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Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre

The Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre (the Centre) was formally established in 1989 in
accordance with a recommendation of the Education Commission Report No. 1 published
in 1984. The Centre aims to promote continuous professional development and enrichment
among teachers, and to foster among them a greater sense of unity and professionalism
in an encouraging, neutral and non-hierarchical environment. Specific objectives of the
Centre include the provision of opportunities for teachers to meet and exchange ideas and
share experiences; the promotion of curriculum development; the development and trying
out of new teaching aids and approaches; the dissemination of news and ideas concerning
education; and the organisation of social, cultural and recreational activities for teachers.

The Centre has a three-tier management structure to help plan and run its
activities - an Advisory Management Committee (AMC), a Standing Committee (SC)
and six Sub-committees. They are responsible for policy-making, monitoring and
implementation of various duties and activities.

The AMC is a policy-making and monitoring body with a total membership of
72. These include 35 members nominated by and elected from education organisations, 35
members nominated by and elected from teachers, and 2 members appointed by Permanent
Secretary for Education.

The SC is the executive sub-structure of the AMC. It is concerned with the day-to-
day functioning of the Centre and the running of its activities. The SC comprises the AMC
Chairperson and 2 Vice Chairpersons, 10 other members elected by and from the AMC
and the 2 representatives from Education Bureau (EDB).

The six Sub-committees are working groups responsible for specific areas of work
of the Centre. They include Professional Development, Publication, