ssignificantly higher scorein thismeasure (group B studentsreport a

lower skill level in listening skill). Themain purposefor inclusion of thismeasureis
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to check on internal validity as all listening and speaking instruction and exposure
should be held constant among all groupsregardless of treatment received. Either a
clear explanation exist for thisdifferenceor the survey, and/or study, isflawed in

some fundamental way.

After numerousinquiriesinto possible explanations, it was found that thethree
groups wer e also attending English conver sation class. Because each group attends
required classes asan intact group, this seemed a likely explanation for the difference.
Original plans had anticipated that outside classes would be taught by different
teachersand since the conver sation curriculum was standar dized the impact should
have been uniform. Thisassumption was found to have been violated as groups A
and C wer e assigned the same English conver sation teacher whilegroup B had a
different teacher. Inquiriesabout teacher stylerevealed that the conversation
instructor of groups A and C made extensive use of English during class, where asthe
instructor of group B used mostly Chinese and only employed English when reading
from the textbook. Asaresult, rather than bring the survey instrument’svalidity into
question, thisdifferencein group B’s self reported listening ability actually verifies

the accuracy of the survey instrument.
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Table 69. All groups ANOVA of post-test survey questions with Scheffe multiple range test
Variable Group A Group B Group C F Post hoc

Mean Mean Mean

Understand Business L etters: 3.17 3.15 2.23

English Skill for Business: 3.42 3.66 3.00

English Writing Skill: 3.29 3.36 1.53

English Grammar Skill: b 3.56 3.72 1.27

English Important: 1.54 1.38 75

Like Writing English: 3.10 2.85 1.58
English Listening Skill: 4.20 3.55 [Reizicidad B>A
B>C

English Spelling Skill: 351 3.43

English Sentence Structure: 3.49 3.68 3.22* C>A

Liketo Study English More: 2.42 2.28
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

While differences among the three groups wer e not numer ous, the changes
between the pre- and post-surveysfor each group ismorerevealing in how the
differing treatments had impact. For group A (see[[able 70), two measureswere

reported as significantly improving in skill level: English skill for business and
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English Writing skill. One measure showed declinein skill level, English important,

whilethe listening skill isignored in this examination.
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Table 70. Group A paired t-test of change in pre/post-surve ger number s are negative)
Variable Pre-Test Post-Test DF t-value

Mean Mean

(SD) (SD)
Understand Business L etters:

English Skill for Business:

English Writing Skill:

English Grammar Skill:

English | mportant:

Like Writing English: -12

English Listening Skill:

English Spelling Skill:

English Sentence Structure:

&l B & B & & & & & &

Liketo Study English More:

2-tail significance *P<.05 **P<.01 *** P<.000

Results from changesin group B’s self reported skill levels seem to indicate that
redrafting opportunity does have a positive affect on students' attitudes (see
71'). Four measures show an increased positive attitude after treatment. No declines
in skill level areindicated. The English skill for business and English writing skill
increasesin skill level arein common with group A; however, theincreasein

under standing business lettersand English sentence structure are uniqueto group B.

Oneobviousfact to keep in mind isthat group B has had more assignments than
group A. Whilethetotal amount of time on the computer isnot larger for group B, it
isin fact shorter; they have had to return for redrafting on multiple occasions.
Additionally, the opportunity to correct theerrorsreported on the computer

gener ated feedback may give these students a feeling of making progr ess on those
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problems. Group A studentsonly seethelist of their errorswith no chancetoreturn
to them and attempt correction. Thisideaisfurther reinforced when we remember
that group B studentsreceive a second computer generated feedback which of course
always shows large improvements. It could be the casethat group B studentsfeel they
improve mor e because they are being told they areimproving. Even though each new
assignment’sfirst draft showsclearly that their errorsare still prevalent, these
studentsinstead choose to center on the error reduction during redrafting to judge

their abilities.

Table 71. Group B paired t-test of changein pre/post-surveys (larger number s ar e negative)
Variable Pre-Test Post-Test DF t-value
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Understand Business L etters:

English Skill for Business:

English Writing Skill:

English Grammar Skill:

English | mportant:

Like Writing English:

English Listening Skill:

English Spelling Skill:

English Sentence Structure:

Liketo Study English More:

2-tail significance *P<.05 **P<.01 *** P<.000

Discounting the self-reported increasein listening skill, group C showsonly one
skill, English skill for business, to be significantly improved (see[Table 72). This

findingisvery interesting in light of the group B’s self reported improvements. While
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group C students had opportunity for redrafting and the chance to seetheir feedback

formsimprove, they still report little skill enhancement.

Thisfinding allows usto more narrowly define the positive effect found with
group B’sself reported improvements. It isnot only the presence of redraft
opportunity, but also the combination of specific feedback and the ability to see those
specific errorsdeclinethat lead to students feeling of improvement. Group C’s
process feedback seemsto leave studentswith little under standing of what it isall

about. [Table 72|even shows two measures with absolutely no change and two

measureswith reported decreasesin skill levels.

Table 72. Group C paired t-test of change in pre/post-surve ger number s are negative)
Variable Pre-Test Post-Test DF t-value
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Understand Business L etters:

English Skill for Business:

English Writing Skill:

English Grammar Skill:

English | mportant:

Like Writing English:

English Listening Skill:

English Spelling Skill:

English Sentence Structure:

Liketo Study English More:

2-tail significance *P<.05 **P<.01 *** P<.000



REDRAFTING IN COMPUTER VS. HUMAN FEEDBACK EFL BUSINESS WRITING CLASS 177

Figur e 70|thr ough Figur e 79 graphically show the changes from pretest to post-
test. Whilenon of these measuresareat all validated for measuring true ability, one
cannot dismisstheimplicationsfor student motivation. After a semester of class
work, studentsin group C report themselves aslittleimproved. Thisself-analysis
certainly could not lead to students who are motivated to write more or study harder.
Clearly thisresult isat oddswith the fundamental premise of the processwriting
approach. Thevery studentswho were given the most freedom of expression and
least discouraging feedback report their own skillsas not affected. Thelast survey of
thisstudy aimsto look into just what studentsdo feel asfar as motivation and

satisfaction are concer ned (see page [L82).

Figure 70. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: understand business letters
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Figure71. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English skill for business
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Figure 72. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English writing skill
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Figure 73. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English grammar skill
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Figure 74. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English important
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Figure75. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: likewriting English
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Figure 76. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English listening skill
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Figure77. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English spelling skill
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Figure 78. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: English sentence structure
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Figure79. Group A pre/post-test paired t-test question: liketo study English more
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2. Open Survey

Thisfinal survey isdivided into two parts, alickard like scaled section and
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guestions soliciting students own opinionsand input. Statistical examination of the

first section is possible, while only general observations can be made concer ning the

open-ended section.

Answer scalesin the open survey are constructed somewhat differently from

those in the pre-/post-survey so asto avoid any carry over from the pre-/post-scale or

inheritance of tendencies. In the open survey, answersarescalled in letters, not

numbers. Theseletterswere converted to numerical scoresfor the following analysis,

with a=1, b=2, c=3, and so on. Higher numbersusually represent less positive

opinions.
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a) Scaled Section

Results from the scaled section of the open-ended survey, shown in [Table 73jand
show quite clearly that group A studentswere least satisfied with the
usability of their QBL software (low scoresreflect more positive attitudes). Thisisan
interesting result asthe software and training for its use was consistent across all
threegroups. The main difference, asfar asusability isconcerned, isthat group A
used their software fewer timessincethey were not required to redraft. Whereas
groups B and C completed four assignments and threeredrafts, group A completed
only four assignments. Thisextratime, for groups B and C, could contributeto
familiarization with the software and thusto fewer problemsin using it. In addition,
thelack of redrafting may lead group A studentsto feel that some of theerrors
reported by the computer feedback are caused by human/computer interface
problems, and thelack of opportunity to correct such non-intentional errors

reinforces an idea of the softwar e being somewhat difficult to use.

Group A alsoreportsasignificant differencein satisfaction with the grading
method used. Nearly the same reasons could be applied for thisdissatisfaction as
thosefor the dissatisfaction with the software. With no chanceto correct clearly
displayed errors, studentsfeel somewhat helpless. It isthisvery result that process
writing instruction attemptsto avoid, yet the final result does not demonstratethe

superiority of the process approach in this case.

Ability to under stand the feedback can also be a vital ingredient in student

satisfaction and motivation. Without motivation it ishard to imagine how students,
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especially in Taiwan class settings, can excel in a processwriting environment. Group
C shows a significantly compromised ability to under stand the feedback given to

them.

Table 73. All groups ANOVA of open-ended survey (scaled questions included) questions with Scheffe
multiple range test
Variable GroupA  GroupB
Mean Mean
QBL Easy/Hard to Use:

Textbook Easy/Hard to Use:
Reference Examples M any/Few:

Method of Grading Liked/Didiked:

Feedback Useful/Not Useful:
Feedback Easy/Hard to Under stand:
Class Useful/Not Useful

Teaching in Class Liked/Not Liked:

*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.000

Figure 80. Open-ended survey results
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A final statistical test can be applied to the binary question of computer
ownership in order to assurethisissuedid not have any undue impact on this
research. [Table 74|shows a chi-squar e test with no significant differences among the
three groups. An encouraging sign isthe high rate of computer ownership. Over 70

per cent of studentsin thisstudy own their own computers.

sguar e computer owner ship
GroupA  GroupB | GroupC

Table 74. All groups chi-

Row
Total

Yes: 30 28 37 95
Per cent: 709

No: 15 16 8 39

Per cent: 29.1
Column 45 44 45 134
Percent Total: 33.6 32.8 33.6 100.0

Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pear son: 431 2 .1158
Likelihood Ratio: 454 2 .1035
Linear Association: 2.62 1 .1056
Minimum Expected Frequency: 12.806

b) Open-Ended Section (General Satisfaction)

Thispart of the survey contained five questions (see page @ Questions one
through four cover general satisfaction with the class. In thisgroup of questions,
some differences among thethree groupswere clear. Aswould be expected with an
open-ended survey, many students simply did not answer questions about the class
quality or what could be changed or only wrote short comments such as, no change, or
everything fine. However, studentswho did answer often had negative impressions

that ranged from the language the class was taught in to the way gradeswere
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assigned. Most relevant to thisresearch were commentsthat touched on aspects of

computer use and feedback.

(1) General Satisfaction; Group A

Group A students often raised problemsin QBL softwar e use, such aslack of

labs at school and problemswith printers.

Some negative commentsincluded:

Because there are too few computersin shcool, it is difficult to send the homework.

I like to practice speaking English. Don't like to write many business letters. Some
grammer | think right but wrong in my business letter. The teacher grade my homework too

seriouly that will strike my self-confidence

The way the teacher graded my homework. | think you are not fair. Y ou discriminate

against our class.

Not too bad. | don’t like the subject very much but it's OK. Anyway, even if | didike

the subject, | still must study this. That'swhy | am here.

Some positive comments included:

| liked to discuss with classmates in this class.

The way of teaching in this classis appropriate to me.

| like the way of teaching in this class. Because very relax; free.

In general, there were no specific commentsthat were positive about computer

usein the class although there were some negative comments about it. Thisattitudeis
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in general agreement with group A’s scaled questions showing some dissatisfaction
with grades and computer ease of use. The above specific comment concer ning unfair
grading practices shows the sour ce of difficulty does not lie so much with the system
itself, but the knowledge that other classes have opportunity for redrafting. Although
explained clearly at the start of the semester, that final grades were based on
improvement within their own class, students did not approve of what appeared to be

differential treatment among the three classes.

(2) General Satisfaction; Group B

In contrast to group A, group B students wer e generally satisfied with the class
and only a few studentsreported dissatisfaction specifically with the computer
assignments while ther e wer e some positive comments about the computer

assignments. Some negative commentsincluded:

I like this way of teaching in this class. But | feel our homework is too much. We
have a lot of other reports. Computer classrooms are not enough—if we stayed at shcool

after school to use QBL, these are not enough classroom.

Sometimes my printout quality is bad because the school printers are too old.

| hope that you don’t use the QBL because when | use QBL at home there are some
(Chinese characters for virus) in my computer. That’stoo bad. | think that we can write the

letter, and don't use QBL by computer.

Some positive comments included:

The way of teaching in this classis good.
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| don’t want the teacher to change in this class.

I think this class has been useful to me. When | do QBL homework, | must use
computer. The computer and English are very important. We study this class we can learn

computer and English.

Group B studentstended to give very few opinions about the quality of the class,
leaving thefirst four questions blank or using short answer s expressing satisfaction.
Opinionsthat wer e given usually dealt with the teacher and the teaching methods
rather than specifically mentioning the software. We could take thisto mean that
studentsin group B are generally satisfied with the software and redraft approach

that they experienced.

(3) General Satisfaction; Group C

Groups C’'scommentsrarely touched on the software at all, except occasionally
mentioning that homework was too much or it wasinconvenient to completeit. Some
students commented on the feedback being hard to understand, while others

requested mor e specific feedback.

Some negative commentsincluded:

| feel the computers of our school are not enough. It is not convenient.

| hope the homework doesn't to do second times. the papers the teacher gave back
with my homework were not easy to understand. So | think the teacher can write or tell us

directly and more details.
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But | did not like—when we do the QBL homework, then we have to send it to
network two times. Because the computer classroom always not seat that make us (Chinese

for coming and going).

Some positive commentsincluded:

I like the way of teaching. Because it is very free and relax. The teacher doen’t give

the pressure to us.

When we work and it is time to write business letter well is going to keep me have a

good position.

Group C lacked many clear commentsrelevant to thisstudy. Nearly all
comments center ed on theteaching style and suggestionsinvolving other English
subjects such as speaking and listening. Thismay be a reflection of the process
approach having less emphasis on the feedback component. Without thisemphasis,
students have little opinion since such an approach appears, at least on the surface, to

differ little from traditional handwritten feedback.

¢) Open-Ended Section (Assignment Completion Procedure)

Open ended question number five asked for the steps used in completing the
assignments. Whereasit was common for studentsto not answer the other open-
ended questions, or answer in aminimal fashion, thisfinal question usually received

detailed responses.

(1) General Procedure for Group A
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Group A students most often responded to this question by making a list of
steps. Common to most group A students was a checking, rechecking or giving to
classmatesfor proofreading step. Thisstep often occurred after text had been input

to the QBL software although it also often occurred after a handwritten draft.

Some comments included:

Before use QBL, | usually look Business Letter’s example, then | begin write my QBL

homework. | type, print, and sent QBL after discuss with classmates.
(In Chinese)

1) Write adraft.
2) Check for errors.
3) Input to QBL.
4) Check text again.

5) Send over network.

1) Reading the chapter one more time, then get the subject of each sentence.

2) Writing the letter. It cost a long time, because | have to use the Chinese-English
Dict. and English-Chinese Dict. over and over again. Of course, | review the letter many
times.

3) Typing the letter with QBL. First time| use the QBL, to my amazement, it’sjust so
convenient.

4) Go to the school, and print the homework.

1) Look examplesin the book.
2) Write homework. 3) Ask classmate to revise my homework.
4) Key in.

5) Finished.
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(2) General Procedure for Group B

Responses from group B did not take the form of stepsor lists as often as group
A responsesdid. Therewas no specific mention of proofreading by classmates

although some students wrote about discussing the assignments with classmates.

Some commentsincluded:

First, | study every words in book. Then | think in Chinese and write in English. At
my free time, | use QBL at school’s computer classroom. After school, | print out QBL at

home, because my printer is good.

1) Read the question.

2) Think this question.

3) reference sentences in the book or others
4) Think again.

5) Create my own letter which has my style.

| read the examples in the book first, then to write the letter and type it.

First, write (in Chinese draft) then ask classmates my questions of homework. Finally,

write it completely and go to computer classroom to send homework.

