





Figure 4.2. Means of Responses to Questionnaires
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Next, findings of item number 17, the open-ended question, are discussed according

to themes that emerged during analysis.

4.2.1 Audio Feedback as Beneficial

Descriptive statistics of the mean scores of responses to items in this section are

displayed in table 4.6. The responses of the TAF group to the statement Audio feedback was

useful in helping me revise my grammar errors showed strong agreement with a mean of 4.30

whereas the UAF showed a preference to disagree with a mean of 2.48. Both groups

exhibiting equally strong agreement to the statement Audio Feedback was useful in helping




me organize my ideas while | revised my paper with mean scores of 4. The TAF group
indicated that they have a slightly stronger agreement than the UAF group with regards to AF
being useful in helping with the addition of details to writing. In fact, the UAF was just over
feeling neutral toward this notion with a mean score of 3.71. The final statement in this
section corresponded with the overall benefit of using AF in paper revision. Despite showing
disagreement with AF’s efficacy in revising grammatical errors, the UAF group showed a
strong preference to agree with this statement, returning a mean score of 4.43. One the other
hand, the TAF group was slightly under a preference to agree with this statement as

evidenced by the mean score of 3.8.

Table 4.6

Descriptive Statistics for AF as Beneficial

Item Mean Standard
Deviation
TAF UAF TAF UAF

Audio feedback was useful in helping me 4.30 2.48 .82 1.38
revise my grammar errors.

Audio Feedback was useful in helping me 4 4 1.06 147
organize my ideas while I revised my paper.

Audio Feedback was useful in helping me 4 3.71 1.17 133
add more details to my writing.

Overall, audio feedback was useful in 3.88 4.43 1.19 1.09
helping me revise my paper.

4.2.2 Audio Feedback as More Beneficial than Written Comments

The next section of the questionnaire examined student attitudes towards AF
compared to their teachers written comments for revision purposes. Descriptive statistics for
the items in this section are displayed in table 4.7. Overall, both groups failed to show strong

agreement for any of the statements in this section. Audio feedback is better than written
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teacher comments in helping me add more details to my writing returned the highest mean
score for the TAF group with a value of 3.71. The lowest mean score for the TAF group was
for the statement audio feedback is better than written teachers comments in helping me
organize my ideas while I revised my paper, which returned a value of 3.08. On the other
hand, the UAF group’s mean scores for the four items did not differ by much. The UAF
group showed their strongest agreement to the statement that AF is an overall better method
that written comments in paper revision with a mean score of 3.62. The lowest mean score
returned by the UAF group was 3.46, for the statement advocating that AF is better than
written comments for adding more details to writing. However, since none of the means

displayed by either group was a value of four or greater.

Table 4.7

Descriptive Statistics for AF as More Beneficial than WCF

Iltem Mean Standard

Deviation

TAF UAF TAF UAF

Audio Feedback is better than written 3.13 3.54 145 1.56

teachers comments in helping me revise my
grammar errors.

Audio feedback is better than written 3.08 3.53 141 1.20
teachers comments in helping me organize
my ideas while I revised my paper.

Audio feedback is better than written teacher 3.71 3.46 1.32 1.23
comments in helping me add more details to
my writing.

Overall, | prefer audio feedback to written 35 3.62 156 .96
teachers comments while correcting my
writing
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Table 4.10

Descriptive Statistics of Audio Feedback Training

Item

Mean

Std.
Deviation

The strategies introduced in
the training session helped
me revise my paper while
using audio feedback.

The training session was well
done, easy to follow, and
easy to understand.

The audio feedback would
have been difficult to
understand without the
training session.

I didn’t need the training
session to understand and
benefit from audio feedback.

The training session was
necessary and informative.

22

22

22

22

22

4.05

4.00

2.63

2.86

3.72

.89

.92

1.21

1.42

1.16
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Chapter V
DISCUSSION

5. Introduction

The present study aimed to investigate the efficacy of AFT in improving linguistic
accuracy, content, and organization on ESL students writing. Additionally, it aimed to gather
ESL students’ perceptions of using AF and AFT. Using a mixed-methods quasi-experimental
design, the study used independent timed writing tasks to collect data. Also, it used semi-
structured questionnaires to elicit perceptions. This chapter revisits the results of the present
study and attempts to draw conclusions and make claims about the use of AF and AFT in the
improvement of L2 writing. The chapter details specific findings and provides explanations
for them based on previous research provided in the literature review. The discussion of
results synthesizes previous conclusions and attempts to provide salient evidence of claims
and is organized by the RQ it attempts to shed light on. Furthermore, this chapter highlights
the limitations of the present study, and proposes implications the findings revealed for

pedagogical use. Lastly, it provides suggestions for pathways for further research.

5.1 The Effects of AFT on Writing Quality

The first purpose of the present study was to investigate the role of AFT in the
improvement of the writing quality of EFL students. Specifically, the researcher aimed to
understand the effect the use of AFT had AF and errors related to the fluency, accuracy,
content, and organization of students on independent timed writing tasks. RQ1 inquired about
the efficacy of AFT in improving the above mention language constructs. Recruiting seven
intact classes and using a pretest/posttest quasi-experimental design, the researcher attempted
to answer this question. Four classes received AF and AFT (n=25) and three classes only
received AF (n=14). For all the statistical tests, save for the last, each group was analyzed

separately.
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With respect to fluency, the study found no significant differences between the pretest
and posttest for each group. This suggests that fluency, in the 20-minute timed writing, was
not affected as a result of receiving AFT. This indicates students may have written optimally
in the allotted time for their proficiency levels. Although this finding is interesting, this part
of the study was focused on examining the remaining three variables in relation to any gains
or losses in fluency. With that being established, it is crucial to point out that the TAF group
reported a significant positive increase in accuracy and content, with no significant changes

in organization.

The significant difference in the accuracy echoes the results of several studies that
advocated the benefits of EC on increasing students’ linguistic accuracy (Bitchner, 2008;
Bitchner & Knoch 2008; Bitchner & Knoch, 2010; Ferris & Roberts, 2001). Consequently,
this finding refutes the claims of Truscott (1996, 2007), which suggested EC had no clear
benefit or detrimental effects on grammar. These claims were also made by Polio, Fleck, and
Leder (1998). Additionally, findings of Kepner (1991) proposed that focusing on grammar
correction resulted in negative side affects to other aspects of writing, namely the macro
aspects (fluency, content, and organization). The present study suggests that training may be
an essential component to any EC technigue since a significant increase in accuracy resulted
in no changes in fluency, an increase in the content score, and no changes in organization.
Although organization was not significantly increase after treatment, it was not significantly
decrease either. This finding is novel since no changes essentially means no adverse affects

were exhibited in organization as a result of an increase in accuracy.

Yet, in light of these findings, the study failed to prove that AFT had a significant
positive affect on organization, although there was an observable positive difference, which
is classified as a macro aspect of writing. A possible explanation for this finding is that the

majority of students, by rubric definition, scored adequately at the pretest stage. On the
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rubric, a score of three translated into an adequate writing piece. Looking at the frequency of
the raw scores on organization, 72 percent of the participants (n=18) scored a three or above
with 16 percent (n=4) scoring the highest score. At the posttest, 76 percent of the participants
(n=19) scored a three or better with 24 percent scoring the highest score. Although the
numbers are slightly higher at the posttest stage, no significant differences were reported after
data analysis was conducted. The fact that the majority of students scored adequately or
better may have resulted in less feedback targeting organization in an effort to shift focus to

the more overt errors or accuracy and content.

Another possibility could be the seemingly inherent interdependent relationship
shared by accuracy and content. For example, some samples exhibited sentence fragments,
which constituted a reduction in the accuracy score. However, sentence fragments frequently
led to a loss in meaning, adversely affecting the content score. A similar relationship was
seen between fluency and organization. Informal comments from students and their teachers
reported that the 20-minute window allotted for task completion was insufficient for the
caliber of the writing required. This issue could have influenced students to make task
completion a priority, thus placing greater importance on organization and fluency (in order
to finish). Taking these notions into account, it can be understood why samples returned

stronger initial scores on fluency and organization.

Despite the gains made by the TAF group in accuracy and content, the UAF group
reported no significant differences from pretest to posttest, across the four language
constructs being tested by the study. However, a positive difference in fluency and accuracy
was observed. Concerning content and organization, the UAF group showed no changes and
a negative observably difference respectively as a result of revising their essays using AF.
Although none of the values were significant, this result resonates with the findings of

Hartshorn et al (2010) and Kepner (1991) on an observational basis. Because these studies
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suggested that an overt focus of grammar correction may lead to losses in macro features of
writing, it is possible the UAF group focused more on grammar correction. This is a strong
possibility due to the results that showed no change in content and a significant negative
change in organization for the UAF group. Also, since the mean score at the posttest stage for
the UAF group was still above a three, it is possible, because they scored adequately on
average according to the rubric, that the AF may have not focused on organization as much
as it should have. Upon speculation of these findings, the researcher concluded that certain
fundamental differences and characteristics between the TAF and UAF groups may have
been underlying issues. For instance, the researcher made no attempt to measure complexity
in writing (Evans et al, 2011; Hartshorn et al, 2010). L2 writers that attempt more complex
grammatical structures may produce more errors related to linguistic accuracy. It is possible
that students in the UAF group resorted to using less complex structures while writing the
pretest and posttest in order to commit fewer errors. A reason for this could be varying
proficiency levels displayed in each group. The researcher took all the necessary steps to
ensure that both groups comprised a representative sample of the IEP. The UAF group
consisted of one graduate class, and two undergraduate classes (levels 99 and 98). The TAF
group had one more undergraduate 99 class as part of the distribution. Nevertheless
absenteeism and failure to adhere to the directions disqualified some participants in the UAF
group. This resulted in a smaller sample pool for the control group (n=14). Although
theoretically there should be no huge gaps in the proficiency of the groups, these
unanticipated extraneous variables may have possibly played a role in the results of the UAF
group. The researcher assumed equal proficiency since all students studying at the IEP
regardless of university admission status and initial level follow the same curriculum. Since
the present study was conducted during the second semester of study, the researcher felt it

reasonable to make this assumption.
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In light of theses discoveries, accuracy is the most interesting. The researcher used
error taxonomy to identify and categorize errors only, and reported the score as a percentage.
This measure was taken to ensure that all errors were accounted for during the data analysis
process. Additionally, error taxonomy allowed rater 2 to remain uniform with rater 1 when
scoring accuracy. Thus, the study’s findings provide no insight on to which error types
reduced or increased in number as a result of using AF. This fact is a fundamental difference
between the present study and other studies that support EC’s role in the improvement of
linguistic accuracy. Bitchener (2010), along with other researchers claimed that focused
WOCEF, as an EC technique, increased linguistic accuracy (Evans et al, 2011). However, this
type of EC focused on one target grammatical structure, which in most cases was the English
article system (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch 2008). In fact, the tests were specifically
designed to elicit the target structure, as observed in a study by Bitchener and Knoch (2008,
2010) which used picture story telling as a test to target the English articles a and the for first
and second mention. Taking this major difference into account, it is possible that certain error
types were significantly reduced as a result of AF, but as a whole, no significant changes
were reported. A possible reason lies in an observance coined by the researcher as the halo
effect of error occurrence. Although students committed a wide spectrum of linguistic errors,
one error type was usually committed most frequently. Due to this observence, the AF may
have focused greater attention to that specific error type. Consequently, while revising pretest
drafts, the students possibly focused on correcting the more prevalent errors. This in turn may
have caused an increase in error types that were not stressed in the AF to occur at the posttest

stage.

Inferential statistical were also used to compare the difference of means from pretest
to posttest of the two groups. These tests were used to measure any significant differences

between the TAF and UAF groups. Before the changes between the groups were compared,
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an independent samples T-test was run to investigate the equality of the groups before
treatment. The fluency of the TAF group was reported to be significantly higher that the UAF
group at the pretest. However, as far as equality between the groups is concerned, this was
determined to be negligibly. The reason is that content and organization were scored
separately from fluency. Furthermore, the accuracy score was relative to fluency. Therefore
the researcher determined that since accuracy, content, and organization failed to return any
significant values at the pretest stage, the two groups were said to be relatively equal as far as

writing proficiency was concerned prior to receiving treatment.

Although, observational (not significant), the TAF group out performed the UAF
group in the changes that occurred from pretest to posttest on all the language constructs save
for fluency, statistical analysis yielded no significant differences between the two groups.
Although this result cannot be compared to existing literature that investigated AF, studies
investigating training may help explain these outcomes. The AFT treatment used Minn’s
(2005) protocol for providing the session to the experimental group. However, due to time
constraints, the researcher was only able to give a 20-minute training session, which is
significantly less time than the training sessions in the existing literature. This lack of time

may have hindered AFT in being fully comprehended by the students who received it.

5.2 Perceptions and Attitudes of Audio Feedback and Audio Feedback Training

Research questions two and three aimed to elicit students’ perspectives of AF and
AFT respectively. In order to accomplish this task, semi-structured questionnaires were
distributed to the participants upon completion of the posttest. The first 17 items were
identical for both the TAF and UAF groups and were used to answer RQ2. RQ3 was
answered by items 18-23, which only appeared on the questionnaires of the TAF group. The

items were grouped based on themes they related to.
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RQ2 was interested in the way students perceived AF. Although noticeable
differences were observed across all items, responses to item three revealed the greatest
difference. The item stated Audio feedback was useful in helping me revise my grammatical
errors. Of the respondents, the TAF group returned a mean response score of 4.3 (SD = .82)
and the UAF groups reported a mean of 2.48 (SD = 1.35). This clear difference shows that
the TAF group agreed with the statement with the opposite true for the UAF group. This
result may be attributed to AFT, which explicitly described how to correct grammatical errors
mentioned on the AF. However, this finding is interesting in light of the responses to items
grouped under the AF as more beneficial than WCF category. Both groups seemed to favor
AF over WCF for revision of grammar, organization, and content related errors. Sipple
(2007) showed contrary results. Although her study found that students enjoyed AF as an EC
technique, the majority of participants stated WCF was particularly better for correcting
grammatical errors due to the ease of scanning papers for teacher marks. However, her study,
along with other studies investigating AF, provided little insight to the structure of AF used.
Thus, this finding may be significant in that the explicit correcting of grammar was part of
the AF used for the present study, which may have increased its efficacy for both groups
regardless of training. Additionally, the evidence revealed that both groups regarded AF as a
good technique for aiding in the revision of content and organizational errors as well as a
preferred technique over WCF for revising these same errors. These findings echoed those of

Sipple (2007), Lunt and Curran (2009), and Morra and Asis (2009).

A noteworthy finding was reported in the responses on items attempting to shed light
on the processes and strategies students used while negotiating the feedback and media
player. In particular items one and 10 asked if students listened to AF multiple times and if
they used the pause feature on the media player respectively. Since these statements have one

of two answers (yes or no) a response of 3 or lower was decided to interpret disagree.
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Although these issues were raised as part of the training session, both groups reported mean
response scores greater than 3, suggesting that the participants in the UAF group didn’t need
AFT to use the pause feature on the media player. This is contrary to Sipple (2007) who
stated that lack of knowledge of the pause feature may have been a factor is the results of her
study. Finally, all participants perceived the language and clarity of speech to be appropriate.
Additionally, students as a whole did not feel using AF was time consuming, which is an

advantage this type of EC has for both the student and teacher (Lunt & Curran, 2009).

RQ3 examined the ways the TAF group perceived AFT. An interesting finding lies in
the responses for items 20 and 21. Item 20 stated The Audio Feedback would have been
difficult to understand without the training session. The mean score of the responses reveals
that the TAF group, overall, did not feel that the training session aided in understanding AF.
However, the opposite was true for item 21, which stated 7 didn 't need the training session to
benefit from Audio Feedback. The finding suggests that although the session may have been
to short as previously mentioned, its content still provided some assistance to the participants

while revising their papers.

Finally, responses to the open-ended questions on the questionnaires were examined.
Of the 39 participants, only four added opted to answer these questions. Although a rather
small response rate, some new themes were revealed. One student reported, via informal
email, that although she preferred AF to WCF, she felt that organizing her paper was difficult
using AF. In the a study by Morra and Asis (2009), the researchers discussed AF as
inherently targeting macro aspects of writing due to the inherent nature of AF to target macro
skills. Despite this advantage of AF, the student still felt her organization suffered. It is
possible this finding is due to the different nature of the AF used by the present study to
include direct feedback on grammatical errors. Again, the direct focus on errors may have

overshadowed the feedback on organization. Also included in the open-ended questions was
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a comment regarding timeless of AF. One student commented by say you take too much time
to send our feedback. This issue was addressed in a study by Evans et al (2011), who stressed
the importance of making feedback dynamic in order to increase its efficacy. One of the
component parts of dynamic feedback is timeliness, in which the researchers stressed that
feedback should be received constantly and in a timely manner to be effective. The
researcher also received informal email responses from some of the participants. Although
this was not part of the data collection stage, they shed light on some of the perspectives of
students. In one email, the student wrote he really enjoyed feedback and appreciated the
effort that time was taken to cater the feedback specifically to his needs. This theme was
highlighted by Sipple (2007), who claimed students felt more confident about writing if the

believed their teachers had a vested interest in their progress.

