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B - HRF (LEHRA)
BITHHE

e

NOEMTR eI - SEEER T ELBRIRHET K - F84
EIR2ERE R - MEERAEAMEZENKEE (Arends, 2004 ; Jacob,
1992, 1999 : Johnson & Johnson % ° 2000 : Slavin, 1990, 1995,
1999 : RN REFSE , 2006) - ATV H R HRF S IEERED
ERRESAMNERHRMRE2H - WHEMBHSERNBEKE o 0
T/ MEBBECEEBESRRSTARERE BT ERSMERMS
HE R XHELTEREBREL UL A ERETAITENRZ
SN BEAEERRR (60 24 %) FEENR=ARIE - WE—FPREHA
MRAMEENIE - HREREFF —ABLEFREEEE  £REHE
E A  HEFFHERMRE2MEESIRBAOR  MEBAERE P
HEREXRINEEKEMSITREREAIRH -

RESFNBEN

RIBEEFD N 2002 FAM T (EBHERIZIES —SFATRE o
EER (N—Z2FH=) ) @ MAEXREEBETFRERNVKE - &
PAER  MBREETZFRNTHNETELERE  piR2EMYFHEANE
%o BHME TEREKeESF2MET  WEE THAATEEE
FABE ARMBERHEH N FEEEZE > 2014) - KM - AR#ER
Bt+FEHRS  BEHZ HIUHMMTEAT  BE4XERE FHED
AR ELREERE - RGNS o #2014 FHR/EDEBSHBERET
BHOEBEHA RERMBEXRFHRARAZ2LEHETNERRER - &
IR ARMERT - K (2014-2017 =F%REA2) HHEP—EASZE
FISHERESHEHAEY IR EHERAHBERN
(ZMEEEALE) EREEHR (ZMLBEEEZM) - XEBE
EEERBNERASEENEEEXTHESAETERZ2HAEE o
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BIEERIERERERRSUERMNEST & - BRI RI
BARME—HHBREE - BiER AL AR HAIREHNSR - &
ZEENREEHEAENETE (BREBENBERR) MTAERR
HERENEZE - RPVERIETRNHEE B IR LR HERHHEZ R
48N RERZ F 3 R E MR — B ERE (PINEERE ) &
AL A S HIRRALERIER (B 2012)

RIVREAREMEARELENEBHE - TREFSLENDAHM
MERNREEE@ENHE BT - BUERATERTN E BERSULIK
i REERIRR - ZEAINEXBREE  BENHET2LARNR
BMHUEERT  FEEX —([ARBREERTN - (28] EE2d L
R [#8< ] ZRIERESR [WARMR] XERBRENE - ETE
ERMMEREHBERHENERREA - TEHERESENEUEBRLY
BEEWED -

R BPIATERAEBHITAEEE R ? a@AFETEREER
BAEPEENER - FEE 2014 £ 11 AVINEEGAERER
AP — R BERREREW IR - EMEMNE AL ER 2R
MRE FRe2HEEe R - At - BZS XHBE MR ERE - FHA
A [BBAEETIRAT —REARELRME | (THE/AE P —
MY B HEBLRHRESIASEERES W& [HEBRE] - [/
HER M [RERE| 7 EELARE  #E2BBAEE2E 5K
ZEBLNETFHRAREL2HE  BEMEHSEERE - LA TTENHRE
BB - BRI LENERE  ATHMREIL 7T —EBHEEME  ARFP—
MELETBRAESRE  RALETHKE  REDEMEBRENLES 2

X Ekifrat

RLMTEBERR S EE2 T LR A E T A (Slavin * 1990 » 1995) °
Jacob £ 1992 FMM AR~ HAIMEBELFELSEET BRESESE
BAETE  GElIESN B EKE BEERBEKEREE LR Jacob
1992) © Slavin BTN MM A B RIETF SR EIEEENER -
TEFBEEE BEAREXSEHFANSELRAENES  bREFRE
MHBENPIE DI EEHHEFN  EFRBENBRARRZHELE
REEELAEETMNAEE » WENERBMEENKT (Slavin + 1999) - &
EEBRAREHNEDLEFHANEBTRE  LERZH - NEBHEDAT
ET AREAREYEREFRZKINAIEER (Jacob * 1999 : Slavin
1999) » Arends MR ABEIEET K/ NMARNEZTEIZ - 81 1 18
AE2EX 2R NENNEE KRR AT (Arends
2004) - EE L+ Arends £ 2004 F R4 & DT 45 B AR A IEER
g W ESRH 37 FE SRAMIEL ERAEEEL —RKREZH
AEEABURHAEEMEEKT - B8 FAIFIRE—RMEBZ HH)2
BAANER - BREXM—FBHEBAEERAFET S ABENED
EREEFE (Arends ' 2004) °
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BHAERRER (2006) Bt @ BBESEE2 BN T RAIRIE
T 456 94T (meta-analysis) - IEHERGIES B RERAZESER
PR WRTEEEBERATH —BHE (HBE ) KL L ES
HEIEE - BEitaE2EHRNEP — LK RBIFERETEENE -
IR 2RI S BB BRI MB AN EGEHN ZE  LEFBELBFXNIK
REFHNSEFRE N IEAS2THK  FELEE LRI
BEEEBRLIB2ERETH (BRRERRESE - 2006) c HILAR, -

[G1EEE ] TEAREEMREN  FRCERRENANHERE
(Johnson X Johnson % + 2000) °

Rnk

KT BB ITENT - AT/ NEER Lewin (1946 - 1948)
Kemmis (1981 © 1982) #RE&| - 178) - IR MR EMITEHTTFEE - &
2288 Sagor (2006) FTiREAVEE—EEE > BHEER > BE M
B> WESIE > 2TEIE > REER > AT NITE 21TE R
BEARFARR -

HRZBANEREERMER - BANATHRIABRERF —H=
MR MBUEE  FRRAR12E 135 - ENEEEHN A BIZK
BB BESMIARTE - B - 1. BBRE(LHRESHE - THRS
EERITEMEANEL - EREZENBERGE LB : 2 HBLNHE
BIEALERRR - RA T RERSFEHEENRE S M LB BEATHR
M E 3 P —RBLEERX - X - HELBIRE LSREKX
AAENBEEESAREFELLE - W TRERSIFEHELBXKENR
EMEL 4 HMELRSHEMBITHA - THRAMHERSERH
AHE B BIELER 5 ARER  REBERLERMEFRHZ
HEMREBMER - UERNBENREMEHE - ZMBRAL - ZH
gﬁ C BAESREXGON (BEHR - B hEBKE ) IBHETR

B THEERTTROERMRE - K TENRE (REHEE - ik
XD MERSE) RERIR (A0 - 24 %) HHERERN=ARIEIN
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ERRAIEN - WA SR EEFEINRRR - 1TEHR/ D EIZR
T TEERRERAITENMMZE - KBS + 2014 F 11 A= 2015
F£1 ARMENEIE 2015 FE2 AE 5 AREHE BRETEE R
SRS R EEUIE - W B ER R A - MmAm 20156 AE8 A -
M/ MABERR BRBEHETHMFTMNGSL  WIREKEERS 2
REENAF L o ERTTENHTRAGEIE - ARESFHENP ORFE AT R
LR ERFIERBITEAFTREESS —RNEMH -

=1 TENA AR R AT R
P& EX s =R
%%é\ gg\é 2014 EIE 11 H Tﬁgq:7%&@%&%%%%&1&%@@*%%4%

‘/ o

B — R PUEZ ORI BHMEZ 6D « FHASARK
2014 & E\aﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁgﬁxﬁék%&v
1112 A IEXPZ BT TS MR - BF DT —RBLES
BORAER - LIUSVIPHEGRER - Wik
=t z| T EHBRIEZ I RS -
FHE R OER AR - 5/ MEE— SR
2014 F 12 A - |FI S B AR EIN 1T HE - WIS HEET
201541 A |48 [B4ME] @ BHEETEAHRLT
2 (2B H—) -
I/ ERE Faim TR EtEl c ERXEEAR
THWE: ARASEAENRE [HER
B ~ [/NEER] M (FERE] =@5
EHETTAE  BREPIRE E TR KA
Tk BREMEERSBIATEIE  BtE
DA EM AT AT IV N ZS BB A - UE
1B RS AR RS o
2015 £ 6 7 T/ MERE N R BT EINEER
428 42 63 VABN#S 3R 3 — 20 Se = #E R A SR K B2 48 iE ©
=B 2015 F [T/ NAKBAEEEMNESK BEEM@
7-8 A WE - W8 AIREXHEIF L -

B i 2015 4
BE[E 2-5 A

FirrrEMRAERNFR - ARGEERTTE)
MR IEIE N B WmTE AL M AR R
Tt | oo15 | REMER  ESBEERBIRRZD
o 910 g |—RER o AREHEEANEIRFA - AR
TN R R 2 B R Y 2R AT &) - AR B R
BIRTREOHBETDHME - EZFRERE
WIBABERRHIEH °
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HEP PR ABERMBEE T - URAHTTAAE THIFE B B9
WEmRE - R/ EEA T =EE®E ( [#E2RE] - [NMEER] M
[RERE | KESH —REIFEB LS -

EHERETH  FENREERAFBRITIT=ZREREEREER
WRATIEDS RTNABEIERBNTER - B2 - Rl - WEHNAT
BIEEE T AN N EZRERE . 21 (#8558 (Numbered Head)

(BB NGB — A#H] (Read and Explain Pair) ~ [B2 - Bl ¥ -
7% ] (Think- Pair- Share) * [EIR#%/i% | (Round table) * [ = %7 |
(Three-step interview) & [BfENESE —H ] (Jigsaw II) o #ff 50/ N 4H ER AR
—REMAE  REHEEP LB EHE2REmE MR - LETTH
FIfEeR - ABBEP—(IHAETE —HHZE - HHMAIERASES
? WRBRBETEEAZRRETR BT ETHMNRTHETRE Y
ON - RSN ERERNBANMBENLHE RS IFREBHERBHER - U
FEEMRE _HHE - PLERTEMETT —HER - BRNTRE
B) - A —ROER B £OE AR R REETT \EEEHE -

FEENTHE

#l T Gl
B g
FE FE
1 2

1. PR ER BTS2 B ENEFRE

FEAIREL/NEFHRTE - IR 2014 F7 APaVFT —HKES
BUZARIERFSHET —AZR P - 1 BOFHD - EITHF > B
HRETRESE Ui 4 NMEEENACDERER - BB B
HENKAE - £ 8 AREITEVR —DIRIE - B THRAIEEEERN
R Pl TRBTFIR] KR [MEIEFHR] 29 - WEEBHENHERE - R R
BAMERREEREP —S4LMAEL4VAB 2 ANEEZER 4 A
NEEVBERLZZBE - BESIIR T ¥ AR Y/ METE 1 ] [/NEERBERRS
MIEE - BFIBBAR BB FEREREN R RTESFERE/NENT
A WER TRBE] - THBER] & [MEAGES ] RERRMEE (/)
HRBNMRE] - Ui TBEERABSHMASIERENTEARETT @ &
h—BARABEFERNHERBNER R - TRKBEELH/)
A REIGMERAE N

HEMAHRSER
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EREREIE - ARSI P —ERENRT L UTEE
ER2ENEM ° Br TReT T/ EBARHEZIN - TFBE 7T/MEXA - &5
RresMaRetT [IRBIE] ~ [BERG] « [/NMEEERERSE ] (Bonus
Point) - ["lEzZE | Kk [AEEETR] F (2BMHEZ)

RIS R

A/ DMEZRME A NEERMFE  WERABERASE 314 X
HOMEREBERNER SRR —RELAEEEHRANRTEREHE
HIRTUTHEE - T2EFEW AT - Bt T S1EEB 2% - P —HE
A4 [RESERE—HEBNE] &k [RESL2EHEMERETAR
EED) | MRRABRKIERA - E [RES FRE—HEBNE] WER
+RAEMES L (BIZT2EE + KE2RE > TH) Bl 21.9%
Aig EAZEZBIN 67.2% » TRBEHAD L (BITE2TRE + Ko T
BE - THE)BIA34.1% KIETEES9% (REXR-) - [REERHE
ZMERETHNRE T WER L AENE D LH 33.8% K@+
FHZE73.4%  TRIEZEMEDL AR 43% KB FEE 54% (RR=)-
RMIEATR EEHAIEEE 2% @ Ko —REBLEHRELEREe—H
EBNE  WEMESL2HREMERSETHRELTY -  2AMEND
MEREEBLFANERBES  SEEBARIRAZRENEETT
1 o

R P—REBEEY [REBSLRE—HEBNE] HER (N=113)
BAEASH (%)

T2RAE | KBPRE |RBER | AHLPTAE | 2 TRE

B8l (2/2015) | 0.0% | 21.9% | 44.0% | 18.4% 15.7%

%38 (6/2015) | 31.7% | 355% | 23.9% 5.4% 3.5%

it

I

K= PABEY [REELEEZMERETHREEE] MER (N=113)
BAERDH (%)

TEEE | ABLRAE|RBER | KEPTEE | 2 TRAE

A (212015) | 6.7% | 27.1% | 23.2% | 16.2% 26.8%

%38 (6/2015) | 32.9% | 40.5% | 21.2% 3.0% 2.4%

it

I

HEMFRERETE 14/15 11



>

| BBR(EERE P

ERES

EEJJ&J\HTF'ﬁ//\
[ HRETHRARERE

CEE
Bl Kk [#HEFEL

REERZSHANHBTHME

BTA

12E |

22.7% K@ EHA =& 88 69.2% °

fRZE 55% ( R&RM)
22.8% K@ EHZE67.4% -

(REA)-

B g B AR

BLETHRNER B0

SLHHEHE

> IR=H

o £ [HAEE

/|_,\

A EE

=
BB

ik BB

21& PRBEY [HhE
R IEIRIT ©
t ﬂ,u\mﬁﬁttmﬁﬁiﬂﬂﬁﬁ

FRBOEDHBIR 43.9% AET

xR A—FELEY [RETEBRAREZ

R WER L RENADLH
NRER A LLAIR 42.9% K& TEES
R R - EEWAIERE 218 » AKEDH —RELHRAF
B2 LR - BARSH DT ERE
BIFEBREAMMRESRENRESA

5%

28| /2R (N=113)

BAERDL (%)
TERAE | KEPEE | BEER | KBS TEE | T2 TRE
A8l (2/2015) | 1.8% 20.9% | 33.4% 21.9% 22.0%
&8 (6/2015) | 28.0% | 41.2% | 25.2% 3.2% 2.3%
*E F—HREBEAEYE [HReBE O ER] BWER (N=113)
BAEFDLE (%)
T2RAE | AHPRAE [ REER | ABATRE | =2 TRE
Al (2/2015)|  0.9% 21.9% | 34.3% 12.4% 30.5%
%8 (6/2015)| 29.1% | 38.3% | 27.2% 3.6% 1.9%

ES2ERPOTE  EER T AEER 2K - P—RB4AY [RERF
MEBBREEESH ] &
[REBCEESEEMNEBRNBEL ] NRRRKERE - £ [
SBREEMNBBERGEHEENT | WER L FENA DL AR 25.7%

BHBEBERGEEESH

KiE_EFTERAIE 66.2% -

[TZER

ST ¥

NEEHBDLLRIR 47% KB THEE 7.2%

(RN)-# [REBNLEBNEENECESLT| HER L AE

BB L RATAIE) 20.1% Kig BT Z=1&81H 63.1% -
Al 44.8% KIETEZE 9% (Kt )

TREME S
IR AT EEFSR s

B NAEL] OERLE  AEMNADLARAIN 23.8% Kig LHE
65% * NREZH A DL RIR 39.2% A& T &
EEmSEREB 2K - KEDH—RBLETER F%EE,E’JEE}?JZZEEL

Z8.5% (KRN\)°

=] 1B

FHRMRI G ACHESHNEBREN LABED - IIRRI EEEHNE
BRAEMEESD - PERERAESHMTERET - EfﬁmTAf’Ef—iﬁ
Zi&  BeARUIIRTTEAHRESBNE 0 MR -

12
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TN RRELEY [REBINBEEKGETEST ] WER (N=113)
SN (%)

ZEAE | ABAAE | RBER | KHBHTHE | e2TRE

AR (2/2015) | 3.7% | 22.0% | 27.4% | 15.4% 31.6%

&8 (6/2015) | 29.0% | 37.2% | 26.6% 4.6% 2.6%

~t P—RELY [BRESH L BEBNEBTRETESP] HER (N=113)
Bt (%)

T2RAE | REPRE | RBEER | ABATRE | T2 TRE

Al (2/2015) | 2.9% 17.2% | 35.1% 18.8% 26.0%

%38 (6/2015) | 25.2% | 37.9% | 27.9% 5.5% 3.5%

TN\ F—REEY [REECEERERMNEZEELENEEL] NER (N=113)
BAEBADH (%)

2RAE | ABAEE | RBER | READTRE |2 TRE

ATAI (2/2015) 18% 22.0% | 37.0% | 12.4% 26.8%

138 (6/2015) | 27.0% | 38.0% | 26.6% 5.0% 3.5%

Il
il

lig

1€ 2014 5 11 AHIRA =M — SIS - & MMEBRKAEK
FEAR—F HKARBAMETHEES® (2HM4=) - 84
%m Y= %Eg%gﬁﬂZW RERL (B MAHGMTER

[ZEUKBEHRIEHE| - [BREANECRERBERAE] -
%EE DPERESHENKE - [RAEXZ/EBEBNER] - E5=(
RIEZRTHR [HEMMBERBREER  NHFEEFHERNRES
e AMEARESENESR [TRSR] -fimE2 - BEH
HRELERE - TRZZ2BEHH

2015 F 6 BB E—HE4E - FEEREFAPIEIR - HEE
Eiia wmgz& HEBEERIANEA B xﬁﬂiﬁmELﬁﬂ%
YREF [DHELFEE]  FE2NC [BENEHE] - ERELXHER
m H%E%Aﬁﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁ@afﬁéﬁm%ﬁgﬁﬁ HEMAEE
ZEEEHETE  UEB2EL2ERIEFERTR] @ TRAEEEES
B [BEa82] @ WalAflFiEE [B52F AN AR L EF
BUHARENTH  FENCKCBEERYE] - £2THHIE - RS
%mfﬁ:%$zﬂ i%ﬁmﬁ EE) | WHIBHEE AR
ol FARNR - RE [ARDEREHK] H AAHRS—EZR
ﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁf¢m2ﬁmﬁ%ﬂm@zwmAﬁj:Eﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁ
RERRMFEAEETEEZIN  [HEHEFTATEEFANNR] -
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MEREBRREEAH —(EFERNRERYNEESE TRZMNER - A&

[/ NMEEEIF —RBER (BBRNER) T ZRIER —ETHMEN
REEXEF| o FIEFEE (2013) KRR - S1E2BERAZE
B - TBANBENEFERNBY o

REBEDFRERIN - A (B TERDADEDABHAOBTE
SRERED [RPOREE] BLA [ THNRBE]  ZHFL
NRAAFEBERERTSRRALBHE - THRALEE 1
ORI -

HRREZMEEZREIFR BRI BLZ B (Slavin, 1990,
1995) » MEARTTEMRBERSIER BB MR ES LB BB MR
E2E % TEE-TRASFEBRDRABENSERNE - i
TG — AR EBMESRE T D BTN EHEFAKE I EHL
B BHEBEROERK - EFr 79250 (RRN) - ERAEEAAE
EEMAEETBHIENN - e T BB B SZEARE - B X
RIMBEREEMT 1.4 20 EXBAEMT 1.1 95 - ARNEMERER
FEAEREAR - HERMNMBRESNBENME @ BRI LA
o AR 2014 FHR—EABREEERARNKGEEERSH  BF
AT R XN B BN ANBER —RESESS - SEEBHRLER
BB RUAE S B — AR - MG N REE (2006) RS AFTHESIEER
ERX -~ BX - HELRHEMEERIRABENB XK o AT/
MREAFERENER  HEANSBXREBLEMNTE  BHEF
KX RBERONERE—R - SESE - THRITMIPE -

KNP —RBEERX - BY - HBLBER FEHETEHER
DEAILLE (N=113)

FERYHS | TEHR¥EES EHRHE L
f R} 46.17 47.57 #1455
FRE 39.1 40.2 #1159
HER 55.7 57.1 #1455
R 44.8 53.5 9.2 %
R EBHEERT 8 MEERE SRFREBRR (WHEER)
FIf5 - AEFERANSIEEBERBEER [BR Y  »H=

8 MAHEERRE — A
N THBEE -] F-

- [#FsE]

[ER@mis]
NAANER2 A 4 AE6 ABE  TERT

[ =830

HEQEZEMRBENE S MBI AL - EREE HEMAGHNUERN [
HEEGES | BENES [HEEFMNRES ]| (facilitator) * MEB4
B AGINVEREEMNESE (passive learner) RENE AL BT R HE
% (active learner) - ZEME ' REMHBRRRE - HETHHELS
AHERERBEFTCNRELRHE AT BMELETEES -

HEMAHRSER
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BREERMG  BENEBEEPER(E - LB RS HHATATRETH
REVEE) c BEMNRERREBLENK BEMSLHEIESESNERE
B BEMAERE 2% @ 24 F LR [ZiEME] ~ [TEE] &

[EFFEE | NIRBEET1TA (off-task behaviour) HYIR REAZE MR -
m [ERATFEE ] ~ [MA®H] A [EEME] @ &2 [EBREME]
1T ABIKIBIRF o LA - FTESE 2 IR 4 ¥ 2 RS LA R 2R
MERRELTHES B/ MAL AT HE - WHRARK 2 A ~ 4 Azk6 AN
HeHMMERELTEER (AEFH] & [FILEFR] BHREEE
KNBEENRHETT - HENE R EZUBFEARDIRAE » WA IEEIEE
MARNAER [/MASFERS | (bonus point) * AIRFH/MA4E B R E2
BERANFELHE - BEMT  SEN2BFHRFMEEERBANRE -

BEREBEME  2RERNREEA/NELANLBEER - LATS
BEEEBENER  ERSZETEY  IRBR - MAHH - B
BAEER o T MESER BRI - 2 EHANE S KR &/ ME
ETRERINEN - TRBHEENEBFENG TERFHSIE - M
REDEBERTEOBCWEE @ TME% EREFTHEE TN/ NEAS
NEEBXR - BRME  RENBER[AEFEN - BB -

HEES (M) WA R ET - HRE 10 HS
el 9 M BEMES - PIAEXEMBRRSIFERERTBLENEERT)
WMRE2E IR 5 [ERRSEL2ERENEE - FEEENUE
ETPRARE| - [B4 ERSEEN - REEBREMES] - [6E
EeRAE2ERENEE - FREABUETHRARE | k B4R
E2HEEFT  MABEREL  BLEEBIRBIIE  EXARSTA
REFRO | - ARITBBKMITH * 88.9% KX ah ZMMRBFARAE(FL
Bk BENBRSEBRBAMER (RXRT)  AMIINEHAENEL

[REZBRLIES @ HHEMSNERAEY  EELEERIRE
MERERBS L - HFENE o

Kt FRAEEREEHEMERFE (N=9)

= AE | TAE
T [ERERERE BRRREORESRA o000 | oo
? [BRAREEE RRERREEORE| 1000 | oo
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Healthy Schools, Healthy Kids
Text 1 for Treasurers
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Schools should offer students’ nutritious, well-rounded lunch at a lower
price. School meals should be lower in fat and higher in nutrients that
a growing child needs. The average school lunch should cost about
$20, as suggested the Education Department.
Take a look of the following two menus provided by a school tuck shop
and a fast food shop close to school.

Hamburger Meal

School Tuck Shop A Fast Food Shop A
Contents Price |Contents Price
7 oz. fresh beef burger [$20 |3.5 oz. frozen beef burger |$40
Mixed Vegetable Salad French Fries
10 oz. Fresh Fruit Juice 8 0z. Coca Cola

Pizza Meal

School Tuck Shop A

Fast Food Shop A

Contents

Price |Contents

Price

Tossed Green Salad
Fresh Whole Orange

Low-Fat Cheese Pizza Slice

8 0z. Skimmed (Fat free) Milk

$20 |[Special

Pepperoni Pizza Slice
80z Chocolate Sundae
8 0z. Soda

$40

In your group,

1. compare the prices of school canteen lunch meals provided;

2. discuss if our school canteen provides reasonably priced meals.
Support your points with evidences.
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Part 1 Problem & suggestions

In your expert group, find out the problems and give some
suggestions with specific examples.

Problems Suggestions
points examples points examples
1 1
2 2
3 3
(new) (new)

Part 2 Presentations

Welcome back to your home group! Now it's time for you to give a
presentation on the passage you read.

Content
(a) Greeting |Good morning, everyone! | am the treasurer.
(b) Iiea L | think the price of our school lunch is
. (adjective) because
Explanation
v
Seupe | suggest that
(c)ldea2 || think the portion of our school lunch is
v (adjective) because
Explanation
examples || suggest that
(d) Ending
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Text 2 — For the Chairpersons of the Student Unlon @

Before deciding on the lunch menu, schools should

Does our
school do that?
(Yes / No)
1. Interview students and teachers
2. Give out questionnaires
3. Ask dietitians
4. Meet the service providers who can provide
healthy, nutritious and environmentally friendly
meals
5. Examine / check the new menu and take out
foods which have a lot of fat, salt and sugar.
6. Run activities for students
7. Offer students a clean and pleasant place for
students staying in for lunch.
8. Give students enough time for lunch
9. Encourage parents to prepare healthy lunch

boxes for students

10.Give lessons on health education

(a) Do all people get involved?
(b) Is there anything which can be better?

In your group, discuss if your school has done the above.
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Part 1 Problem & suggestions

In your expert group, find out the problems and give some
suggestions with specific examples.

Problems

Suggestions

points examples

points

examples

2 2
3 3
(new) (new)

Part 2 Presentations

Welcome back to your home group! Now it's time for you to give a
presentation on the passage you read.

Content
(a) Greeting |Good morning, every one! | am the Chairperson of the
Student Union.
(b) Idea 1 |l think all people do / don'’t get involved because
v
Explanation
7 | suggest that
examples
(c)Idea2 |l think can be better
7 because
Explanation
v
examples |l suggest that
(d) Ending
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Healthy Schools, Healthy Kids .. mAKE IT
Text 3 for Green Officers a GREEN

Schools should use environmentally friendly lunch service and go with
the rule of ‘Reducing Waste and Minimizing Wastage’ promoted by the
Environmental Protection Department. The following green practices
are strongly encouraged at school.

Has our school
canteen done that?
('Yes / No)

1.0n-site portioned meal service is *
preferred.

2. Polystyrene boxes should be
avoided.

3. Reusable lunch containers and
cutlery should be used.

4. If disposable lunch containers have to be
used, schools should find an environmentally
friendly way to recycle to products.

5. Portion food in a flexible manner to avoid
wastage.

6. Provide students with reheating facilities like
microwave ovens for students.
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Part 1 Problem & suggestions

In your expert group, find out the problems and give some
suggestions with specific examples.

Problems Suggestions
points examples points examples
1 1
2 2
3 3
(new) (new)

Part 2 Presentations

Welcome back to your home group! Now it's time for you to give a
presentation on the passage you read.

Content
(a) Greeting |Good morning, every one! | am the Green Officer.
(b) Idea 1 || think

because
Explanation
v
examples || suggest that

(c)ldea2 || think

because
Explanation
7
examples || syggest that
(d) Ending
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Healthy Schools, Healthy Kids
Text 4 for Health Officers

The quality of school lunch depends very much on the choice of
ingredients and the cooking methods used. An ideal and healthy lunch
should provide for one third of the daily nutritional needs of a school
child. The following are rules of a healthy lunch. A healthy school
canteen should

Has our school canteen
done that?( Yes / No)

1. Provide grains and cereals
such as rice or noodles,
vegetables and meat
in the ratio of 3:2:1
by volume;

2. Contain fresh vegetables and fruits;

3. Provide whole grains, fat reduced dairy
products and other calcium-rich food
items;

4. Use lean meat, fish or
skinned poultry;

5. Use low fat cooking methods such as
steaming, boiling, minimal oil stir-frying
or baking;

6. Use only vegetable oils, such as olive
oil, in limited amount for cooking; and

7. Limit the use of foods with added fat
or oil, poultry with skin, whole fat dairy
products, preserved food and sauce of
high fat or salt content.

8. Keep hot dishes above 60°C and cold
dishes at 4C or below.

In groups, discuss if your school canteen
provides proper lunch meals. Support your
points with evidences.
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Part 1 Problem & suggestions

In your expert group, find out the problems and give some
suggestions with specific examples.

Problems Suggestions
points examples points examples
1 1
2 2
3 3
(new) (new)

Part 2 Presentations

Welcome back to your home group! Now it’s time for you to give a
presentation on the passage you read.

Content

(a) Greeting |Good morning, every one! | am the Health Officer.
(b) Idea 1 |l think
v

because
Explanation
v
examples || suggest that

(c)ldea2 |l think
v

because
Explanation
v
examples || suggest that
(d) Ending
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Teacher as the Change Agent:
Implementation and Impact of
a Learner-centered Approach
in Teaching Argumentative
Essays to Senior Secondary
ESL Learners in Hong Kong

Kwun-hung Li
Caritas Tuen Mun Marden Foundation Secondary School

Abstract

Key themes in Applied English Linguistics include ESL writing
and the quest for suitable instructional approaches. This article
investigates the practicability of implementing a learner-centered
approach in teaching argumentative writing to senior secondary ESL
learners in Hong Kong. This article presents a quasi-experimental
pretest-posttest classroom-based research study conducted by a
front-line English teacher documenting the effects of utilizing a learner-
centered approach on teaching argumentative essay-writing based on
the learning needs stated in the initial needs analysis questionnaire
filled by the experimental group. Subjects were 60 Secondary Five
ESL students in a secondary school with mainly Non-Chinese
Speakers in Hong Kong. By collecting quantitative data including the
pretest and posttest scores and running descriptive statistical analysis,
it was found that a learner-centered teaching approach enhanced
learners’ motivation and performance in ESL writing. Pedagogical
implications are then discussed from the point of view of extending
the learner-centered approach to teaching other ESL skills including
reading, listening and speaking skills because a learner-centered
approach seems to be beneficial to learners with low motivation and
lower ability.
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Introduction

(A) Background

Learner-centered curriculum is a large area of investigation
developed by various professional educators. However, according to
the English Language Curriculum and Assessment Guide (2007), the
main focus of curriculum development is on ‘School based curriculun?’,
of which schools are free to design their own approaches of teaching
based on the general guidelines of the Education Bureau (EDB). Since
this approach is still fresh and at the testing stage in education sector
in Hong Kong, there is a need to test its validity in a practical manner
before including other areas of ESL teaching and learning.

Also, as most of the subjects are working adults who want to
improve themselves and get good results in the public examinations,
this learner-centered approach of learning may best suit them. As
they are more mature, they could be able to identify their learning
needs clearly and they can provide feedback to the teacher using
this approach. This can facilitate the research in this area and hence
provide possible suggestions for improvement of this program which
can pave the way for further implementation of this program in other
aspects of English language learning.

(B) Area of investigation
Therefore, this research only applies on the writing part of ESL
teaching. In this research, Several aspects on the implementation of
learner-centered curriculum to local secondary school ESL students
would be investigated, including:
1. Students’ interest in ways of learning writing skills;
2. The impact of implementing a learner-centered approach of
teaching on students’ learning outcomes;
3. The impact of implementing learner-centered approach of teaching
on students’ motivation of learning.

Literature review

The main focus for this research would be the implementation
of a ‘learner-centered curriculum’. The word ‘implementation’ refers
to ‘realization of an application, or execution of a plan, idea, model,
design or specification, etc.’ (Ellis, 1994, p.11), and this research study
was to ‘plan and design’ as well as evaluate the learner-centered
curriculum. According to Burton (1987), there are three main foci in a
learner-centered curriculum. First, it focuses on the individual learner.
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Second, the materials should be selected from various sources since
the teaching methodology may not suitable for every student. Third,
it focuses on how to train students to deal with practical needs in the
society. The same view is shared by Nunan (1997, p.5) who views
that this curriculum involves ‘collaborative effort between teachers and
learners since learners are closely involved in the decision-making
process on the content of the curriculum’.

But before implementing such a curriculum, a needs analysis
should be conducted in order to identify the ‘language proficiency
and literacy’ of students (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005). Needs analysis
is common for teachers who teach English for Specific Purposes
(ESP) as a tool to assess the needs and ability of students in different
settings (Dudley-Evans, 1998). In a needs analysis questionnaire,
there are mainly two parts—current situation and expected situation,
assisted by some questions on how the students would like the
teachers to conduct the course (Dudley-Evans, 1998). In this research,
the types of questions will be set according to secondary school
setting and focus on the writing part of English. Only the concepts
of a needs analysis will be used but not the format of it because the
questions should be set according to the junior students’ level and so
the language and format cannot be too sophisticated.

The questions in the needs analysis were set according to the
content that was to be covered in the writing lessons and different
methods of assessments and course design with reference to various
journal articles. For example, in the needs analysis for this research,
the first part of the interview was adopted from Dudley-Evans (1998)’s
sample ‘Pre-course information questionnaire’ on the background
information of participation in the course. Question 5 on students’
knowledge on writing an essay is to check their understanding towards
ESL writing skills. This is essential as suggested by Ferris & Hedgcock
(2005), before the design of the course, teachers must know their
understanding towards the target knowledge so that the teachers
can develop the teaching materials accordingly. As for the expected
situation part in the needs analysis, the questions on how the students
like to learn writing skills was based on several concepts adopted
from McGarrell and Verbeem (2007) and Reid (1993). McGarrell
and Verbeem (2007) suggest that asking students to hand in drafts
and provide instant feedback can draw the motivation for instant
and ‘substantive revision’ so as to allow students to have chances
to express their opinions quickly which enhance their learning and
motivation to learn. The same view is shared by Reid (1993) that
students would be more interested in revising their drafts in order to
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present their better piece of work to the others and students would be
more confident in their works if they are given chances to revise their
work under suitable instructions.

According to Dudley-Evans (1998), every learner-centered
course needs to have feedback and assessment in order to check if
the course is conducted according to the needs analysis and whether
it achieved the expected outcome of participants. Course evaluation
for motivation change and understanding checking will be conducted
at the end of the course, as suggested by Shin (2003), a ‘reflective
teacher’ should not only keep a journal as a lesson record, but
conduct course evaluation so as to evaluate on the lessons conducted
and make improvement. Here, the authors of the article disagree
with the concept of writing an entry at the end of course evaluation.
This is not applicable to the current research as this research focus
on learner-centered teaching, the teachers’ own assumption may not
help to improve the quality of the course and to evaluate the overall
performance of students (Shin, 2003). Therefore, in the research, the
end of course questionnaire has been set, apart from the end-of-unit
writing.

Research questions

Set against the background that has been examined, the
present study aimed to investigate the practicability of implementing
a learner-centered approach in teaching argumentative writing to
senior secondary ESL learners in Hong Kong. The specific research
questions are:

1. What were the preferred ways of students in learning writing skills?

2. Would students be highly motivated if they can learn according to
their own preference and needs?

3. Would students have a better understanding towards the subject
matter and improve their academic results if they can learn
according to their own preference and needs?

Research design and methodology

(a) Subjects

Students included 60 students from two Form 5 classes from
a secondary school that mainly admits Non-Chinese Students (an
Affordable International School) in Hong Kong. This school was
selected on the basis of convenience and the writers’ sufficient
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knowledge and understanding with the students as the teacher-
researchers have had nearly 5 years of contact with them. One class
received the learner-centered approach of instruction while the other
class received the teacher-centered approach. Both courses lasted for
4 lessons in 4 weeks. Each lesson comprised one hour.

(b) Procedures

The analysis started with students’ essay writing. The two groups
of students would write up one piece of essay with a given topic
closely related to their life: the negative effects of playing computer
games. The writing time was limited to 50 minutes and they were
informed that this was part of a research study of educational purpose,
but not to mention the pieces of writing would have no effect to their
examination results in order to maintain their motivation. This test
served the initial test for the research.

Questionnaires (Needs analysis) were then given at the
beginning of the course as the foundation for further analysis. A set
of questionnaires were distributed and the students were given 20
minutes to complete the questionnaire which included their learning
behavior on English writing and the advice on their preferred way
of learning. The questionnaire aims at collecting information of 1)
Students’ own ways of handling writing questions; 2) Students’
preferred mode of learning; 3) Preferred content of learning materials.
The questions are used to finding out the desired ways of learning to
fulfill the needs of the students.

Sets of teaching material were developed according to the
students’ responses collected from the questionnaires. It is believed
that a more learner-centered design for the materials would better
arouse students’ learning interest on writing.

The two groups of students were then divided into two groups:
the experimental group and the control group. The experimental
group was given instructions according to the materials with emphasis
on students’ opinions and preferences stated in the needs analysis
questionnaires. To be exact, the material chosen were also ‘suggestive’
rather than ‘definitive’ (see appendix), acting as a model for teachers
to develop their own variations, which is the nature of the learner-
centred curriculum (Nunan, 1989); the other group would be taught in
a more traditional or conventional chalk-and-board method without the
implementation of a learner-centered approach. It is thought that the
students’ performances can be compared by using this format.
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Yet, the school authority did not allow the video-taping of
lessons in class. Therefore, in order to look at the situation of lessons,
teacher’s observation was used to serve this function. It is believed
that since the first author of the article was the one who delivered the
course, he would be more sensitive towards the understanding of

students and their learning needs as well as their abilities.

Furthermore, 4 sets of interviews were conducted. There were
2 sets of individual interviews and 2 sets of focus group interviews,
and all of them were based on the questions at the end of evaluation
questionnaire (see Appendix 3). Participants of the focus groups
were selected from the experimental group in order to have a better
understanding on students’ attitude towards the course. On the other
hand, the participants of individual interviews were selected in a
random basis from both the control group as well as the experimental
group in order to gather feedback from both groups. Interviewing
was selected as the research method because it was the appropriate
method to understand students’ thoughts in a greater detail. Further

analysis would be taken by transcribing the recorded data.

Evaluation sheets were given to all students participating in the
research study to obtain the feedback opinion of the students. It was
designed in a questionnaire format with questions covering different
aspects of teaching and learning in the implementation of learner-
centered curriculum. This questionnaire aimed at obtaining a more
comprehensive understanding of students’ own personal reflection

towards the introduced way of teaching.

After that, an end-of-unit test was taken. The teacher asked the
students from both groups to complete another piece of writing which
shared a same topic with the one before the research study. This
procedure was believed to be able to provide evidence of students’
progress after the implementation of learner-centered approach of

teaching.

To sum up, the flow of the study could be expressed in a flow

chart as follows:
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Table 1.1
Implementation of Learner-
" (?Eenter.ed C;Jrlnculum Evaluation
Initial test —» . (Experimental group) and end-of-
Analysis .
) - unit Test
No intervention or board
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(c) Data analysis

In the post-course analysis, 4 sets of materials were used for
the complete analysis in this project, namely: 1) Needs Analysis
guestionnaires, 2) teacher observation form, 3) initial and final test
paper and 4) end-of-unit evaluation form.

The results of the needs analysis questionnaires would be
processed right after data collection. The questionnaires were grouped
and analyzed carefully. This would prevent the potential setbacks of
qualitative analysis of being subjective in the process of analysis.

The initial and final test papers were used to identify students’
abilities and performance before and after the course.

Teacher observation forms were used to analyze student’s
motivation throughout the lessons in both the experimental and control
groups. Teacher noted the class atmosphere as well as students’
responses when delivering lessons with sets of materials that were
suggested by the students in the questionnaire.

Students’ writings were analyzed and evaluated with the marking
scheme of HKDSE writing rubrics. The results were analyzed from the
following aspects, including the structure of writing, the organization
of writing and forming ideas. The rubric was important to assess
students’ performance as well as the impact of implementing the
learner-centered curriculum to the experimental group.

The end-of-unit evaluation forms were used to cross-check
students’ motivation and learning atmosphere as stated in the teacher
observation form. Questions consisted of their perception on writing
after receiving the learner-centered approach of teaching and their
knowledge on writing argumentative essays after the course. These
kinds of knowledge testing could also cross-check the validity of the
improvement or performance in the initial and post course writing test.

Results and discussion

(a) Needs Analysis

The aim of this analysis was to identify students’ needs and
their learning behaviour in English. The format of this needs analysis
was modified from the needs analysis form in Teaching ESL Writing
(Reid, 1993) because of its comprehensiveness. This kind of needs
analysis also serves the function of knowing what we did not know,
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not wasting our students’ time, appearing much more professional and
knowing how we should analyse the data (Reid, 1993). On the other
hand, other than these, another crucial point of using this analysis is
that whenever data is being collected, is to know beforehand what
will happen to the raw data and to the information derived from it.
Therefore, a further discussion can be facilitated in the later part of
this research to serve this purpose. There were altogether 60 forms
received (30 from control group and 30 from experimental group).

Here are some of the important questions stated in the
questionnaire and their results:

. o . 4. To you, what is the difficulty of
3. Do you like writing in writing comparing with reading,
English? ALY hy or Why not? speaking and listening in your English
learning experience?
100% 70% 60%
e 60%
80% 50% 40%
40%
60% 30%
; 20%
40% 10% 0% 0%
20% 0% — ==
0% A vey B.the C slightly D.the
/o easy same with  more hardest
Yes No others difficult

6. What is your handling
procedure when faced with
writing questions?

8. How would you like to learn
writing skills?

E.Others: (Formingideas and
plan together with, teach. ..

D. Lecturing-> Writing-> Draft
and correction

C. Lecturing->Model egsay->
Writing

=12 NG IGO0
QRO
BEBBBBBBD
R N e

B. Lecturing->Discussion-
-3 X 5 >Group writing

Pl A. Lecturing->Demonstration
ofhow to handlea question -...

From the above results, it is suggested that students had more
anxiety in writing in English than other aspects in learning English.
They had very limited chances to learn English apart from the English
lessons. They also regarded English as a tool only for their career and
many of them did not truly want to learn English for interest. Moreover,
most of the students wanted to improve their forming ideas in writing
essays as well as organization. They may have already realized that it
would be hard to improve their language within a short period of time.
Judging from their learning behavior, it is suggested that students in
general had very limited exposure in learning English through visual
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aids and they seldom had the chance to develop ideas with teachers
directly.

(b) Initial test (Without giving grades)

After the needs analysis questionnaires, students were given
the initial test. The assessment rubric was Grammar, Organization
and forming ideas. The topic was ‘Physical Education should be
made compulsory in schools’. After the extensive marking of the test,
both groups were proven to have similar abilities. Students had weak
understanding on the structure of an argumentative essay and they
lacked language abilities and ideas to express themselves in the
essay.

(c) Teacher Observation (Delivery of the course)

Instruction for the control group with teacher-centered approach:
Students in this group were quite shy in answering questions asked
by the teacher, like what the model essay was about. Some students
lacked motivation as they were just given structured notes, a draft
paper and model essays. Some of them gave up the lesson and did
something else in the lesson which may cause behavioural problems
at the same time.

Instruction for the experimental group with learner-centered
approach: Students were attracted by the PowerPoint slides possibly
because of the visual impact. Also, students were more willing to
answer questions. Some students even copied down the points that
the first author of the article made in analyzing the model essays.
Moreover, they took the initiative to ask questions in Cantonese like
repeating the main points that the first author had advised to seek
confirmation. It is obvious that students were more motivated in attend
the experiential lessons.

(d) End-of-unit test

The aim of this test was to test the effectiveness of the approach
and compare the results of students receiving different teaching
approaches. A question with the same format as the initial test was
given to students as the End-of-unit test. It is because the results
could hopefully be easier to compare if the format (elements) of both
tests are the same.

Experimental Group: Most of them did improve when compared
with the initial test. But those that under-performed in the initial test
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attained greater improvement and the quality of their pieces kept up
with the rest of the class. It may be because the teacher provided
face-to-face support in forming ideas and drafting essays so that they
were motivated to write something for the sake of the public exam later
on. For those students who performed better in the first test, probably
because they lacked grammatical accuracy and sentence forming
skills and this course mainly focused on the organization and forming
ideas in writing essays, according to the needs analysis.

Control Group: Students’ performance was as expected.
Students improved in terms of organization and forming ideas, but
for the low achievers in the first test, it seemed that they did not have
improvement, probably because they lacked motivation or the lessons
were too boring for them, such as examining the model essays with
lecturing and some planning.

(e) End-of-unit evaluation

The aim of this evaluation was to evaluate and cross-check
the effectiveness of different teaching approaches through receiving
written feedback from students apart from the test. There were
altogether 60 forms received (30 from control group and 30 from
experimental group).

Here are some of the results:

1. Do you like writing now? Do you feel that you have achieved
something?

Q1c Q1e

HYes mYes

No No

Yes 30% Yes 80%
No 70% No 20%
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the unit of lessons?

2. What areas of writing would you like to know more about after completing

Q2c

Q2e

B Semtemce H Semtemce
forming forming
= Grammar " Grammar
Sentence forming 70% Sentence forming 50%
Grammar 30% Grammar 50%

3. Do you find the teaching methods and content used by the teacher help
you to understand more on writing an essay? Why or why not?

Q3c

HYes

= No

Q3e

HYes

= No

Yes, provide good model|60% Yes, because it is interesting [70%
and they are useful
No, it is boring 40% Yes, it is useful 30%
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4. Please write down your understanding of argumentative essay again at

the best of your knowledge.
Q4e
mA
B
mC
mD

A. Discuss things on two sides|20% [A. Talk about things on both|40%

Q4c

sides
B. Can you tell me once more |20% [B. Persuade the others 40%
C. Introduction, body and|20% |C. Don’t know 20%
conclusion
D. | don’'t know 40%

5. Do you want to have the similar teaching methods applied to other areas
of English like reading, speaking and listening?

Q5c Q5e
M Yes
No

M Yes
No
Yes, it is similar to what we|80% |Yes 100%
learnt before
Leave it blank 20%
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6. Can you suggest some ways to improve the course?
Q6¢c Q6e

B More model
essay

More
vocabulary
® No
No 100% |[More model essays 20%
More vocabulary items 40%
No 40%

Experimental group: Students viewed that the new (learner-
centered) approach of teaching writing was quite successful although
they did not show a sheer ‘passion’ in writing right after the lesson.
The PowerPoint slides grabbed their attention and they were more
confident in writing the piece of essay with teacher guidance in essay
planning and forming ideas.

Control group: Students viewed that the conventional (teacher-
centered) approach was generally okay and the approach was similar
to what they faced when they were in the daytime secondary schools.
However this approach was quite boring and some of the students
were playing cards at the back of the classroom. They did not think
their interest in writing would be enhanced after that writing lesson.

Both groups had a rough idea on what an argumentative essay
was and they deemed that they could handle the next piece of essay
with what they have learnt in the lesson.

Conclusion

The results show the success of the implementation of a
learner-centered approach in helping students improve the writing
performance in argumentative essays. The first author developed
materials with reference to students’ preference in the needs analysis.
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The teacher-researcher then delivered the materials and jotted down
his observation in class. Later, the teacher-researcher evaluated the
effectiveness of this course through an end-of-unit test and evaluation
forms. Generally speaking, students had greater improvement in
both learning motivation and performance after receiving the learner-
centered instructional approach, as shown in the evaluation forms
and end-of-unit test scores. Therefore, the pedagogical implications
will be to extend the learner-centered approach to teaching other
ESL skills including reading, listening and speaking skills because a
learner-centered approach seems to be beneficial to learners with low

motivation and lower ability.

Yet, it should be noted that the dynamics and culture of the two
classes may affect the validity of this test. The experimental group
students were generally more willing to learn and the atmosphere
was more welcoming while the control group students were more
susceptible to the lack of learning interest and they tended to be more
reticent. Therefore, when implementing this approach, the teacher may
need to take into consideration of the classroom dynamics whether
this approach will be suitable for different learners. This needs further

research by frontline ESL teachers and teacher-educators.
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Appendix 1

Initial Test: Writing task
Time limit: 1 hour
Situation: You are Chris Wong, a student of Happy Secondary School.
Since you are one of the top students in the school, your teacher
asks you to write an essay on ‘Physical Education should be made
compulsory in schools’ and you essay will be posted on the main
notice board at school in order to let other students see how clever
you are. Write an essay on that topic with no more than 250 words

Appendix 2

Need Analysis on writing an essay in junior secondary level
Part 1 Current Situation

(A)Background knowledge

1. How much time do you spend on English every day? Please circle
the answer.
A.0-2 hours B. <2-4 hours C. More than 4 hours

2. Do you like English? Please circle the answer.
I I I I
Love Like Fair Hate

3. Do you like writing in English? Why or why not?

4. To you, what is the difficulty of writing comparing with reading,
speaking and listening in your English learning experience?
A. It is already very easy
B. B. | think it is just the same with the others
C. ltis slightly more difficult than the others
D. It is the hardest one among the others

(B) Operational questions
5. Do you know what any essay is? What is the structure of it? Please
write down your understanding at the best of your knowledge.
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6. What is your handling procedure when faced with writing questions?

A. Write immediately (just write what you think instantly)

B. Draw a mind map and then write accordingly

C. Write a draft on another paper and then copy it into the answer
book

D. Write up a structure of the essay on another paper first and then
write a full text on the Answer book with complete sentences and
ideas.

Part Il Expected situation:

7. Which part of writing do you want to improve more?
A. Organization
B. Language structure and usage
C. Ideas forming

8. How would you like to learn writing skills?
A. Lecturing—> Demonstration of how to handle a question - Writing
B. Lecturing—> Discussion ->Group writing
C. Lecturing> Model essay - Writing
D. Lecturing—> Writing - Draft and correction
E. Others: (Please specify)

9. Mode of instruction that you preferred: you can circle more than one
A. Chalk and board
B. PowerPoint slides
C. Games
D. Video Clip on how to learn writing skills

Appendix 3

End of unit evaluation

1. Do you like writing now? Do you feel that you have achieved
something?

2. What areas of writing would you like to know more about after
completing the unit of lessons?
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3. Do you find the teaching methods and content used by the teacher
help you to understand more on writing an essay? Why or why not?

4. Please write down your understanding of argumentative essay
again at the best of your knowledge.

5. Do you want to have the similar teaching methods applied to other

areas of English like reading, speaking and listening?

6. Can you suggest some ways to improve the course?

Appendix 4 Teacher Observation Form

Control Group

Experimental Group

Attentiveness

In these 4 lessons,
students were not very
attentive. Some of them
ignored the instruction of
the teacher and did their
own things. Maybe the
lessons are too boring,
some mature students
were too tired to be
attentive throughout
the lesson. Sleeping is
common among them.

Since Visual Aids were
used, students were quite
attentive. Some of them
sit straight throughout
the lesson. When they
were asked to participate
in in-class activity, they
were more willing to do it.
Some students from other
classes even join our
lessons and become sit-in
students.

Taking
initiative to
learn

Students in general are
quite shy. They simply did
not take initiative to learn
actively and simply wait
the teacher to spoon-feed
knowledge to them.

Students were more active
in answering questions
raised by the teacher.
Some of them even
take the chance to ask
questions and jot down
important points that were
made by the teachers.
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Abstract

One major goal of vocabulary learning is to empower learners
to use selected words whenever they need. However, there seems
to be a phenomenon that some learners possess the necessary
productive word knowledge, such as spelling and grammatical
features of the target words, but still find it difficult to use the words
correctly. This piece of research reports the process of identifying
the potential developmental gap between knowing a word and using
it in writing. It involved 12 Form 6 students from a local secondary
school using English as the medium of instruction. They completed the
Productive Vocabulary Levels Test which measured their productive
word knowledge, and the results were adjusted and compared with
the lexical profiling of their four pieces of writing for investigating
if the words used by the learners belong to: (1) high frequency K2
words (i.e., the second most frequent 1,000 words in English); (2) mid
frequency K3 words (i.e., the third most frequent 1,000 words); or (3)
low frequency K4-K5 words (i.e., the fourth and fifth most frequent 1,000
words). In order to find out whether these two measures revealed
a difference between knowledge and usage, a correlation test was
first performed. Results confirmed that knowledge and usage were
two different concepts. A follow-up t-test comparing the expected
and actual proportion of use showed a significant difference with
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high frequency K2 words, but not K3 and K4-K5 words. We argued
that there was a gap between knowing and using a word as well as
students’ strategy to opt for lower frequency words. Pedagogical
implications are discussed in relation to how teachers can assist
learners in bridging this gap.

Introduction

Vocabulary is an essential part of language learning. In the
case of receptive skills (i.e., reading and listening), studies have
demonstrated that a foreign language user needs to know a high
percentage of the words within a piece of text in order to gain
adequate comprehension (e.g., Hu & Nation, 2000; Laufer, 1998; van
Zeeland & Schmitt, 2012). This percentage of words known by foreign
language users out of the total number of words in the text is termed
lexical coverage (Adolphs & Schmitt, 2003). For example, when the
lexical coverage for a learner is 80%, it means that s/he knows 80% of
the words in the text.

Hu and Nation (2000) used non-words (i.e., words that do not
exist) to replace real words in fiction texts in order to mimic language
learners’ encounter of unknown words. The researchers created four
levels of lexical coverage (i.e., 80%, 90%, 95% and 100%). That
is, in the case of the 80% lexical coverage, 20% of the real words
were replaced by non-words (e.g., ‘rane’). In other words, it was
expected that out of all the words of the text, 20% were unknown to
the participants prior to the study. Participants were asked to read
the text and complete a 14-item comprehension test in the format of
multiple choice questions. Adequate comprehension was defined as
being correct in at least 12 items (i.e., 86% of 14). Results showed
that none could attain adequate comprehension at 80% lexical
coverage; and only 4 out of 16 (25%) and 6 out of 17 (35%) passed
the comprehension threshold at 90% and 95% coverage respectively.
It was only when the coverage reached 100% that the majority (15
out of 17) showed adequate comprehension in the test. From these
figures, the authors suggested that the lexical coverage threshold for
adequate comprehension should be between 95-100%, and hence
proposed the figure of 98%.

One of the key implications about this figure is that researchers
can enumerate the number of words a learner needs to understand
authentic texts and set a pedagogical goal for vocabulary learning. For
example, van Zeeland and Schmitt (2012) suggested that a learner
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needs to know 2,000 to 3,000 words based on a 95% coverage figure
in order to understand spoken text. When the calculation was based
on a 98% coverage figure, an understanding of 6,000 to 7,000 words
was required.

For language teachers in Hong Kong, the question is whether or
not this target is achievable as most of their students learn English as
a foreign language. One problem is that the goal of language learning
is not confined to comprehension. Helping them to use the language
(i.e., to speak and write to express meaning) with proper vocabulary
is also an important target. Vocabulary knowledge can be receptive
(or passive) and productive (or active) in nature (Pignot-Shahov,
2012). This distinction is closely related to the question of what it
means to know a word. To address the issue, Nation (2013) identified
three aspects in this connection. The first aspect is knowledge of a
word’s form such as its written form (i.e., spelling), spoken form (i.e.,
pronunciation), and its word parts (e.g., prefixes like pre-). The second
aspect is the understanding of its meaning, including the concepts
and/or referents that the word refers to, as well as its associations
with other words, such as ‘good’ being an antonym of ‘bad’. The last
one is the knowledge of its usage, namely its grammatical features
(e.g., parts of speech), collocations and other constraints on use. The
mastery of the first two aspects (i.e., form and meaning) would suffice
for comprehension purpose. An understanding of the third aspect (i.e.,
use) is essential when one needs to produce language in a sensible
manner. As a result, there appears to be a gap between receptive
and productive knowledge. Indeed, using their Computer Adaptive
Test of Size and Strength (CATSS), Laufer and Goldstein (2004)
confirmed that receptive vocabulary is generally larger than productive
vocabulary of an individual, and that the gap is likely to be a difficulty
hierarchy.

The logical question in practical and pedagogical terms is how a
teacher could bridge this receptive-productive gap. Lee and Muncie
(2006) asked their participants to read a text on Titanic, the British
passenger liner that sank in the Atlantic in 1917. The text contained 42
words or lexical phrases that were explicitly taught as novel vocabulary
items. After that, the participants completed a writing task in which they
had to describe a hypothetical experience on Titanic. The participants
used only as few as 18.4-20.9% of those target vocabulary items
in this piece of writing. This result is taken as evidence that reading
and explicit vocabulary instruction alone cannot lead to satisfactory
vocabulary use. In another attempt, the researchers asked students to
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write on the same topic again. This time, the author provided students
with scaffolds of a composition structure frame which helped the
students focus on the target vocabulary. More than that, the target
items were listed for the students, and the students were explicitly
encouraged to use the target items in their writing. In this writing, the
use of target vocabulary augmented to 67.5-68.7%. In the third attempt
after two weeks, the scaffold was still the writing frame. Students were
asked to recall the items and write them down before they started to
write (instead of being able to refer to the items listed for them). This
time, students produced 50.5-63% of the target items.

In a similar vein, Lee (2003) asked her participants to write about
cruel sports after reading a passage on bull fighting and receiving
explicit instruction on the target vocabulary items. The participants
were able to produce 63.2% of the target vocabulary items in the
passage that they had learnt. This percentage was compared with
13.2% of use before the vocabulary instruction. From these two
studies, it may be concluded that post-reading vocabulary instruction,
explicit scaffold, provision of the items as well as encouragement to
use the target items could encourage students to use newly learnt
vocabulary items in their production.

These studies have brought about two issues. First, two reasons
could account for failure to use the target items in writing -- (1) the
learners had not actually learnt the items; and (2) the learners have
learnt the items but did not use them. The existence of these two
possibilities makes the case obscure in the sense that teachers/
researchers may find it difficult to pinpoint specifically what caused
students’ failure to produce the target items.

Another issue that requires attention is that in both studies, the
participants were asked to write on a topic that was very closely related
to the vocabulary instruction that they had received. In the case of Lee
and Muncie (2006), both the reading text and the writing task were
about Titanic. Similarly, Lee (2003) had bull fighting as the topic of the
reading, and cruel sports as the writing theme. On one hand, using a
similar theme may offer a better context for the learners to try out with
the newly learnt vocabulary items. On the other, it is not entirely clear if
the learners could produce those target items in another novel context.
This uncertainty is particularly important because, after all, one major
goal of vocabulary learning is to empower students to use the items
freely so that they are able to use the words to express themselves
as they wish. In other words, these items should be readily available
whenever they need them.
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If the ability to produce the newly learnt vocabulary across
various contexts is an important goal of teaching vocabulary for
production’s sake, it implies that there might be multiple levels of
productive vocabulary. This notion may address a key problem which
affects language teachers in Hong Kong who are used to assessing
their students through different formats of vocabulary tests. Students
may excel in vocabulary tests in the formats of dictation, fill-in-the-
blanks and so on, showing all Nation’s (2013) aspects of vocabulary
knowledge of a word, such as spelling and grammatical features.
However, they may still find it difficult to demonstrate a wide range
of vocabulary use when they speak. It is, in fact, likely that many
language teachers have been asked by students how newly learnt
vocabulary could be used in everyday life.

To answer such a question, it is essential to first empirically
identify such a gap between general productive knowledge and the
ability to use these vocabulary items. It is only after such a gap is
identified that teachers and researchers could look for ways to bridge
this gap. Some may comment that this gap is commonly known,
implying that teachers should notice students’ problems of not being
able to produce newly learnt lexical items. While we feel reluctant
to agree totally, we acknowledge that some teachers may have a
subjective impression from their experience, that knowing a word does
not mean using a word. At the same time, we maintain that empirical
identification is necessary. As far as we know, no study has specifically
documented this final stage of vocabulary development. One of the
many reasons why such a gap is merely taken for granted by many is
that the measures of general productive knowledge and actual use are
often two separate vocabulary measures that researchers employ as
dependent variables. For example, looking at the vocabulary size of
students in Chinese- and English-medium schools, Lo & Murphy (2010)
used both measures without comparing them directly. The present
study aims exactly at this comparison, and argues for the importance
of bridging the gap between knowing and using vocabulary, once it is
identified.

Methodology and Procedures

The participants in the present study included 12 Form 6 students
in a local secondary school using English as the medium of instruction
in most content subjects, such as Geography and History. These
students were recruited from the same Form 6 class whose teacher
the researchers of this study had personal contact with. All participants
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were native speakers of Cantonese, and had learnt English as a
foreign language for at least 11 years (6 years of primary and 5
years of secondary school at the time of participating in this study).
These students were expected to sit for the Hong Kong Diploma of
Secondary Education (HKDSE) Examination.

The Productive Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT) (Laufer & Nation,
1999) was used to measure the general productive vocabulary
knowledge of the participants. It requires test-takers to provide a
vocabulary item in a given context presented in a sentence. Therefore,
it is a test of controlled productive vocabulary knowledge in that test-
takers are prompted to offer a word that fits into the context provided.
This format of testing also echoes with the assessment practice of
some local teachers who give fill-in-the-blanks exercise to students.
Therefore, the findings of this test may be of particular relevance to
local teachers in Hong Kong. There are two versions of the PVLT, but
only Version 1 was used in this study lest doubts might be cast on
any potential differences between the two versions. Two examples
are given to illustrate the format of the test. They are used to elicit the
target words 'hungry' and 'usual'.

1.They sat down to eat even though they were not hu
2.This work is not up to your usu standard.

Note that the initial letters of the target words are always given so
that test-takers could not insert a word other than the target word that
might also be semantically appropriate in the context.

The way in which this test could determine one’s productive
vocabulary size is based on the frequency of occurrence of the target
words in English as represented by the British National Corpus. This
corpus contains a huge collection of authentic English texts, from
which the frequency of occurrence is determined. The most frequently
occurring 1,000 words in English are known as K1 words; K2 words
are the next 1,000 words in the line of frequency; and K3 words the
next 1,000 words and so on. In the examples above, 'hungry' and
'usual' are K2 words. For each level, there are 18 questions in the
PVLT. Three levels were used in this study, K2, K3 and K4-K5. Laufer
and Nation (1999) combined K4 and K5 into one level (i.e., K4-K5)
for easier and more practical assessment of knowledge about these
relatively low frequency words. With three levels used, the total score
for the test in this study was 54. The items were pseudo-randomised
using Microsoft Excel’s RAND function which assigns a random
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number to each item (one could type ‘=RAND( )’ in any cell). The
random numbers were sorted in ascending order to determine the
order of the item presented in the actual test taken by the participants.
The test was administered by the teacher of the class.

Within a month after the administration of the PVLT, four writing
samples were collected from each student. The task requirement
and the format resembled those in the questions in the HKDSE. The
themes and genres are tabulated below (Table 1). Writings 1 and 2
were assigned as homework for students, and Writings 3 and 4 were
parts of the students’ formal assessment at school, which were timed.
Participants could choose to write on one of the questions in Writings
3 and 4.