(3) General Procedure for Group C

Most often mentioned isthe checking of examples from the textbook. Not a
single student wrote about proofreading. Discussionswith other students wer e always

brought up beforewriting the letter.

Some comments included:
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Usually | read the example in book and then | try to write another one.

Usualy, | read the examples in the book. And my classmates and | talk to each other.

Finaly, I do my homework.

1) Copy the book if possible.
2) Look other people’s homework.

3) Changeit by myself.

1) Read my textbook and all example two times.
2) Writeit on my paper. Correct it and to compare the textbook.
3) Typeit on QBL disk, the print it out.

4) Set my homework to the network.

First, | read the Business English book carefully. Then | study with my classmates.
When we have questions, we see the book’ s examples to do my homework. 1f we can't find

the answer, we go to ask teacher.
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VIIl. Conclusions

A. Error Rates

The present resear ch project has gone far beyond ssmple measuring of error
rates, however, such objective measures still serve as an important and consistent
metric in understanding just what studentsare doing in their writing. Previous
resear ch projects, using QBL and error measures, have clearly shown the superiority
of computer generated feedback in changing students’ behavior when error reduction
wasthegoal. Rather than simple spell checking, such use of error correction in the
classroom activates students awar eness of the writing behavior sthat they may have

known of, but did not employ.

Logically, it follows that a teacher who could produce the same volume of error
feedback asa computer system, would obtain similar results. Theclear superiority of
teacher-based error correction over computer-based error correction would, most
likely, lead to even better resultsthan those obtained through computer-gener ated
feedback. Key to such aresult isateacher who isableto match the computer’serror
correction volume. With normal classsizesin Taiwan, aswell asmost EFL
classrooms throughout Asia, ranging from thirty to one hundred, it isvirtually
impossible to produce even a small amount of feedback for individual students.
Without changing the teacher’srolein the writing class, the question remains of how
to best incor porate such computer-based error correction and what istheimpact of

such incor poration when mixed with other EFL/ESL instructional methods?
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All three approaches applied in thisexperiment differed only dightly, with
variation in feedback generation (teacher or computer) and opportunity to redr aft.
Resulting objective error rates showed little significant difference among the three
groups. Numerous differences wer e revealed about how the three groups achieved the
end result. Themost interesting finding of this study may be that the computer
feedback actually encourages studentsto perform in ways that we would think of as
resulting from a process environment. However, when we add a redrafting
component to a group receiving computer feedback, the direction of effort is

completely changed.

B. Editing Activity

Group A, with computer feedback and no redraft, directed their effortstowards
editing thefirst draft document. Studentsin this group took advantage of
proofreading and other strategiesin order to catch their errors. While some teachers
would assumethat pressing studentsto avoid errorswould lead to shallow editing and
increased direct copying of reference material, thisisnot thecase. Group A, being
unawar e of their specific errors, actually move about their first drafts, making
changes and editing the document. In essence, group A isredrafting on their own
before turning in the assignment. The key factor for group A appearsto be not so
much the specific feedback given, but theway it isgiven. Delaying error feedback,
causes studentsto perceivetheir first draftsnot asthefirst step in the writing process,
but asthefinal step in the process. Thisbringsforward redrafting activity that the

other two groups delay until the actual redraft isdue.
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What is most interesting about thisactivity isthat it was enacted by the students
on their own. Moretime spent honing their documents, group A has no redr aft
opportunity to fall back on if errorsaremade. In fact, the delayed nature of the
feedback meansthat it isonly an indicator of English writing ar eas a specific student
ishaving troublewith. Thefeedback cannot be used to direct error correction, since

only afirst draft was accepted by the teacher (in the case of group A).

Opportunity to redraft, after receiving very specific error feedback seemsto
have a negative result on how students approach their first draft. Inthisstudy, itis
clear that studentsin group B are postponing their work until they receive the
computer generated feedback. When feedback isreceived, theredrafting is mostly
spent ssmply making correctionsto the errorsindicated by the feedback. Thisgroup
is copying morer eference material and not moving around their documents. Clearly
the goal isto meet the minimum requirements of thefirst draft, and then take

corrective action based on the error feedback.

Group C cannot wait for error feedback to correct specific errorssincethey
receive only general observationsfrom theteacher. Theteacher’sobservationsare
not well understood, however, and theresulting action isto copy reference material.
Redrafting, seemsto have little benefit for these students asthe editing stage is not
actually spent refining the document, but adding material that isjust aserror prone

asthefirst draft. Thisobservation isnot based smply on objective errors, but by

reviewing the examples seen on pages
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You can lead a horseto water but you cannot make him drink isan appropriate
adage for group C’'ssituation. Whilethey are given a process like environment, they
have little clue asto what to do with it. Yearsof schooling that emphasizesa more
obj ective approach leave these students confused. Additionally, Taiwan EFL students
do not have the wide ranging language background of native speakers from which to

springboard into action.

C. Redrafting Activity

Thereislittle doubt about the stand of most language teachersin the U.S. on
error correction—it is generally observed as not being the most effective path to good
writing. However, in the EFL context of English writing in Taiwan, these assertions
simply may not apply. Lackingtheyears of exposureto natural English language,
Taiwan EFL studentsare starting out at a disadvantage. Additionally, without
knowledge of what errorslook like, isit reasonable to expect studentsto be ableto
reduce errorsand ssmultaneoudly create flowing and fluent text? Group C’sdecline
in keysdeleted during redraft isa sign that they smply cannot track down objective

errors.

D. Process or Product Oriented Writing & Teaching

Assumptions surrounding the correctness of the process-based approach to
teaching writing hasled to CALL research that introduces CALL softwareinto
process-based classrooms and acts as a teacher to encourage the process. Thus,

redrafting and allowing studentsto interact with computer generated feedback has
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been the central approach of EFL/ESL language resear chers. According to the results
of thisstudy, CALL playsavery different role than therole played by theteacher. By
using CALL in a product-based approach, softwar e can maximize the natural
potential of the computer, while also encouraging students to employee process
writing strategies. Thismakes perfect senseif wetruly believethat writing a
document isa process. By placing more energy on the process, what we end up with is
a better final product. Computerssimply arenot process oriented, and no matter
what we do to the computer-human interface, it isalways clear that the computer is
only one step away from a non-process approach. Students ultimately are product
oriented in that their goals encompass completing a cour se, a semester, a degree, €tc.
Even if we create computer-based feedback that isentertaining, human studentswill

be able to quickly find the maximum path in order to reach their goals.

A good exampleisasimple spell checker. These programs have advanced in the
past decade to become very accurate and even ableto read context so asto accurately
guess at the correct spelling of a misspelled word. Word processor s can even catch
misspellings while the user istyping. If we allowed our studentsto create documents
with such softwar e, they would simply rely on the spell checker to catch their
misspellings. Theinstantaneous interaction would be per ceived by students as an easy
and efficient method for reducing spelling errors. With such an approach, dictionary
use would bereduced, and the lear ning of correct spellings would ssimply be a waste of

time (from the student’s per spective).
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If the misspelling infor mation was withheld until after the document was turned
in for a grade, studentswould see the benefit to learning spelling. While delayed
spelling error feedback would not be directly applicable to future assignments, simply
because the next assignment will not use all the same vocabulary, it isa sure bet, that
at some futuretime, many of the misspelled wordswill turn up in an assignment. In
this case, applying energy to lear ning the vocabulary would appear to have a payoff.
Thus, avery product oriented direction, actually can lead to a process orientation for

the student.

E. Summary of Findings

A summary of findings can be seen in Clearly theinclusion of redrafting when
using computer-generated error feedback isnot beneficial to the process students
employ when completing their first draft. Beyond thisfundamental finding, the
declaration of computer-generated error feedback or teacher-generated process
feedback being superior isnot possible. It would appear that these two approachesto
feedback lead to differencesin student behavior during thefirst draft, but which one
issuperior depends on what theteacher’s goals may be. Given the nature of large
EFL classes, it would appear that for businesswriting students, a process-based

feedback approach hold little benefit.
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Table 75. Summary of results
Original Hypothesis

Supported Location in

H 1a. Students By thelast assignment, group C §howed Page[104]
r eceiving computer _ m_cr_eased error rates. A statistically
feedback on their significant difference was found between
writing errorswill groups A and C based on treatment only and
produce fewer objective between B and C bawd on treatment and letter
errorsin later interaction.
assignments.
H 1y Students Group C copi-ed morere_ference ma'ge_rial when | Page
receiving computer such material was available. Additionally, | 1L09k09)]
feedback will directly group C changed the material they copied less,
copy lessreference thus retaining rr_10reof the copied r_efc_arence
material than students _mgt-erlal in their documents. Statistically
receiving process-based significant differences were found between A
feedback. and C based_on trea?ment and letter
interaction.
H..: Students Group C showed statigtically significant higher Page[100]
r eceiving computer error rateson fou_r error types (nc_)t mclug:hng
generated feedback will total errorsor edltl-ng measur es) in the final
show improvement in assignment.
moreerror typesthan
studentsreceiving
process-based
feedback.
H... Studentswho Redrafting opportunity did not have an impact | Page(104]
receive computer on errorsin first drafts, however, the method

gener ated feedback and
then redraft their
assignmentswill have
fewer errorson new

used toreduce errorsdiffered between the A
and B groups. No statistically significant
difference was found between A and B for the
total errorsvariable

assignmentsthan
students not completing
redr afts.
Hop: Students During redrafting, groups B and C do not PaeEJ
statistically significantly differ in number of 152][152

recelving process-based
feedback will make
fewer alterations
during redrafting than
studentsreceiving

changesmade. It appearsthat group B makes
revisions depending on the amount of errors
reported in the feedback. If therearefew
errorsreported, then just those are corrected.
If numerouserrorsarereported, overall

compu;tgredlgzﬁ revision of the document is much deeper and
widespread.
H s, Students not Group A showed statistically significant longer | Page[112]
completing redr afts will time editing thefirst draft than group B.

spend moretime
working on their first
draft.

HSa: Students Group C showed atotal error rate statistically | Page[100]

receiving no computer
feedback, using the
gener ally accepted

significantly higher than both A and B groups
in the final assignment.
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process approach,
including redraft, will
not reduceerrorsin
later assignments.
Hsb: Students Group C places statistically significantly more Page
receiving process-based wordsin thefirst draft than groupsA or B
feedback will write / based on bot_h treatm_ent and_treatment by
morein their letters. assignment interaction.
H e Students Srt1ud_ents receiving cofmpu;(;r f(feedback agd Page[115]
. aving opportunity for redraft, group B,
r?egdvgggkp&?ﬁeiazﬁi x n_avi_ggted the document at a _statistical_ly
their document less sgnlﬂ.canélower rate. Thedn:jferenceln
- navigation between process- and computer-
thargosrt#;? ;ngdeg\;:kg based feedback isin what was being done
during navigation.

H4a: All students will All groups scored statistically significant Page[174
express improvement improvementsin self—reported skiII_s. Group C | [L75
on a range of English / showed the least |mpr0vemeqt while group B

business writing skills. showed the most skillsimproved.

H4b: Satisfaction with Thethree groupssignificant_ly dif_fered inonly | Page[184]

the class will be higher three measuresof m’_usfactlon with group A

among students x least satisfied in two measures.
recelving computer
feedback.
H e Students Group C studentsrated the feedback ashard Page[184]
 eceiving process to understand at a significantly higher rate
feedback will express / than the other groups.
confusion and/or
frustration.

F. Cultural/Societal Implications

Imagine the possibilities of having all Taiwan’s business school graduatesableto
write flowing and fluent natural English text. With such a skill, certainly we would
benefit immensely, or would we? What is often missed in English instruction research
isthe goal of the students and the society visa-via the tool we call English. Certainly
we can train studentsto reach the highest goals. Taiwan has no shortage of excellent
students, teachersand administrators. Theissueisnot one of ability or ssmply the
lack of will, but one of economics and cost/benefit ratios. Training studentswho will

enter trading companiesto have English skillsthat are so high, will result in the
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lowering or absence of other important skills. With Taiwan’strade standing at XXX
per year, clearly the market has already made its judgment on the existing skills of
graduating students. Aseducatorsin Taiwan, we must first examine the mandate
given to usfrom the society our studentswill graduate into, then adopt teaching

techniquesthat best fulfill that mandate.

Beyond those who will go on to teaching, one could assert that all EFL language
in Taiwan isESP related. In fact, the often cited lack of successin American general
language education could benefit from mor e tar geted teaching and some objective
standards. How many resear ch papersarewritten by basic English teachersin
American junior high schools and high schools? The whole structure of the American
academic system leadsto most of the resear ch into writing being done by those who
areteaching advanced writing and creative writing. Thisissimply not the normal
situation of the majority of studentsin Taiwan who are lear ning English not because
they volunteered to or have any interest to, but because of historical eventsthat have

lead to a world dominated by the English language.

If weweretoimagine a dightly different world, where all American students
wererequired to obtain a minimum level of proficiency in Chinese, would teachersall
be emphasizing a process approach? When implementing such an approach means
that a majority of studentssimply drop out and cannot obtain any measurable
standard, would the partisan and dogmatic approach continue? Would it be allowed
to continue? Would not students and businesses complain that new graduates need a

minimum of Chinese ability so asto interact with Chinese people and companies for
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very specific purposes? How many American teachers can weimagine would take a
stand that American studentslearning Chinese must learn towards fluency and be
ableto write Chinesetext that expresses themselves? Seeingtheworld in thisdlightly
different angle brings a bit of reality to our perspective on teaching English in

Taiwan.

Weoweit to our selves and our studentsto examine and adopt methods that
maximize our students’ future potential. If we could have classes with motivated
studentswho areinterested in excelling at English writing, while schools could afford
to give us small class sizes and sufficient resour ces, then the best methods would be
different. But thereality today requiresusto adopt other more practical and proven

methods.

CALL design can follow this path with softwar e designs that meet specific needs
of students (Keith & Laffort, 1989; Levy, 1997; Nakajima, 1990; Paramskas, 1995).
Solid and objective resear ch can lead the way in showing us how to maximize

students' process orientation, even if that meansincluding non-process approaches.
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IX. Future Research

A. Goal Based Research

Interactivity and multimedia elements of computer softwareare set to grow in
importance. When used with EFL students, softwar e that includes video and audio
has been found to improve learning somewhat (Brett, 1997), but we must be careful to
under stand what our research goalsare. The newest technologies should not be

brought into the classroom simply because they are new.

B. Improved Computer Access (WWW)

Over 70 percent of studentsin thisstudy own their own computers. Thisrateis
suretoincrease, thusmaking it vital that futureresearch into computersin writing
takeinto account the activity of studentsat home, away from thelab. Part of this
expansion of PC useistheincreasing use of expanded networksthat reach out from
schools and expand the area of coverage. Not only can students perform tasks from

their homes, they can access classroom activity on the other side of the Earth!

Continued growth in the WWW will pressurewriting resear chersto moved onto
theWeb. Besidethis, softwareinterface design, even for writing classes, will haveto
adopt more of theWeb’sHTML flavor. Thiswill happen because young people today
are being exposed to the Web and thuswill enter writing class with a much higher

degree of computer experience, but not the traditional experience set we are used to.
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They will be experienced in the easy to use, event driven and freeroaming Web type

interface.

We arealready seeing thisin someresearch using Web pages (Vilmi & Malmi,
1996) that incor porate game-like activities. The danger of this new built-in experience
isthat it becomes an expectation. If the Web foster s students who expect to always
play games and be entertained, while ssmply jumping from onetopic to another, with
no real depth of understanding, theresult may make Web-based CALL softwarelike

television entertainment (Maddux, 1996; Newhagen, 1996).

Once again, the questions must center on how to fit these new technologiesinto
our classrooms. A special emphasis must be placed on the realities of our Taiwan
teaching experiencerather than simply adopting whatever EFL/ESL methodsare

placed on the Web in the West.
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XI. APPENDIX

Listing 1. Complete code
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Sub MAIN

REM NAME THIS MACRO: COMPARE

REM OPEN USER PATHS TO DISK

On Error Goto PROBLEM 'send to error handler if no file
Open "c:\compare.txt" For Input As #1

Read #1, ADraft$, AReDraft$

Close #1
START:

On Error Goto OVER ‘Error handling is over so jump to end of sub on error
REM SEND TO FUNCTION TO INCREMENT

ADraft$ = Increment$(ADraft$)

AReDraft$ = Increment$(AReDraft$)

REM CREATE USER DIALOG BOX

ADraft$ = InputBox$("Where Is your first draft? " + "Include the whole PATH. " + " Example:
C:\ENG\COMP1\25.TXT", "First Draft", ADraft$)

ARedraft$ = InputBox$("Where Is your second draft?", "Second Draft", ARedraft$)
REM SAVE USER PATHS TO DISK

Open "c:\compare.txt" For Output As #1

Write #1, ADraft$, ARedraft$

Close #1

REM MACRO RECORDED MENU ACTIONS

FileOpen .Name = AReDraft$, .ConfirmConversions = 0, .ReadOnly = 1, .AddToMru = 0, .PasswordDoc = "",
.PasswordDot =", .Revert = 0, .WritePasswordDoc =", .WritePasswordDot = ""

ToolsRevisions .MarkRevisions = 0, .ViewRevisions = 1, .PrintRevisions = 1
ToolsCompareVersions .Name = ADraft$

Goto OVER  'If there is no error, skip error handler

PROBLEM:

ADraft$ ="

AReDraft$ ="

Err=0

On Error Goto OVER

Goto START
OVER:

End Sub

Function INCREMENTS$(File$)
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REM INCREMENT THE FILE IF IT IS A NUMBER
File$ = LTrim$(File$)
Letters = Len(File$)
FileEnd$ = Right$(File$, 4)
Fori=(Letters-4) ToO Step- 1
If Mid$(File$, i, 1) = "\" Or Mid$(File$, i, 1) =":" Then
FileMid$ = Mid$(File$,(i + 1),((Letters - 4) - i))
FileFront$ = Left$(File$, i)
i=0
End If
Next i
If Val(FileMid$) <> 0 Then
FileNumber = Val(FileMid$)
FileNumber = FileNumber + 1
File$ = FileFront$ + LTrim$(RTrim$(Str$(FileNumber))) + FileEnd$
End If

Increment$ = File$

End Function

1)

Listing 2. The43 error typesand explanations

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

ABBREVIATION: Abbreviations follow rules, such as the use of periods and
commas before and after the abbreviations. Additionally, in more formal writing,
such as business communication, abbreviations should be avoided and all words
written out to assure better understanding on the part of the reader, e.g., Mr. Smith
Ph.D. can’t come next week.

ADJECTIVE: Incorrect adjective used to modify noun or pronoun, e.g., Thisis an
interested story.

ADVERB: An adjective was used to modify a verb instead of an adverb, e.g., She
certain issmart, but sheisalso stubborn.

ARCHAIC: The use of wordsthat are out of date or not in common use, e.g., We can
all go, albeit we must go separ ately.

ARTICLE: Incorrect use of: a, an and theM any words require the use of an article preceding
them; Chinese EFL students often forget articles or use them incorrectly,e.g., A teachers had
already distributed the teststo the class, e.g., The student claimed it was a honest mistake,e.g.,
We sell our productsin North American Market.
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6)

7)

8)

9

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

CAPITALIZATION: Letters at the beginning of a sentence and the personal pronoun ‘I’ are
checked for correct capitalization, e.g., THere was a book on the bed, e.g., Tomorrow, i want
to visit Bill.

CLAUSE: Subject and verb must together form a complete thought.A dependent clause that
isnot a complete thought must begin with a subordinating conjunction, e.g., James went to the
tennis match. Even though it was raining.

COLLOQUIAL: Colloquial phrases are often used in spoken English but are not appropriate
in businesswriting, e.g., The director will make a decision when heis good and ready.

COMMA SPLICE: Two or more independent clauses, or complete thoughts, are joined by
only a comma, e.g., He smokes when he isworking overtime, it keeps him awake.

COMPARATIVE/SUPERLATIVE: Theincorrect use of comparatives like ‘more’ and ‘most,’
e.g., It would be even mor e better if weall could go.

CONJUNCTION: A conjunction is used as a coordinating or a subordinating conjunction,
e.g., We had to choose between English or French.

CUSTOM: These errors are the expanded data base, including common errors of Chinese
students, e.g., | have ever been to America, e.g., Go in and open the light, e.g., | learn English
every week.

DOUBLE NEGATIVE: Two negative words together is not acceptable in most written
English, e.g., Therewasnot never any doubt that he would go.

ELLIPSIS: The correct usage of ellipsis between wordsis. ' ... " and at the end of a sentence
is: ' .... Spacesarerequired before, between and after each period, e.g., They are white, red,
yellow, blue..........

ENDING PREPOSITION: The use of a preposition at the end of a sentence should be
avoided, e.g., He moved to an office near the people he works with.

INCOMPLETE SENTENCE: Usually, a sentence needs a subject and a verb; this error is
when one of those is missing, e.g., Our wonderful president who devoted many years of
service.

INCORRECT VERB FORM: Theincorrect form of theverb, e.g., | will bought it next week.

INFINITIVE: Theincorrect use of the present tense of averb in itsinfinitive form, eg., | hope
graduatein June.