6. Conclusion

Corrective feedback on L2 writing pieces remains to be a research topic of interest
due to the many techniques of EC available to teachers. Ever since Truscott’s (1996, 2007)
claims that EC has no clear benefit on improving grammar, a vast body of literature was
devoted to refuting this claim (Bitchner, 2008; Bitchner & Knoch 2008; Evans et al, 2011).
The resulting EC debate gave birth to new, mostly qualitative approaches to investigating
EC’s efficacy on writing improvement as well. This shift in focus was populated with studies
investigating the preferences, perceptions, and practices of teachers and students while
engaging in EC (Hamouda, 2007; Mustafa, 2007; Mahfoodh & Pandian, 2011). Thus, the
claim that students are an essential part of designing more efficacious EC techniques
emerged. However researchers continued using quantitative experimental designs to
specifically target specific grammatical structures in an effort to significantly improve them
over a certain period. Although these practices resulted in significant gains in the

improvement of linguistic accuracy, the majority of the studies failed to address the effects
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EC had on other, macro features of writing (content and organization) (Bitchner, 2008;
Bitchner & Knoch 2008; Truscott, 1996; Truscott 2008). This important issue was reflected
by Kepner (1991) and reinforced by Truscott (1996), who claimed that an overt focus on
grammar correction led to adverse effects on content and organization, without improving
accuracy. Ferris and Roberts (2001) also reported similar findings, when they found that EC
tailored to improve organization and content related issues led to significant gains by students

in those aspects of writing.

Given this contextual background, several gaps in the literature have emerged. First,
although AF has been the subject of investigation in writing improvement, it remains
virtually unexplored in the L2 context. Although these studies made strong claims to AF’s
efficacy in improving macro errors, a structured protocol of the content in AF was not
provided in the research. Thus, it is possible that the AF used in previous studies was more
catered to addressing macro issues in writing while overlooking micro ones. Furthermore,
training with EC has been used, but the training focused on providing the students with skills
on how to give feedback rather than utilize it. Finally, the studies using direct focused WCF
produced strong claims for the efficacy of this technique in improving linguistic accuracy

outside, only as it pertained to certain grammatical structures targeted by the WCF.

6.1 Contributions to Existing Research

The measures taken by the present study aimed to address the gaps put forth by the
previous literature. Using a quasi-experimental design with a pretest and posttest, the
researcher aimed to investigate the effects AFT on the fluency, accuracy, content and
organization of L2 student writing. It also used qualitative measures to elicit students’
perceptions of AF and AFT. By doing so it contributed to the lack of literature investigating

AF in the L2 context. Furthermore, the primary goal of AFT was to train students on how to
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utilize AF contrasting it with previous studies, which used training as a means of instructing
students how to give feedback. Regarding linguistic accuracy, the present study used error
analysis to ensure that all the grammatical errors committed by the students were accounted
for when the accuracy score was given. This was to ensure any significant differences in
accuracy constituted a holistic change. This measure was taken to address the previous
studies that advocated EC for the improvement of a specific grammatical structure
(Bitchener, 2010). Finally, the study attempted to present a framework for providing AF, that
was drawn from the literature that investigated AF, in order to provide a preliminary structure

of its content (Johanson, 1999).

By taking the above-mentioned measures, the study was able to draw some insightful
conclusions. On the one hand, the results showed a significant increase in content and
accuracy without adversely affected fluency and organization. This finding lends support to
the notion that EC, and particularly AF, may be a technique that can improve all aspects of
writing when accompanied by training. It this way it contributes to the literature that shows
that EC is effective in improving linguistic accuracy. It also adds the possibility of AF’s
efficacy in improving other macro aspects of writing in addition to accuracy. While no
significant changes were reported in the scores of the TAF in comparison to the UAF group,
observable differences showed that the TAF group out preformed the UAF group in
accuracy, content, and organization. Although the study cannot make a strong claim for the
efficacy of AFT, it paves the way for future research in training students to utilize feedback.

Additionally, it introduces the concept of training students to use feedback rather than give it.

With respect to students’ perceptions, the study revealed that students, overall, enjoy
AF as an EC technique. This finding adds to literature investigating perceptions of AF and

provides, thus providing some merit to its use in L2 writing classes. Also, the questionnaires
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revealed that the students in the TAF group considered AFT to be a useful and essential

undertaking in order to benefit from AF.

6.2 Limitations

In an effort to resolve the issues raised by the gaps found in previous literature, the
study limited itself in several ways. The researcher attempted to take all the necessary
precautions to ensure the participants in each group reflected a representative sample of the
Intensive English Program (IEP) at an American accredited university in Cairo, Egypt.
However, scheduling problems and participant atrophy led to a small sample size for the
control group, which was unavoidable. Also, all the participants were originally going to
listen to AF under the supervision of the researcher to ensure each participant listened to the
feedback. Time constraints forced the researcher to email the audio files instead. In light of
this contingency plan, it is possible that some students did not listen to AF, which may have
skewed the results. The researcher made no attempt to discover if any of the students failed to
do so and assumed each participant had listened to the feedback prior to the administration of

the posttest and completion of the questionnaire task.

Additionally, the study only focused on AF. Thus the results lend no support to the
efficacy of AF over other types of EC techniques. In addition, the study cannot generalize the
results across all EFL learners for two reasons. First, the majority of participants (n=37) were
native speakers of Arabic. Secondly, all the students studying English at the IEP have already
taken a world-renowned English proficiency exam (TOEFL or IELTS), so their proficiency is
not typical of the average EFL learner. Additionally, IEP students have small class sizes,

access to technology, and are taught by either native or near native teachers.

With respect to accuracy, the present study made no attempt to account for the

reduction or increase of specific grammatical structures. In this way, it limited the scope of
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AFT’s benefit to accuracy. This limitation may have played a role in the lack of significant
differences between the experimental and control groups concerning accuracy. It is possible
certain structures were significantly changed as a result of AFT, but as a whole, no changes
could be determined. These significant changes could have been positive or negative
depending on the grammatical structures in question. From a hypothetical stance, it is
possible that AFT aided in the reductions of several error types but this could not be
determined based on the operational definition of accuracy adopted by the present study.

This issue reflects a minor flaw in the measurements.

6.3 Pedagogical Implications

The present study investigated AF and AFT in EC of the independent writing tasks of
EFL students. Pedagogically, it aimed to provide students and teachers with an effective and
meaningful way to implement EC in the L2 writing classroom. The results determined
significant gains in one group and observable gains in the other. In light of these findings, the
researcher advocates the use of AF to teachers, assuming their have the means of providing
it. If so, the researcher suggests using this type of EC in addition to other practices to vary the

feedback students receive.

The study proposes other pedagogical implications, particularly for teaching
situations that lack the technological means to provide AF. The training used as a treatment
can potentially be designed to fit any form of EC. For example, if the teaching situation
allows only for WCF, teachers can then customize the structure of training to present helpful
strategies for students to utilize WCF. The findings of the questionnaire items that elicited
students’ perceptions on AFT show that training was useful in making AF beneficial. These
findings could possibly aid in designing training sessions for other, more accessible types of

EC.
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6.4 Suggestions for Further Research

In light of the present study’s findings, the researcher recommends further research be
conducted on training students to utilize feedback. Additionally, since the present study, to
the best of the researcher’s knowledge, was the first to attempt to provide a framework for
AF, further research is needed to determine the best way of giving AF. This research can
investigate pragmatic issues in the delivering of AF, such as the use of direct and indirect
directives when making comments on student generated errors. Furthermore, the issue of
accuracy still requires some attention. Since the present study provided no insight to specific
grammatical structures, it is recommended that more research be devoted to the types of

errors reduced or increased by AF.
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APPENDIX A

Pretest Argumentative Prompt

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? Parents are the best teachers. Use

Specific reasons and examples to support your answer.

Posttest Argumentative Prompt

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? With the help of technology, students
nowadays can learn more information and learn it more quickly. Use specific reasons and

examples to support your answer.
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APPENDIX B

Name:

Date:

Questionnaire: Please complete this questionnaire about using audio feedback to correct your
papers. After reading each statement circle 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. These numbers mean the following:

Disagree

1: Strongly < ——— | s5:Strongly

Agree

10.

11.

12.

13.

| listened to my audio-feedback more than once to help me
in revising my writing.

| felt the process of revising my paper using audio feedback
was time-consuming.

Audio feedback was useful in helping me revise my grammar
errors.

Audio Feedback was useful in helping me organize my ideas
while | revised my paper.