Table 1: The themes and genres of the writing tasks

Theme Genre
Writing 1 Walkathon Expository in a poster
Writing 2 An artist and her|Feature article in a
exhibition school newspaper
Writing 3 An outstanding|Nomination
(participants are asked to |student award
choose one) Hip-pop dance |Promotional leaflet
performance
Teenagers fighting |[Recount in a school
for a girlfriend newspaper article
Writing 4 Goal setting Speech
(participants are asked to |popylar culture Magazine article

choose one)

Social harmony Letter to the Editor

Results and Discussion

In this section, results obtained from the PVLT are first presented,
followed by those of the free writing tasks. Recalling that the former
is a measure of general productive knowledge and the latter one of
actual productive use, this paper seeks to compare the findings from
these two measures to shed light on the hypothesized discrepancies
of the two levels of productive knowledge.
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The PVLT consisted of 18 questions at each level of K2, K3, and
K4-K5 words. One mark was given for every correct item. The marking
of the test did not take grammatical accuracy into consideration. For
example, when the word ‘attached’ was required, members in the
same word family such as ‘attach’ and ‘attaches’ were also accepted.
In other words, all inflected forms of the words belonging to the same
word family were counted as correct. Although grammatical features
of a word are part of word knowledge, the PVLT was treated purely
as a test of vocabulary instead of a test of grammar in this study.
Another rationale is related to the validity of comparison between the
PVLT and free writing tasks in that grammaticality was also discounted
in the corresponding measure of the students’ free production. As
Table 2 indicates, the 12 students who took the PVLT showed a huge
variation in their productive vocabulary knowledge. Students showed
a decreasing score from K2 through to level K4-K5. This was not
surprising because the higher the level, the lower the frequency of the
words used in everyday language and hence the more unlikely that
students would have got exposed to them.

Table 2: Results of PVLT

K2 K3 K4-K5 Total

e (max=18) | (max=18) | (max=18) | (max=54)

Mean (SD) | 12.75 (2.56) | 8.92 (3.48) | 4.58 (3.09) | 26.25 (8.31)

Students were also asked to write four essays of 200-500 words
each. Their work was then typed onto the computer. Some of the
content words which had been given as prompts were removed so that
the remaining words were only those given by the students instead
of being copied from the questions. Incidentally, quite a number of
students started their essays with a large number of words copied
from the questions. The processed text was input to the Vocabulary
Profilers (available on www.lextutor.ca/vp) for their analysis of their
lexical frequency profiles (LFP). Table 3 shows the total number of
words in the students’ four writings, in their respective frequency levels
of K2, K3, and K4-K5. Again, it was not surprising to find a decreasing
number of words used by students as the frequency levels went up.
In fact, it is normal for low frequency K4-K5 words to appear less
frequently in a text given that it is their low frequency of existence in
English that defines them as words at the K4-K5 level. Although this
trend does echo with the results of the PVLT, we still need a valid
comparison to identify the potential differences between the two
measures.
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Table 3: Lexical frequency profiles of the free writing tasks

N=12 | K2words | K3words |K4-K5words| O number
of words
107.08 45.67 17.83 1500.17
Mean (SD) | (29 60) (22.45) (1127) | (237.00)

This paper compares students’ PVLT scores and their free writing
in order to identify whether there is a difference between general
productive knowledge and the actual productive use of vocabulary.
To this end, the PVLT score was computed according to the following
formula so that it could be compared directly with the corresponding
measures in free production.

PVLT score | X | Adjustment factor | = |Expected production

An expected proportion of production was thereby obtained for
each participant and for each lexical frequency level. For example,
a student (S1) knew 16 K2 words. The knowledge of these 16 K2
words represented 50% of the total of 32 marks he scored in the PVLT
(i.e., all K2-K5 words that he knew). Then, this 50% was multiplied
by the adjustment factor for K2 words, which is 1.4 (the calculation of
the adjustment factor is described below). As a result, the expected
production rate of K2 words in his free writing would be 50% X 1.4
= 70%. In other words, for every 100 K2-K5 words that he used, 70
K2 words were expected. This expected production could then be
compared with his actual production in free writing as reported in the
previous section.

The following explains how the adjustment factors were obtained
for each level. First, the production of native speakers was considered
to be a useful reference point. Corpus data (i.e., data from a huge
collection of authentic texts written by native speakers) are of use
here. According to Nation (1990: 17; 2001: 15), K2 words have a
natural occurrence of 7.7%; K3 words 4.3%; K4-K5 words 4.6%. To
put it in another way, there are on average 7.7 K2 words in every 100
words in any authentic texts. Note that these three percentages do
not add up to 100% because there are also K1 words as well as K5+
words in a corpus. Rather, K2-K5 words account for only 16.6% of
words in a corpus (see Figure 1 for a visual representation of these
numbers). Out of this 16.6% of natural occurrence (i.e., K2-K5 words
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only), K2 words have a proportion of 46.4% (7.7%/16.6%); K3 words
25.9% (4.3%/16.6%); and K4-K5 words 27.7% (4.6%/16.6%) (see
Figure 2 for a visual representation). Given that a native speaker would
have a full PVLT score of 100% (33.3% of the items from K2 words,
33.3% from K3 words, and 33.3% from K4-K5 words), an adjustment
factor for K2 words would then be 1.4 (i.e., 46.4/33.3). It means that
if a learner knows a proportion of 33.3% K2 words out of all K2-K5
words that s/he knows in the PVLT (e.g., knowing 10 K2 words and
30 K2-K5 words in total, or knowing 8 K2 words and 24 K2-K5 words
in total), we expect 33.3% X 1.4 = 46.4% of his free writing production
to be K2 words. By the same logic. The adjustment factors for K3
and K4-K5 words are 0.78 (i.e., 25.9/33.3) and 0.83 (i.e., 27.7/33.3)
respectively (Table 4). However, this calculation was only valid if we
could assume that native speakers know all of the K2-K5 words in the
PVLT. Such an assumption should be valid because when Laufer and
Nation (1999) designed the PVLT, native speakers were first asked to
validate the test and the results indicated that all the items of the PVLT
were retrieved accurately by at least six out of seven of them.

Proportion of occurence of all levels
K6+, 10.10%

K6, 1.30%
K5, 1.90% \\“

K4,2.70%

K2 - K5
16.6%

K3, 4.30%

K2,7.70%

K1
72%

Figure 1 Proportion of natural occurrence of words at different levels
based on Nation (1990: 17; 2001: 15)
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Proportion of occurence of K2 - K5 words
(out of 16.6%)

K5

Figure 2 Proportion of natural occurrence of K2-K5 words

Table 4 Calculation of adjustment factors for all levels based on native
speakers’ production

PVLT by native
speakers

Levels Natural occurrence (proportions of words Adjustment
with K2-K5 (%) |, \PToPOr factor
known in each level
out of K2-K5 levels)
K2 46.4 SH07E) =46.3/33.3 =14
K3 25.9 33.3 =25.9/33.3=0.78
K4-K5 27.7 %10 7) =25.9/33.3=0.83

The computation of the PVLT score with the use of the
adjustment factor has a number of advantages. First, as mentioned
earlier, the low frequency words should be, logically, more unlikely to
appear in an essay. In other words, because low frequency words are
by definition less likely to appear in any texts, expecting students to
use them may be problematic. For example, ‘abolish’ is a K5 word.
It has a frequency of 545 occurrences in a million-word corpus.
Therefore, it would be erroneous to assume that ‘abolish’ should
appear (at least once) in a student’s writing containing fewer than
500 words. In a similar vein, one cannot claim that students knowing
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a certain proportion of low frequency words would produce the same
proportion of such words actual writing. Therefore, it was considered
appropriate to use an adjustment factor to ensure that the rareness of
low frequency words is taken into account in the present comparison.
Furthermore, the calculation of the adjustment factors also considered
how native speakers actually use language. This was important
because to some, at the very least, using English in a similar way to
the native speakers may be one of the goals of learning the language.
Finally, this way of calculation has also taken into account the
‘imperfect’ vocabulary knowledge of our learners at different frequency
levels of K2-K5.

In sum, an adjustment factor helps to translate the PVLT scores
(i.e., general productive knowledge) to an expected proportion
of occurrence in free writing. For high frequency K2 words, the
adjustment factor is 1.40 (46.4/33.3), with the proportion of 33.3% of
the PVLT score translating into 46.4% of expected occurrence in free
production. For mid frequency K3 words, the factor is 0.78 (25.9/33.3);
for low frequency K4-K5 words, the factor is 0.83 (27.7/33.3).

Turning to our participants in this study, we can now calculate
the expected percentage of words in the respective K2-K5 levels in
a piece of free writing, which can then compared with their actual
production as reported in the previous section (Table 5).

Table 5: Comparison of expected and actual production of word
families in different levels

K2 (%) K3 (%) K4-K5 (%)

N=12 Expected Expected Expected
(PVLT X|Actual [(PVLT X|Actual [(PVLT X|Actual
1.4) 0.78) 0.83)

Mean |70.45% |61.59% |26.28% |27.66% |13.27% 10.75%

Meanwhile, a similar trend between expected and actual
production was observed in that students were expected to produce
mostly K2 words, followed by K3 and finally least K4-K5 words, and
they have seemingly done so in the free writing tasks. Therefore, it
appeared that students’ knowledge of words could be well put to actual
use. This might seem contrary to the notion that there are differences
between knowing a word and using a word. However, it would be too
soon to arrive at a conclusion before conducting statistical tests, which
could help us identify potential statistical relationships between the
data.
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First, we wanted to look more closely into the relationship
between expected and actual use of vocabulary and identify any
potential correlation. Pearson’s correlation test can help us find out
whether these two variables were so closely related to each other
that they might be considered one single concept. If a positive and
significant correlation is found, it would mean that the expected and
actual use of vocabulary generally increase and decrease together.
If this is the case, it will suggest that general productive vocabulary
knowledge and actual use are likely to be very similar concepts and
follow the same developmental pattern. In contrast, if knowledge
and use are two different concepts, and hence follow different
developmental patterns, negative or no correlation would be expected,
meaning that the data increase and decrease in opposite direction,
or that they have no linear statistical relationship at all. Shapiro-Wilk
tests confirmed that the data fulfilled the normality requirement for the
performance of the Pearson’s correlation test (all p-values n.s.). The
results are presented in Table 6.

Table 6: Pearson’s correlation test results

N=12 K2 words K3 words K4-K5 words
Correlationn between
expected and actual r=.098 r=-.332 r=.181
production
Significance value p=.763 (n.s.)|p=.292 (n.s.)|p=.574 (n.s.)

All the correlations were non-significant in statistical terms. This
lack of correlation can be explained by the arguments presented
above that knowing and using vocabulary are two different concepts,
and hence there was no statistical linear relationship between general
productive vocabulary knowledge and actual use. In other words,
we could reject the notion that knowledge is the same as use as
some might suggest based on the descriptive data. To put it in a
more specific way, the lack of significant correlation showed knowing
more K2 (or K3 or K4-K5) words as reflected by the PVLT does not
necessarily mean that learners would produce more of those words in
free writing.
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While the correlation tests suggested that knowing and using
vocabulary were indeed different concepts, the picture of the students’
use of vocabulary was still very obscure. For example, one logical
question to ask was why there were such differences. To seek a
clearer picture, a direct comparison of the differences in proportion
between the expected and actual use of vocabulary might be
revealing. As such, a statistical test of difference was required. Given
that normality was met according to the results of Shapiro-Wilk tests
(all p-values n.s.), a dependent-samples t-test for each frequency
level was carried out. This dependent-samples t-test can identify the
potential mean differences between students’ expected and their
actual production. If there are significant differences found, it can give
indications to the existence of a gap between the two concepts. The
results are tabulated in Table 7 and presented graphically in Figure 3.

Table 7: Comparison of expected and actual production of word
families in different levels

K2 (%) K3 (%) K4-K5 (%)
N=12 Expected Expected Expected
(PVLT X|Actual [(PVLT X|Actual [(PVLT X|Actual
1.4) 0.78) 0.83)
Mean 70.45% |61.59% |26.28% |27.66% (13.27% |10.75%
Difference
(Actual-|-8.86% 1.38% -2.52%
Expected)
t(11) = 2.586,(t(11) = -0.588,|t(11) = 1.453,
p=.025% r=.615 p=.568, r=.175 p=.174, r=.401

70.45

70
61.59
60
50
. 26.28. 27.66
20 .
I I T
0 in
K2 K3

K4-K5
Frequency levels of vocabulary

Mean proportions
P
o

o

mExpected ™ Actual

Figure 3 Mean expected and actual proportions of vocabulary at
different frequency levels
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In the light of the results, with high frequency K2 words,
the actual percentage was significantly lower than the expected
percentage of production (p<.05) with a large effect size (r=.615). It
means that our participants used fewer K2 words in their free writing
than what had been predicted by their knowledge in the PVLT. As
for K3 and K4-K5 words, there was no significant difference. In other
words, while descriptively students used more K3 words and fewer
K4-K5 words than expected, these differences were not statistically
significant.

Two explanations are proposed here for to account for this
pattern. First, students might have given up high frequency K2 words
and opt for those with lower frequency (e.g., K3 and K4-K5). Second,
there might be a developmental gap between general productive
knowledge and actual production. The reasons for each of these
proposals are detailed in the following.

First, students could be opting for lower frequency words. There
was indeed good motivation for the students to do that because two
of the four writings were formal assessments which resembled the
public examination format. In the HKDSE writing paper, as in the
formal assessments, a good piece of writing (e.g., scoring 5 or above
out of a total of 7 in the Language domain) needs to demonstrate a
‘wide’ vocabulary ‘with many examples of more sophisticated lexis’
(Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority, 2012: 9). In
order to demonstrate their vocabulary knowledge and score higher,
they could be trying to avoid the high frequency words (i.e., K2 words)
and produce words of lower frequency (i.e., K3 and/or K4-K5 words).
However, whether or not this strategy to opt for lower frequency words
alone could account for the data fully is reserved for discussion later.

Second, there might be a developmental gap between knowing
and actually using vocabulary items. To illustrate, we can focus
on the K2 level. The students appeared to have acquired general
productive knowledge of the K2 level given an overall attainment of
70% in the PVLT at this level. However, their failure to use the words
at this K2 level as much as expected could imply a developmental
gap between general productive knowledge and actual production. In
fact, the correlation results presented earlier also tended to support
the existence of such a gap between knowledge and use. Given that
the correlation figures were all non-significant, knowing and using
vocabulary items were indeed two different concepts. At this point of
discussion, one could logically doubt whether or not either one of the
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explanations (either a developmental gap or opting for lower frequency
words) alone could account for the data fully. It is argued that both
factors could have a role to play here.

To explore how both explanations are playing a role in accounting
for the t-test results, three hypotheses are proposed here for testing
— (1) opting for lower frequency words alone explains our results fully,
(2) existence of a developmental gap explains our results fully, and (3)
both together explain our results fully.

Hypothesis 1: Opting for lower frequency words as the sole
explanation

This hypothesis is that students opting for lower frequency words
is the sole explanation for the t-test results. In other words, there was
no developmental gap between knowledge and use. With the K2 level,
the explanation seemed to hold that students might be opting for lower
frequency words (i.e., K3 and K4-K5) and hence we found K2 words
being produced significantly less than expected. The use of fewer K2
words, then, would logically contribute to the use of more K3 and/or
K4-K5words because a decrease in proportion of actual use at one
level should cause an increase at other levels. However, there was no
significant difference between the expected and actual use of K3 and
K4-K5 words.

With respect to the K3 level, there might still be a chance that
hypothesis 1 was correct. One could argue that while students might
have replaced some K2 words with K3 ones, they might at the same
time have replaced some other K3 words and opted for low frequency
K4-K5 ones. In other words, the effect of discarding high frequency K2
words for mid frequency K3 words might have been counter-balanced
by the trend of opting for low frequency K4-K5 words. This counter-
balancing might explain why we found no significant result for the K3
level and why hypothesis 1 could continue to hold.

However, when the K4-K5 level is considered, it becomes clearer
that hypothesis 1 in fact could not be valid. This is because if students
opted for lower frequency words to replace K2 and K3 words in a
similar fashion, we would see more actual production of K4-K5 words
than expected. However, the t-test revealed no such difference. In
fact, the actual use of K4-K5 words was even less than expected
descriptively. Taken together, while the decreased proportion of use
at K2 level should logically lead to an increase in proportion at one or
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more levels (K3 and/or K4-K5), this was not the case and therefore,
the hypothesis of students opting for lower frequency words as the sole
explanation could not hold in light of the results. Although one might
suggest that the students could opt for words of even lower frequency
(e.g., K5+), readers are reminded that the calculation of proportion in
this study was only based on the range of K2 to K5 words. Figure 4
summarises the arguments towards such a conclusion.

K2 K3 K4-K5

Opted for lower frequency More K3 words produced
words (K3) ‘ than expected

Opted for lower frequency
words (K4-K5) \
Opted for lower frequency More K4-K5 words
words (K4-K5) produced than expected

Possibly true (the False (no significant
True (K2 words | | effects might have difference revealed, and
used statistically been counterbalanced K4-K5 words actually
significantly less and hence no used descriptively less
than expected) significant difference) than expected)

Figure 4: Summary of arguments related to hypothesis 1: Opting for
lower frequency words as the sole explanation

Hypothesis 2: Existence of a developmental gap as the sole
explanation

The second hypothesis contends that the existence of a
developmental gap was the sole explanation for the observed pattern.
First, there were significantly fewer K2 words being produced than
expected in free writing, which appeared to conform to hypothesis 2.
Specifically, this could have resulted from the fact that students were
not able to put the words that they knew productively into actual use in
free writing.
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If hypothesis 2 was also true for K3 and K4-K5 production, we
might as well find a similar trend of these words being used less
than expected. However, this was not the case since no significant
difference at these levels was found as mentioned above. In fact,
students even used more K3 words than expected descriptively,
counter-arguing that a developmental gap could account for the
observed pattern fully. Taken together, while the pattern for K2
production might be explained by hypothesis 2, the findings with K3
and K4-K5 words did not conform to this hypothesis, which, therefore,
needed to be also rejected.

Hypothesis 3: Both explanations contributed to the results
together

Hypothesis 3 holds that the two explanations (i.e., opting for
lower frequency words and the existence of a developmental gap)
together contributed to the t-test results. First, for high frequency K2
words, the two explanations could both contribute to the observed less
proportion of K2 production, that is the students would use fewer K2
words than expected.

If there was an effect of students opting for lower frequency
words, more actual production of mid frequency K3 words would be
observed together with the less use of fewer higher frequency K2
words (as mentioned above when discussing hypothesis 1). At the
same time, this expected increase might be counter-balanced by
two opposite effects — that some other K3 words were replaced by
low frequency K4-K5 words, and that there was a developmental
gap making students not able to produce the K3 words that they had
knowledge of. Indeed, there was no significant difference between
expected and actual use of K3 words and this result could be
accounted for by this counter-balancing of different effects. As a result,
hypothesis 3 appeared to hold.

Finally, for K4-K5 words, there was also no statistical difference
between the expected and actual production in free writing tasks. Such
finding can again be possibly due to the balancing of the increase
of the use of K4-K5 words related to students being motivated to
replace the K2 and K3 words and the effect of the existence of a
developmental gap which brings about an observed less use of low
frequency K4-K5 words in free writing. Hypothesis 3 still holds for
this frequency level of vocabulary. Figure 5 summarises all these
arguments related to hypothesis 3.
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Opted for lower frequency More K3 words produced
words (K3) than expected

Opted for lower frequency
words (K4-K5) y
Opted for lower frequency More K4-K5 words
words (K4-K5) produced than expected

Developmental gap Developmental gap Developmental gap
between knowing and between knowing and between knowing and
using vocabulary using vocabulary using vocabulary
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Possibly true (the Possibly true (the
True (K2 words | | effects might have effects might have
used statistically | | peen counterbalanced been counterbalanced
significantlyless | | and hence no and hence no
than expected) significant difference) significant difference)

Figure 5: Summary of arguments related to hypothesis 3: both
explanations contributed to the results together

So far, the validity of three hypotheses for explaining the t-test
results has been discussed. The first one is that students have
opted for lower frequency items because they wanted to show off
their vocabulary. However, it has to be rejected because K3 and
particularly K4-K5 words were not being used more often than
expected. Second, the existence of a developmental gap between
general productive knowledge and actual use could not be the only
explanation either. This hypothesis was rejected because of the non-
significant differences between the expected and actual use of K3 and
K4-K5 words. Hypothesis 3, that both explanations were playing a role
together, appears to be the only logical explanation for the findings.

Although findings have been deliberated and considered through
their limits, these potential explanations are merely speculative.
Further research is needed if the discrepancies between knowledge
and use are to be understood. The use of such methods as interviews
and think-aloud protocols might shed some light, for instance, on the
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issue about whether writing with more lower frequency words than
expected was a conscious choice or not. Meanwhile, one thing is
clear, and that is the existence of a discrepancy between expected
production as deduced from the PVLT scores and the actual use of
vocabulary in free writing. Just as the title of this paper has suggested --
knowing a vocabulary item is different from using it in free writing.

As far as the developmental gap is concerned, there appeared
to be multiple levels of productive vocabulary. A student knowing all
of Nation’s (2001, 2013) aspects of vocabulary knowledge of a word,
even up to the aspect of use, may not be able to produce the word
freely in their writing. Indeed, as Nation (2013) has indicated, there
is usually a big gap of how ‘vocabulary shown to be known on tests
like the Vocabulary Levels Test is actually being used in meaning-
focused performance’ (p 562). This identified gap also points to the
need to look at the comprehensiveness of Nation’s (2001, 2013)
aspects of lexical knowledge. The present study is one of the first to
identify the discrepancies between knowing and using vocabulary, and
it is believed that understanding more about this issue can produce
important pedagogical implications for second language learning.

Pedagogical implications

One of the most important implications here is the recognition
of the insufficiency for students to possess only general productive
knowledge of vocabulary. In other words, that students are able to
excel in fill-in-the-blanks exercise and assessment tasks does not
automatically guarantee that they will be able to use the relevant
vocabulary items in an unguided context. Therefore, one key aim for
these learners is to be able to use the words appropriately in writing,
rather than simply knowing the spelling and grammatical features of
the lexical items. Teachers should not stop pushing students to their
limits until the latter demonstrate correct use of the lexical items in
writing and speaking.

With this goal in mind, there could be a couple of strategies that
teachers may consider using. It must be acknowledged, however,
that the effectiveness of the proposed teaching strategies may still be
subject to further empirical research.

First, teachers should consider assigning more writing tasks with

relatively less guidance, such as free writing tasks. For weak learners,
the scaffolding may be crucial assistance for them to complete a
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writing task. However, especially with the more proficient learners,
guidance, or even the provision of a particular context, could promote
the use of certain vocabulary items and at the same time possibly
posing constraint to the use of others. This constraint could deprive
students of the opportunities to formulate and test their hypotheses
regarding the use of vocabulary in a trial-and-error manner. In a
similar vein, teachers should encourage students to use newly learnt
vocabulary items in their writing, again, allowing them to formulate and
test hypotheses regarding actual use. Teachers, for example, could
ask students to highlight the items that they would attempt to use so
that the teacher could pay special attention to these when marking.
These attempts may deserve more feedback and encouragement
because they are evidence of students’ putting efforts into actually
using the words that they have recently learnt.

Second, teachers could teach vocabulary in semantically-related
sets. For example, ‘vital’, ‘crucial’, and ‘significant’ may be taught
together with ‘important’. Presenting items in this fashion could help
students assimilate new knowledge to their existing store and enhance
their lexical richness through opting for another word, which is exactly
what has been observed in the present study and should be further
encouraged. For example, students could replace ‘important’ with ‘vital’
in writing and thereby enhancing their lexical richness. However, it is
also worth noting that, in a strict sense, no two words are absolute
synonyms, meaning that no two words are totally interchangeable
across all contexts. Therefore, a simple substitution may not always
work. At the same time, to a certain extent, trying to use the new
lexical items albeit possibly making mistakes is an important, if not
inevitable, step in language learning. Teachers should not discourage
the use of items during classroom exercise simply because of the
mistakes that might be made. On the contrary, if teachers are able to
identify potential confusion, they could provide even more information
about the words to make the case clearer for students. Indeed, the
confusion arising from the use of semantically-related sets has been
reported in and supported by some studies (e.g., Papathanasiou,
2009). However, we note that Papathanasiou (2009) used vocabulary
recall (i.e., asking students to recall the target items when given
their meanings) as her learning outcome measure. Recall involved
students’ general productive knowledge of the vocabulary, while the
focus of our study is at the level of free productive use. Importantly,
more recent studies (e.g., Ishii, 2015) questioned whether the source
of confusion was in fact the semantically-relatedness, or the visual
features of the experimental materials. Until more evidence emerges,
teaching semantically-related sets is still worth trying.
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Another key, but perhaps indirect, aspect of pedagogical
implication of this study is the demonstration of potential use of
research tools by in-service teachers. While language teachers may
still rely heavily on such assessment forms as dictation and fill-in-
the-blanks exercise, teachers can make the best of some of the tools
used in this study. These tools are useful and reliable as they are
already commonly used in research (e.g., Lo & Murphy, 2010). The
PVLT is useful for testing the size of one’s productive vocabulary. The
Vocabulary Profiler could not only be used by teachers to analyse
students’ vocabulary range in actual production. It could also be
introduced to students who may use it as a self-assessment tool. It
is unfortunate that these useful tools are yet to be fully utilised in the
daily process of teaching and learning by teachers. It is hoped that the
present study could inspire readers to give it a go.

Conclusion

This study has identified the discrepancy between knowing
and using vocabulary in free writing. This discrepancy was attributed
to a hypothetical developmental gap and students opting for lower
frequency words in order to show off their lexical range. If we agree
that one major goal of vocabulary learning is to produce a range of
vocabulary learnt in free writing, then we as education practitioners
should put in more effort in teaching vocabulary beyond the level of
general productive knowledge. We suggested two examples of what
we could do to bridge the gap of vocabulary knowledge and use,
although the effectiveness of these suggestions still has to be tested
by further empirical research. At this point, we would also like to call
for more studies about the use of vocabulary in free writing. After all,
to know is not to use.
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Abstract

Written corrective feedback (WCF) has long been considered
effective in improving students’ writing accuracy. However, it is still
uncommon in writing classes in secondary schools in Hong Kong (Lee,
2011, 2013). In this study, a Planning, Experimentation and Reflection
(PER) model of change was adopted to investigate the individual
responses to the focused feedback and the peer feedback as well
as the individual factors affecting their responses. Findings of the
study show that the numbers of mistakes students had made reduced
while the numbers of errors corrected increased. More able students
were also able to mark their peers’ writing. It was found that language
abilities might be a factor affecting students’ uptake of WCF.

Introduction

Two types of WCF namely selective marking and peer feedback,
have long been promoted in the Curriculum Guide since 1999 (CDC,
1999) and believed to be effective in improving students’ writing
accuracy. However, they are still uncommon in writing classes in
secondary schools in Hong Kong (Lee, 2011, 2013). Teachers usually
have to mark all aspects of students’ writing and students sometimes
find it uneasy to make improvements in all these aspects. In fact, a lot
of research has revealed that selective marking and peer feedback are
more effective than their traditional counterparts (which are unfocused
marking and teacher feedback) in improving students’ accuracy as
well as their long-term language development in the western contexts
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and even the local context (Ferris, 1999, 2006; Lee, 2005, 2013).
Focused marking may help learners pay attention to fewer types
of error so that they can understand the errors more (Ellis et al.,
2008). Peer feedback can let students understand more about their
strengths and weaknesses (CDC, 2002). Overall, it is worth trying out
these WCF in the secondary writing class. This study aims at helping
students improve their writing accuracy through the use of these WCF.
In this study, a Planning, Experimentation and Reflection (PER) model
of change was adopted to investigate the individual responses to the
focused feedback and the peer feedback as well as the individual
factors affecting their responses.

Literature Review
Theoretical Perspectives of Written Corrective Feedback

Written Corrective Feedback (WCF), which is also called
error correction or grammar correction, refers to the “correction of
grammatical errors for the purpose of improving a student’s ability to
write accurately” (Truscott, 1996, p. 329). WCF has been regarded as
a normal way of improving students’ writing accuracy and a necessary
part of the writing curriculum (Hendrickson, 1978, 1980; Truscott,
1996). It originated from the field of second language acquisition (SLA).
Before 1960, language experts who believe in the Contrastive Analysis
Hypothesis claim that learners make errors in the second language
because they are affected by their first language. In other words, their
errors can be avoided if they realize the differences between the two
languages. Error correction is needed for this reason (Hendrickson,
1978; Selinker, 1969). Also, the audiolingual approach in 1960s
encourages the teaching of a second language by memorizing
dialogues, studying all the grammatical rules, and avoiding the making
of errors (Hendrickson, 1978). In the late 1960s, SLA scholars found
that even first language (L1) students would make a lot of errors during
their first language acquisition. Therefore, they believed that students’
errors were just a natural part of their language learning process. It
means that teachers should tolerate some of students’ errors so as
to help them become more confident in expressing themselves using
the second language. Also, errors are just as a signal which shows
students’ progress in the language learning process (Corder, 1967;
Hendrickson, 1978; Lantolf, 1977).

Different learning theories have different views on WCF. For

the subscribers to SLA theories, Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis
informs them of the importance of comprehensive marking. However,
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Krashen’s (1985) Monitor Model implies that WCF is ineffective
because learning is different from acquisition, which is a subconscious
process. In addition, learners acquire the linguistic features of the
second language in a predictable order which is not affected by the
teaching order. Thus, corrective feedback, which is a conscious
process that requires teaching, does not have any role in developing
students’ acquired knowledge. However, interaction theories by Long
(1996) and Swain (1985, 1995) support the positive role of WCF.
These theories state that L2 input must be pushed to give modified
output in interactions. That is, learners need to pay attention to the
form in the input and the output in order to incorporate the explicit
linguistic knowledge into their L2 system as L2 intake, and internalise
the knowledge into their long-term memory. The internalisation
process is affected by mediating factors such as learners’ amount of
attention, motivation, individual cognition and affection.

Other learning theories tend to advocate the positive role of
WCF. The skill acquisition models developed by McLaughlin (1990)
in the 1980s claim that language learning is just like the learning
of cognitive skills and simple processes that can eventually lead to
the development of complex behaviour. The socio-cultural theory by
Vygotsky’s (1987) states that cognitive development is a result of
social interactions between people. Learning happens when a less
knowledgeable person interacts with someone more knowledgeable.
Lantolf and Thorne (2007) think that if scaffolding occurs in the zone
of proximal development in the learner, it can successfully help him or
her develop his L2 abilities and become more ‘self-regulated’. As WCF
is a way of interaction that is based on students’ levels, it can foster
the mastery of the second language.

Types of Written Corrective Feedback

WCF can be categorised into three types. The first type is about
who should give feedback, i.e. teacher feedback or peer feedback.
The second type is related to how to give feedback, i.e. indirect
feedback or direct feedback. The third type is about the extent to
which feedback is given, i.e. focused feedback or unfocused feedback
as well as treatable or untreatable errors. Teacher feedback means
that teachers are responsible for providing WCF to students in L2
writing classes while peer feedback refers to the comments provided
by learners’ peers. Direct WCF is defined as that “provides some form
of explicit correction of linguistic form or structure above or near the
linguistic error. It may consist of the crossing out of an unnecessary
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word/phase/morpheme, the insertion of a missing word/phrase/
morpheme, and the provision of the correct form or structure”. Indirect
WCF refers to that “indicates that in some way an error has been
made but it does not provide a correction” (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010,
p. 209). According to Ellis et al. (2008), focused WCF refers to “(the
selection of) specific errors to be corrected and ignores other errors” (p.
356). The extent to which it is focused is dependent upon the number
of errors selected. Unfocused WCF refers to the extensive correction
of all the errors in students’ written work. It responds to multiple errors
and is believed to be a common practice in foreign language writing
classrooms (Furneaux et al., 2007). For treatable and untreatable
errors, Ferris (1999) explained that errors occur in a patterned and
rule-governed way. Students can use a grammar book or set of rules
to handle the error. Untreatable errors are the problems with missing
words, unnecessary words and word order. They are idiosyncratic and
so students need to use their acquired knowledge of the language to
correct the error. Thus, according to Ferris (2006), indirect feedback
could be given to treatable errors while direct feedback can handle
untreatable errors.

Empirical Evidence on Written Corrective Feedback

A lot of research has been conducted in Western contexts to
show the efficacy of WCF. For the role of WCF, Truscott (1996) argued
that error correction did not have a role in writing courses, as proved
by his study and the SLA insights. However, Ferris (1999) found
that the empirical evidence presented in Truscott’s study was limited
and the methodologies of the previous studies were problematic.
Short-term studies revealed that WCF helped students improve their
accuracy in their text revision. Also, students believed it is useful.
Her belief is that effective grammar correction is selective, prioritized
and clear. Regarding different types of WCF, Bitchener and Knoch
(2010) found that indirect WCF succeeded in engaging L2 learners
in guided learning and problem-solving. It allowed students to reflect
on the existing knowledge and foster long-term written accuracy
and acquisition. Ellis et al. (2008) claimed that focused CF was
theoretically more effective because students could pay attention to a
limited number of types of errors and they might understand the nature
of errors and the correction more. Empirical studies showed that
focused WCF was more effective than unfocused WCF for improving
accuracy in text revision as well as immediate and delayed post-tests
(Bitchener & Knoach, 2009, 2010; Ellis et al., 2008; Sheen, 2007; van
Beuningan et al., 2012).

In terms of the Asian context, Lee (2005, 2011) investigated
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the current feedback practices in the L2 writing classrooms in Hong
Kong secondary schools using case studies approach. The results
revealed that the majority of teachers used unfocused, direct and
comprehensive WCF which was extremely time-consuming and
ineffective. However, it was perceived to be useful and it was the panel
policy. Another study (Lee, 2008) pointed out that more proficient
students preferred more WCF strategies while less proficient students
benefited more from the focused WCF. For peer feedback, research
by different scholars found that trained peer’s responses could
enhance the quality of students’ revision (Berge, 1999; Harmer, 2004).
Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992) observed that students appreciated
the peer WCF because they could understand how teachers think and
have a new conception of what writing involved.

Empirical Evidence on Individual Factors

Bitchener (2012) stated that individual and contextual factors
were the mediating factors affecting the extent to which students
engage with WCF. They resulted in learning in terms of uptake,
internalization and consolidation. Sheen (2007) found that two
individual factors might affect students’ retention and uptake from
WCF, which were analytic ability and learners’ attitudes. She reported
that direct CF was more effective for students with higher analytic
ability with or without the meta-linguistic explanation. Also, high-
aptitude students benefit more from meta-linguistic explanation (Sheen,
2007). Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) found that three affective
factors mediated the process of WCF uptake, which were beliefs,
goals and attitudes. Findings of research on how learners’ attitudes
affect peer responses vary (Hu, 2005; Srichanyachon, 2012).

Methodology
Background of the Study

As mentioned above, this study used the PER design to examine
how students respond to the focused WCF and peer feedback as
well as the possible factors affecting this. The participants were
an average-ability class of Form One students in a Band Two CMI
(Chinese as the medium of instruction) school in the New Territories.
Most of them did not live in an English-rich environment because they
were from the less well-off districts and they studied nearly all the
subjects in Chinese. They usually could not write error-free sentences
in English. About one-third of them joined tutorial classes after school.
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It was a normal practice for teachers to use unfocused and direct
feedback in marking students’ writings.

All the 21 students in this class completed the study. Most of
them were weak at writing, especially in the areas of idea elaboration
and grammatical accuracy. For the sake of in-depth case study, six of
them were selected according to their results of the Usage Paper and
the Writing Paper in English Language examinations in the first term
as well as their motivation to learn English. Two of them were of higher
ability. Two of them were of average ability while the remaining two
were of weaker ability. Their motivation to learn English, as observed
by the main researcher, varied. The Usage Paper, the full mark of
which was 50, involved eight marks for explicit tense questions and
24 marks for implicit tense questions (e.g. forming questions, cloze
passages). The Writing Paper was based on a descriptive passage in
the past tense. The backgrounds of the students were as follows (Table

1),

Table 1 The examination results and background of the participants

Name | Usage : Writing | Total i Background
: 50 marks : 70 marks : 300 marks:
motivated to learn English
Mary 27 50 201.5 |but not good at writing
accuracy
not very motivated but the
Ann 32 S 180.8 |English foundation is fairly

good

motivated to learn English,
Peter 17.5 46 162.3 |but especially weak at
writing accuracy

motivated to learn English,
good at subject-verb
agreement but not good at
sentence structures

Lucy 22.5 28 151.0

not very motivated but
Paul 21 22 137.5 |willing to try when being
encouraged

lower IQ, unable to write
Kate 6.5 13 61.6 accurate sentences, but
motivated to learn

The numbers in italics mean that they are below the passing marks.
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This study covered four writing cycles. In each writing cycle,
students were first taught the target grammar item and asked to use
it to write a text of about 150 words. The teacher then marked their
texts using the focused WCF and students were asked to do the
corrections. For peer feedback, it was the students who marked their
peers’ texts instead of the teacher. The writing cycles were conducted
by the main researcher, who was the subject teacher of the class. The
co-researcher supervised the implementation of the study, analysed
the data and evaluated the whole project.

Research Questions

The study aims to investigate the following questions,

1. How do Form 1 students respond to focused marking and peer
feedback and how do the two types of WCF affect students’ writing
accuracy?

2. What are the individual factors affecting students’ responses of
these feedback?

Research Design

The three-stage PER model of change was adopted in this
study (Taylor et al., 2005). During the planning stage, the aim was to
identify goals and design strategies for improving students’ writing
accuracy. Students were expected to use the target grammar items
to write personal letters and descriptive texts. The experimentation
stage consisted of implementation, observation and evaluation. The
use of WCF strategies and target grammar items was emphasized
during the pre-writing lessons while students were asked to finish their
work during the writing lesson. They were required to revise their texts
within the class time during the post-writing lesson. The reflection
stage was about reviewing the actions and planning for future actions
by asking students to respond to a questionnaire and conducting
semi-structural interviews with them. According to Law et al. (2010),
there were advantages of using the PER model in action research. By
using a problem-solving and critical approach in learning and teaching,
changes in pedagogy, which become an open venture, can be located
and shared. It is expected that focused WCF and/or peer WCF can
become part of the regular curriculum in our junior form English
Language classes after this study.
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Planning

Data were collected with two tense tests, four texts with focused
marking and revisions, bilingual student questionnaires as well as
semi-structural interviews. A pre-tense test and a post-tense test were
used to see if there was any improvement in the acquisition of the
target linguistic items (see Appendix 1). The four writing cycles were
all videotaped and conducted in timed settings. Two writing cycles
focused on the present tense (pre-present tense assessment and post-
present tense assessment) while the other two focused on the past
tense (pre-past tense assessment and post-past tense assessment).
Four writing topics with which students were familiar were used as
prompts for students to write up to the word limit (150 words). As the
simple present tense and the simple past tense are the key grammar
items in the Form one English Language Curriculum and the major
verb forms used in different text types, they would be set as the target
grammar items in all the writing cycles. Indirect feedback was given
since tenses were the linguistic items that occurred in a systemic way
and students were able to use the set of rules to handle their tense
errors. Only the errors relating to the main verb would be marked
as students were used to making grammatical mistakes relating to
sentence structures and other grammatical rules which made their
writing difficult to understand. In addition, the main researcher would
use direct WCF to correct a few of their major errors to make their
writing comprehensible.

Each cycle consisted of three steps. The first step was to explain
the target grammar items explicitly. Students were given a focused
marking sample and the main researcher explained what focused
marking was and how they could correct the underlined errors
(Appendix 2). They were asked to write the topic in about 30 minutes
(Appendix 3) with relevant key words given as an aid. The researcher
then underlined their errors selectively. The second step was to ask
students to revise their texts within 20 minutes. They had to correct
the underlined errors by themselves. The third step was to ask them
to fill out a questionnaire to express how far they could understand the
focus of the tasks, the type of teacher feedback they preferred and
their views on the focused WCF (see Appendix 4). The third writing
cycle, which was about peer assessment, had a different second
step. The main researcher allocated copies of students’ writings to
their classmates and asked them to underline the errors regarding
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the past tense in the main verbs. Students then corrected their errors
based on their peers’ marking and their own judgment. Later on, the
main researcher marked the photocopies of the writing and asked
students to correct their own work once more. The two sets of text
plus revisions were compared. Students had to fill out a questionnaire
about how far they could understand the focus of the tasks, what they
could learn from their peer assessment, and what they could learn
from assessing their peers’ writing (see Appendix 5). At the end of
the four writing cycles, six students participated in the semi-structural
interviews (Appendix 6) about how far they had understood focused
WCF and peer feedback when compared with the normal marking
practice of the teacher and how they felt about these. A post-tense test
was administered after the study to investigate their performances of
using the present tense and past tense (Appendix 7).

Experimentation

A pre-tense test was given to students before the start of the
project to assess their ability to use the correct verb forms. The results
showed that students’ performance in using the simple present tense
was more stable while that in using the simple past tense varied.
Also, their pre-tense test results generally aligned with their First Term
English Language Examination results, except for Peter and Lucy (see
Table 2).

Table 2 Students' results of the pre-tense test

Name Present Tense Past Tense
% of correct items % of correct items

Mary 75% 76.9%

Ann 75% 92.3%
Peter 25% 0.0%

Lucy 75% 84.6%

Paul 75% 46.1%

Kate 25% 15.4%

%
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The first writing cycle is about writing a 150-word description of a
friend using the simple present tense. The uses of the present tense
and the forms of ‘be’ and other verbs were taught explicitly. Results
showed that only Peter was able to write about the word limit while
others wrote about 100 words, except Kate who had difficulties in
writing. The number of mistakes they made in the use of present tense
ranged from four to seven. Students who made more mistakes were
more able to correct their errors. Paul and Peter, who was not good at
English and not very motivated, corrected nearly all of the errors. Kate,
who had a lower 1Q, was also able to correct 71% of the errors. Lucy,
who was an average student, was willing to try to correct her errors,
although she could not use the correct verb forms (see Table 3).

Table 3 Students’ results in the first writing cycle (Pre-present tense

assessment)
Name | No. of words | No. of mistakes Noéo(::estggrs % corrected
Mary 99 4 2 50%
Ann 104 4 1 25%
Peter 146 6 5 83%
Lucy 94 4 0 0%
Paul 113 6 6 100%
Kate 53 7 5 71%

Data from the first questionnaire revealed that all students except
Kate realised the focus of the task was on present tense. The majority
of them wanted the English teacher to highlight some of their errors.
Only Lucy preferred comprehensive marking. All of them believed that
selective marking was useful because they knew their errors about the
present tense.

The second writing cycle focused on the simple past tense the
task required asking students to write a descriptive text of a trip to
Ocean Park in 150 words. After delivering the past tense lesson,
students were given some key words about the park to prompt them
to write more (e.g. names of the places). Three of them could reach
the word limit. The number of mistakes regarding the past tense
ranged from one to six. Mary and Ann, who were more able students,
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corrected nearly all the past tense errors and realized that they
needed to use the past tense. However, Mary made mistakes in the
verb forms (i.e. spelling) whereas Ann failed to locate the main verbs.
Kate was willing to do the corrections but could not correct most of her
errors (see Table 4).

Table 4 Students’ results in the second writing cycle (Pre-past tense

assessment)
Name | No. of words | No. of mistakes Noéoor:estggrs % corrected
Mary 152 6 5 83%
Ann 130 5 5 100%
Peter 143 2 1 50%
Lucy 75 5 1 20%
Paul 97 1 1 100%
Kate 65 6 1 17%

Results from the second questionnaire were similar to those from
the first. Kate still misunderstood the focus of the task. This time, it
was Peter who preferred comprehensive marking. Again, all of them
showed their positive attitude towards focused marking. Lucy said it
helped her memorize the verb forms better. Mary thought that it could
give her more practices on tenses. Paul expressed that it focused on
the tenses and so he could correct them by checking the tense table.

The third writing cycle was about peer assessment (the past
tense). Students were asked to write a personal letter about teenage
problems using. The main researcher then distributed their writings
and to their peers based on their abilities. Two pieces of writing were
marked by more able students. Two were marked by average students
while the other two were marked by less able students. As the topic
was something new, none of them were able to write up to 150
words. Results indicated that average and more able peers tended
to identify and correct more corrected mistakes while the less able
students failed to locate them. Also, the percentages of the number
of errors corrected based on teacher assessment were higher than
those based on peer assessment. From the perspective of post-past
tense assessment, the percentages of errors corrected were obviously
higher than that in pre-past tense assessment, especially for the
weaker ones namely Peter, Lucy and Kate (Table 5).
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Table 5 Students’ results in the third writing cycle (Past tense/peer

Assessment)
Name |No. of |No. of No. of Marked No. of No. of % %
words | corrected | mistakes |by errors errors corrected | corrected
mistakes |marked |student corrected | corrected |based on |based on
marked |by whowas |based on |based on |peers Teacher
by peers |teacher peers Teacher
Mary | 98 1 1 less able 1 1 100% 100%
Ann | 102 4 6 average 3 6 75% 100%
Peter | 116 1 5 less able 0 4 0% 80%
Lucy | 120 7 10 |average 4 8 57.1% |80%
Paul | 84 2 2 more able 1 2 50% 100%
Kate | 91 5 6 more able 0 3 0% 50%

The results of the third questionnaire survey indicated that less
able students tended to misunderstand the focus of the task. They,
except Paul, believed they could learn from marking their peers’
writing. Mary stated in the interview that she could learn from marking
her peers’ writing. Paul and Lucy did not think they could learn from
their peer’s feedback.

The fourth writing cycle served as a post-present tense
assessment. Students were asked to describe a member in their
families in the present tense. As the cycle was conducted right after the
second term test, students were not very motivated and they, except
Mary, wrote only about 100 words. The percentages of error corrected
were also higher than those in the pre-present tense assessment.
Lucy was the only one who did not show any improvement (see Table
6).

Table 6 Students’ results in the fourth writing cycle (Post-present
tense assessment)

Name |No. of words |No. of mistakes MO T CUE % corrected
corrected

Mary 141 5 4 80%

Ann 103 2 2 100%

Peter 81 4 4 100%

Lucy 85 6 0 0%

Paul 60 2 2 100%

Kate 70 6 4 67%
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A test on tenses was administered after the writing cycles. Results
revealed that students generally showed improvements in their use of
the present tense. However, they performed worse with regard to the
past tense. The weaker ones even got no marks in past tense items
(Table7).

Table 7 Students’ results in the final test

Name Present Tense Past Tense
% of corrected items % of corrected items

Mary 50% 20%

Ann 88% 20%

Peter 88% 40%

Lucy 88% 0%

Paul 88% 0%

Kate 25% 0%

Semi-structural interviews were conducted after the post-
tense test. The results showed that all students found focused WCF
useful because they could focus on a few errors only. However, as
the focused WCF was indirect, Paul and Kate expressed that they
preferred “direct answers from the teacher”. Lucy found indirect WCF
difficult but she still liked it.

All of the writing cycles were observed by the two researchers.
During the WCF lessons, students were found to be more focused
when they revised the texts when compared with their regular writing
lessons. They were more aware of the importance of subject-verb
agreement, as proven by the fact that they asked the teacher what
verb forms they should use after different subjects. Also they were
more willing to correct the errors by themselves.

Using Written Corrective Feedback to Improve Writing Accuracy of
Junior Secondary Students

117

)



y

Using Written Corrective Feedback to Improve Writing Accuracy
of Junior Secondary Students

Reflections

Despite the growth of WCF research studies showing its
effectiveness, the adoption of WCF strategies in Hong Kong is still
under-investigated. The present study provides empirical evidence
on how students responded to the focused and peer feedback and
how WCF strategies affected their writing accuracy. The maijority of
students responded to focused WCF on the present tense positively.
They understood the focus of the task and claimed that they liked
focused marking. When the pre-present tense assessment was
compared with the post-present tense assessment, students showed
improvements in reducing the numbers of mistakes made and also
increasing the numbers of errors corrected. Students,except Kate and
Lucy, performed obviously better in the post-tense test than the pre-
tense test. Kate was a very weak student and tended to misunderstand
the focus of the task. Lucy, who was weak in writing, failed to benefit
from focused WCF in terms of accuracy. She still made a lot of present
tense mistakes in her writing and could not correct them. However,
she had shown some improvements in tense tests.

Students believed that focused WCF on the past tense was
useful and commented very positively about it despite making quite
a lot of mistakes in the post-past tense assessment. They said that
it helped them memorise the verb forms better. Paul, who was weak
and not motivated to learn, even pointed out that focused and indirect
WCF helped him focus on the verb forms in the main verbs and so
he could correct them by checking the tense table on his own. As
conended by Ellis et al. (2008), focused WCF might help learners pay
attention to fewer types of error so they understand the errors more.
Also, the increase in the percentages of error corrected in the post-
past tense assessment was obvious, especially in the cases of weaker
students. These conformed to previous studies that less proficient
students could correct treatable errors by themselves and benefit from
focused and indirect feedback (Ferris, 2006, Lee, 2008). Students did
not perform well in the post-tense test probably because it was more
difficult than the pre-tense test.

The results of the peer assessment depicted that more able
students were able to mark their peers’ writing. Mary even expressed
that she could learn from the process. The possible reason was that
peer feedback let students understand more about their strengths and
weaknesses (CDC, 2002). The weaker ones, however, did not believe
in their peers’ assessment, as shown by the lower percentages of the
number of errors corrected. Lucy, Paul and Peter were concerned
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that their peers might not be able to mark their errors. Their worry was
in line with Harmer’ findings (2004) that peers had to be trained in
order to provide useful feedback. Nevertheless, most of the students
claimed that peer assessment was useful because it could help them
check their writing one more time.

With respect to individual factors, learners’ language abilities
might have an effect on students’ uptake of WCF. Mary and Ann, who
are more able students, showed improvements in the percentages of
numbers of errors corrected in post assessments. They might have
better metalinguistic knowledge and so could use grammar rules to
handle focused and “treatable” errors. For the weaker students, the
main researcher observed that the focused WCF successfully helped
them focus on the errors, but they failed to correct them because they
did not know the correct verb forms, as proven by the fact that they
kept asking the researcher the spelling of the verb forms. The second
possible factor was students’ beliefs. The weaker ones did not believe
in their peer’s judgement on their writing and so they did not respond
to their WCF even though some of them were correct. After all, the
effect of learners’ attitudes was not very obvious as less motivated
students were still able to benefit from the WCF.

There are some limitations in the present study. All the writing
tasks in this study were low-stakes. Students knew that these were
for research purpose only so they became less and less motivated
towards the end of the study. They were not very willing to respond
to the indirect WCF because it required problem-solving and was
different from their feedback they received in regular lessons. In terms
of research design, the levels of difficulty of the two tense tests were
different and so it might slightly affect the reliability of the study. Due
to time-frame limitations, peer assessment and the post-past tense
assessment needed to be done in one writing cycle. Training can be
provided to students on how to use selective mark before the study.

In terms of future actions, the writing cycles could become part of
the regular curriculum or even daily assessment in order to encourage
students’ active use of the language. Also, indirect feedback should be
used in some of the writing lessons to familiarise them with feedback.
Further research could be conducted with more than one class of
students in quasi-experimental settings to determine the efficacy of
WCF in between-subject groups. Contextual factors such as social
relationships between teachers and learners as well as learners’
educational background can also be investigated.
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Conclusion

This study has adopted a PER model of change to examine
students’ responses to the focused and peer WCF and the individual
factors affecting the responses. Students found focused WCF useful in
helping them acquiring the present and past tenses. The weaker ones
had also benefitted from focused and indirect feedback as they could
focus on a few errors and use the grammar rules to handle errors. The
more able students could mark their peers’ writing selectively, but the
weaker students did not believe in their peers’ feedback. Learners’
language abilities and students’ beliefs might be the factors affecting
the uptake of WCF. It is obvious that students overall responded to the
focused WCF and peer assessment positively.
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Appendix 1 Pre-Tense test

Fill in the blanks with the correct tense of verbs.

One day Leonado da Vinci came (come) to an old man. He

1. (want) the old man to 2. (teach) him
to draw. The old man 3. (welcome) him, then
4. (give) him an egg and 5. (tell)
him to draw it. Leonado 6. (work) quickly and 7.

(show) his drawing to the old man.

“8. (draw) it again!” 9.

(say) the old man. Soon after, Leondao 10.

(draw) another egg. His picture 11. (look) good

but the old man 12. (make) him do it again and

again. Then Leonado 13. (become) angry. He 14.
(say), ‘I can 15. (draw) an egg

in two minutes. Why 16. you (keep)

me waiting? Please 17. (teach) me how to draw

now.”

The old man 18. (smile) and said, ‘Yes, you 19.

(be) right. You can draw an egg quickly, but it 20.

(take) you many years to draw on very well.’

(Items 2 and 16 are excluded)
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Appendix 2 Focused Marking Sample to Students

Sandy is my classmates. She is 12 years old. She wear a long
ponytail. She was energetic and intelligent.

She like sports and she always get good marks in exam. She likes tell
jokes. We think she is always funny.

She is sporty. She hobby are dancing. She ir-rrery-ptaee join dance
club. She joins many competitions and was won many prizes. She
teach me how to dance.

play ()
She have other hobby. She like play guitar. Every Sunday, | shows the

guitar with her.

| very like her! She is my best friend!

Appendix 3 Topics of the Writing Tasks

Writing | Topic Focus of the Cycle

Cycle

1 Describing a friend Pre-present tense assessment

2 A trip to Ocean Park Pre-past tense assessment

&) A personal letter Post-past tense assessment
Peer assessment

4 Describing a family member |Post-present tense assessment

%
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Appendix 4 Questionnaire for the First and Second Writing Cycles

Form 1 English Language
WCF Study Questionnaire

This study aims to find out your views about the use of selective
marking and peer feedback. Circle the answer that suits you most. All
your answers will be treated confidentially.

BEEATEEY B VB REE R EU X ERBEETNER -

BRIRNESR - TBERBERE -

B
i
pl

1. What is the target grammar item in this writing practice?
RXBIERE ZEEBRWP—EXE ?
A. Presenttense
B. Pasttense
C. Future tense
D. Prepositions

2. Which of the following do you like best?
ATH—REIRREER ?

A. My English teacher highlights all of my errors.
FEY RN E B IR EESX R PR B AR o

B. My English teacher highlights some of my errors.
FREY T E RN R T O VE S B TR LB AR

C. My English teacher does not highlight any of my errors.
HEY T SCERNR B 8 B R AEX P AR o

3. Do you think selective marking (e.g. only marking the tense in your
compositions) can help you learn tense better? Why or why not?
RRBRAEFURERNE (PIMRERXERERFRE) e B IRBE B
REEBSE IS ? RTE ?
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Appendix 5 Questionnaire for the Third Writing Cycle

This study aims to find out your views about the use of selective
marking and peer feedback. Circle the answer that suits you most. All
your answers will be treated confidentially.

BEEFFEE) B B I DR B B U ENBEETNER -
BEIFNER - TAERAGRE

By
b
i
pil

1. What is the target grammar item in this writing practice?
RRBIERBREENW B ?
A. Presenttense
B. Pasttense
C. Future tense
D. Prepositions

2. Do you think you can learn tense better through peer assessment
(e.g. helping your classmates mark their writing) Why or why not?
BRBELRY (PINBEBRIZNX ) MRBRIRELTEBRESRF
BAFS ? R ?

3. Do you think you can learn tense better from your classmates’
feedback (e.g. letting your classmates mark your writing) Why or
why not?

W@%W%E%%Hﬂm&§$(wm ZRISMIRNXE ) EERE
BEFAEEGE 798 7 B 7
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Appendix 6 Semi-structural Interview Questions

1.

oD O~ W

RAEE R ERAXENGA MBS E (BFRERMBSBSITR)
73 Bl 2

AEREXME - ER—REARR  ERE—EA  RABER
T EERS RENS 2

ARFMBRTEZERE LT E T EENE 2

AR BEERTT AR EEHTFHE%E’JH NS ?

HECREXME - ER B RABE BT ER AR ?
CBE=RIEXME T’]?u?i%llﬂ%ﬂﬂf‘ﬁ SIMERXE @ RBEER 5%

HECHEERT ?
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Appendix 7 Post Tense Test

Complete each blank using the correct form of the given verb. The first
one has been done for you as an example.

Sasha’s Blog

First Day 1 September 2013

I (e.9.) _am __ (be) really nervous about the more difficult work for this
year. | (1) (not do) very well last year, but |
(2) (hope) I can (3)

(do) better this year.

In addition, | (4) (be) a Form 1 student this
year, so the school (5) (be) new to me. |
(6) (try) to cope with the new environment.

I’'m afraid | am not at the same level as my classmates. | am so glad
Michelle and | are in the same class.

My class teacher (7) (be) Miss Ho, and she
(8) (seem) to be a very nice teacher. This
morning she (9) (talk) to us patiently about
the school, and the things we (10) (do) in the
next two months. | (11) (feel) so happy when she
(12) (tell) us she would also be our English
teacher.

I (13) (hope) | can do well this year, and |
(14) (want) to make as many new friends as
possible.

How (15) (be) your first day at school, Janet?

Posted: 1 Sep 9.45 p.m.

(Item 10 is excluded)

%
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BREBFHBTARITEENTIERFEZRENMT i

BIRB AR T SIRIZE:
PoiniZ iy FiZNee N

REE FME WG FEE (RES—/]NR)
ASEEL (BEREAR)

e

AITBARE ERIBBETHE T ARE AR 2 EYTER
FIEMEESN  ARHR BN NERFERBL - AR EEREFHRET
BEREIT - Rt T =8ARAW - B - BILLWEFRE - ITER
BN BBETHETAREA IR EE R ER T AR RE N M M
B IR S HEREE -

RE=R
SREHT LR/ BREBEIRREEh —EUNEIRE - SERT

MR B D N EHE B T - A I AERIER ALK - miEeRE
MR o (NBRBEEGEREBER 0 2008) thigh PAERIEHE
Z2E [ERAEBHTEUARSRERR] (B12) -

ARHEVE T EIE CRIRE  —AHEFIARN - LR
Bk - FEBEGERETIEIRE  RBEEBGERA © AT
AREBLE M N E R SRR | FRSCRRE RS - BANRY
ERBATARE  TRSHERIBR SRR AR
iRt -

BEAEHMLEZRESRENE - [ERENEETERHES |
eHP—EAEEZMERENEIER - )L (2010) 3| A Nuutinen »
Sutinen * Botha & Kommers FE2 & MAFTKR - 35 [EFBAN
ANBERELEL2E—RETHER  6FETNRIE @ LEZBER LK
AREEE  HZAEREBENHEBERE  EMEMMEESHIZIREA
BEMBEBRE] o JTHAF (2011) E—FEH ETFEFREANUE
HEMET A HERNERE - IReHEREX - FHMIAREAGENETE
WETHE DN EERREERENRR - BE S FHEBHE
ERRMERDETDIFR - ] AR(EEERNRABEIE (Coffey, 2005;
Ware, 2004) -~ @R AR (Sweller & Chandler, 1994) - EBHE&
HIBFIMSR LA (Wheeler, Yeomans & Wheeler, 2008) e
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ABTEREFETNHERR - BT £ eClass BREF
INEBZEBI AT E 2014 AAMR] (NE4E) TEREXIZEAD o EE
fRR  FHEEFHETS (power lesson) - A[ AR AE ER R
AR - XA R HEAERE  IRMESEEMNEHEREZE A &
FTHEMLEERLY  PINHBMTEEE SRR GE - MBETHE
B WAl e HIRBE ESRTETHIBN - FEHE  RHEERMA
EYE - GAUIARERHEEE T2 ABENTHER -

o ISR YR B AR
* fEEHENFIE |

s WERAHEFE

* BITHEMR -

BERBRAAERCEREE 2B AIURTE2LHRIB MBHNR
o MERERTIANENTRIR - Ut - RAAEEBEFHE
FARFPTERT L EMERREREFRBETSERITBLEHRNE
BEFAEVAREE - RIITEHRRITTRMAER - 7 AERE S RN A2
BIEENZE  BNBEBBEXHE LENER

RiE CNERBEGEREEER) (2008) - BAFERGEE
BrTANERRERR (B 12) - EmERiE - HEnSEauEsE
SEDFRIN T REBI - fIa0 - Bk - B3l - #FE - HHEE o
ERANKEK - SAFRBNEMAREEEHEHANBR - R FI5HLHE
BRI BAETHETFEERITEBEBNER TIAMNMEE - R1L
BERTERTIENGE N RRAREXEBEETEEEAR -

RN

ERARERENFREE - TS H 120 A - AR —RRTF
24 (6A)  HIN=H (6B 6C ' 6D) WEERIHE TG - RITBEA

YoMmaT
BRI =L PN
BA 36
6B 28
6C 28
6D 28

&1 BERIERNEEAH
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BT IE
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i Rt EER
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BERTENER  WARBELRAEFHET - HEEE T AP
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mE TTE]  BRELBLYHEZAMEREFS2EFAE -

ABTE—SHRREBLTERNHBMENEHRERST - FTENRIE
BlERSEANRIE - SYDEL =7 (WP 1247) ERIEBIKE
] T8R] ~ [—8] © T8/)N] MBEETHK  BEBEHIER
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| BREFHEVRRETBEWNERTIANENHTR

R RR I

LEEATAISE KB RERE (BT aFo T REEFE) MEHEY
AE - BRI ERANSETEITEFHE (powerlesson) Bz -

BRT TRl F% - Hib 4 BT 5 (AW - A5t - 8EA - BEtb) 2%
MHEEEGERT  FR&K2:
AR/
728l =4 E
Ji/i% BRI (%) E0 (%) BA (%) BEEE (%) 5O (%)
B1)
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(+2.78) (+13.89)  |(0) ©) (+1.39)
6B 62.5/82.14 |46.43/69.64 |87.5/89.29 [89.29/94.64 |92.86/83.93
(+19.64)  |(+2321)  |(+1.79) (+5.35) (-8.93)
6C 73.21/87.5 |67.86/69.64 |87.5/96.43 |89.29/98.21 [94.64/85.71
(+1429)  |(+1.78) (+8.93) (+8.92) (-8.93)
6D 82.14/89.29 |60.71/76.79 |94.64/94.64 |94.64/94.64 |96.43/87.5
(+7.15) (+16.08)  |(0) 0) (-8.93)
=
;?% 78.07/89.04 [63.19/76.94 |92.41/95.09 |93.31/96.87 |95.64/89.29
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