JARGON: Jargon is not known to a general audience and should be avoided when possible.
This error often occurs when the writer uses an electronic dictionary for a trandation from
Chineseto English, e.g., Let usinterface next week over lunch.

LONG SENTENCE: Sentenceslonger than that specified amount in the software (often set at
30). Shorter sentences are easier to understand and have less chance of containing errors,
e.g., There are tables for scuba divers showing how fast a diver may ascend safely, but these
tables make the assumption that the diver descends, remains at the same depth for some time,
and then comesto the surface, which isnot necessarily so.

NOUN PHRASE: Words missing from a phrase or a number disagreement with the phrase,
e.g., Hedrove motorcycle, e.g., | purchased nine magazines and book.
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22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

33)

34)

35)

NUMBER USAGE: Numbers should be spelled out when: smaller than 11 or at the beginning
of a sentence. Numbers that are degrees, percentages, times, dates, page numbers, money,
should be written as Arabic numerals, e.g., 5 yearsarerequired to graduate, e.g., It is made of
one hundred percent cotton.

OVERSTATED: Wordy sentences that are vague and difficult to understand, e.g., At the
conclusion of the meeting, everyonein attendance departed for their homes.

POSSESSIVE FORM: Possessives are words that show ownership, usually of a thing.
Possessives ar e often followed by a noun. It is often the case that if a plural noun is followed
by another noun, the plural noun should be a possessive, e.g., The secretarys desk was cover ed
with work.

PREPOSITION: Normal usage dictates which prepositions are used with which words or
phrases. Although a preposition may appear to follow all grammatical rules, if it is not
normally used then it should berevised. e.g., Everyone in our office must comply to the new
regulations.

PRONOUN CASE: Incorrect use of pronouns when being used as subjects or objectsin the
sentence. Also found in this group are incorrectly used possessive pronouns, e.g., Everyone
hastheir own goal, e.g., Thetelevision isfor you and I.

PRONOUN NUMBER: Pronouns take the place of nounsin a sentence. They must agreein
number with any verbsin the sentence, e.g., Thiserror is caused when the number of the verb
and pronoun are not in agreement, e.g., They was going to the fair

PUNCTUATION: Common punctuation errors such as commas and semicolons as well as
incorrect use of spaces before and after punctuation (a very common error for Chinese EFL
students), e.g., While most would agree Chineseis a difficult languageto learn,

it isuseful if you want to do businessin Asia.

REDUNDANT: Wordsthat repeat the same meaning, e.g., raise up, past history, cash money,
e.g., Once you use a computer, you will never revert back to using a typewriter.

RELATIVE PRONOUN: Relative pronouns introduce restrictive and non-restrictive clauses
(which, that, who). This error is the incorrect use of the relative pronoun, e.g., Her green
coat, that she bought in February, hasatear.

REPEATED WORDS OR PUNCTUATION: Thiserror is most often caused by typing error.
Punctuation, in English, does not repeat. One period at the end of a sentence is always
enough, e.g., Weall liketo travel to to Canada, South America, the United States, etc..

RUN-ON SENTENCE: A run-on sentence is simply too long or is actually two sentences
together. The overuse of commas or conjunctions causesthiserror. Asageneral rule, shorter
sentences are easier to under stand, e.g., My name is Chaur-Sheng Jan, | went to the National
Tax Bureau, which is in Jang-Huah County, and had an internship during my summer
vacation.

SENTENCE VARIETY:Starting many sentences with the same words or structures gives a
bad impression. Change some sentences so that the sentences do not seem monotone, e.g., |
would like you to ship before June 20. | could open a letter of credit in your favor within the
week. | will wait for your decision.

SIMILAR WORDS: Some words are often used wrong because they have the similar spellings
or sounds to other words, e.g., We got the book form her mother, e.g., The words sited are
from Shakespeare.
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36)

37)

39)

39)

40)

41)

42)

43)

SPEL LING: Spelling or typing errors are easy to correct, yet make an important impression
on thereader, e.g., The acter, who isatecher, had the leading part.

SPLIT INFINITIVE: A word, phrase or clause that comes between the infinitive ‘to’ and the
verb. Avoid the split infinitive structure because it makes the main idea harder to
understand, e.g., Steve wantsto quickly finish this project.

SPLIT WORDS: As English changes, wor ds often mer ge together, e.g., basketball. A modern
dictionary will help to avoid splitting words that belong together, e.g., The quality of this
product is out standing.

SUBJECT/VERB AGREEMENT: Verbs must agree with their subjectsin voice and number,
e.g., Theovercoat in the market are very heavy, e.g., My mother always encourage me.

TENSE SHIFT: A changein the verb tense, in one sentence, that makes the sentence difficult
to understand, e.g., Aslong as a person could concentrate his attention, he will be successful in
whatever hedid.

TRADEMARK: Trademarks often follow unconventional capitalization. The writer should
make sure of the specific capitalization, such as. WordPerfect, Band-Aid, etc., e.g., He bought
some scotch tape whilelistening to a walkman.

VAGUE ADVERB: Vague adverbs are commonly used in spoken English but make written
English weak. Words such as: for example, awfully, pretty, really, kind of, etc., all hurt
formal writing, e.g., Hefound her speech pretty interesting.

VERB OBJECT: A verb object isa noun or pronoun that comes after a transitive verb. An
error occurswhen the object of averb ismissing, e.g., Shefixed up.
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