Audio Feedback was useful in helping me add more details
to my writing.

Overall, audio feedback was useful in helping me revise my
paper.

Audio Feedback is better than written teachers comments in
helping me revise my grammar errors.

Audio feedback is better than written teachers comments in
helping me organize my ideas while | revised my paper.

Audio feedback is better than written teacher comments in
helping me add more details to my writing.

Overall, | prefer audio feedback to written teachers
comments while correcting my writing.

| used the pause feature on the audio player to aid me in
revising my writing.

The media player was easy to use.

The sound on the audio feedback was clear and easy to
understand.

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2)(3)(4) (5)

(1) (2) (3)(4) (5)
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

The language used on the audio feedback was clear and easy
to understand.

The tone of the speaker’s voice on the audio feedback was
appropriate.

The language the speaker used on the audio-feedback was
appropriate and helped my revise my paper.

If you have any comments about audio feedback please
write them below.

The strategies introduced in the training session helped me
revise my paper while using audio feedback.

The training session was well done, easy to follow, and easy
to understand.

The audio feedback would have been difficult to understand
without the training session.

| didn’t need the training session to understand and benefit
from audio feedback.

The training session was necessary and informative.

If you have any comments or changes to the training session,
please write them below.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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Rubric for Content and Organization

APPENDIX C

Criteria

1

2

3

4

5

Content and
Ideas

Topic is not or
poorly addressed.

The topic is not
clearly addressed.

The topic is adequately
addressed. The main

The topic is addressed
clearly. The main idea of the

The topic is very
clearly addressed and

Main idea is The main idea is idea is stated but lacks | topic is stated and support is | complete. Main idea
absent. Support | unclear. Few in clarity. Supporting drawn from both the prompt | of the topic is clearly
is lacking. supporting details details are provided but | and writers’ own ideas. defined and writing
are evident. at time are unclear. uses supporting details
to answer the question.
Organization Writing lacks Writing lacks clear | Writing shows adequate | Writing shows clear planning. | Writing shows very
structure and structure and planning. Ideas Ideas follow logical order. clear planning. ldeas
evidence of evidence of generally follow a Paragraphing is mostly flow smoothly and
planning. Ideas | planning. Ideas are | logical order but at appropriate. Ideas and paper is easy to read.
are not expressed | illogically times are hard to follow | support somewhat fit each Ideas build on one

and details are
not present. No
evidence of
paragraphing.

constructed and
details are not
sufficiently
supported.

and paragraph is
somewhat structured.

other.

another. Paragraphing
to separate ideas is
evident.
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ETS)

APPENDIX D

TOEFL® iBT Test

’ TOEFL. Independent Writing Rubrics (Scoring Standards)

Score

Task Description

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following:
o effectively addresses the topic and task

e is well organized and well developed, using clearly appropriate explanations, exemplifications,
and/or details

e displays unity, progression, and coherence

e displays consistent facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety, appropriate
word choice, and idiomaticity, though it may have minor lexical or grammatical errors

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following:
e addresses the topic and task well, though some points may not be fully elaborated

e is generally well organized and well developed, using appropriate and sufficient explanations,
exemplifications, and/or details

e displays unity, progression, and coherence, though it may contain occasional redundancy,
digression, or unclear connections

e displays facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety and range of vocabu-
lary, though it will probably have occasional noticeable minor errors in structure, word form, or
use of idiomatic language that do not interfere with meaning

An essay at this level is marked by one or more of the following:

e addresses the topic and task using somewhat developed explanations, exemplifications,
and/or details

e displays unity, progression, and coherence, though connection of ideas may be occasionally
obscured

o may demonstrate inconsistent facility in sentence formation and word choice that may result in
lack of clarity and occasionally obscure meaning

e may display accurate but limited range of syntactic structures and vocabulary

An essay at this level may reveal one or more of the following weaknesses:
e limited development in response to the topic and task
e inadequate organization or connection of ideas

e inappropriate or insufficient exemplifications, explanations, or details to support or illustrate
generalizations in response to the task

e a noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms

e an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage

An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following weaknesses:

e serious disorganization or underdevelopment

e |little or no detalil, or irrelevant specifics, or questionable responsiveness to the task

e serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage

An essay at this level merely copies words from the topic, rejects the topic, or is otherwise not

connected to the topic, is written in a foreign language, consists of keystroke characters, or is
blank.
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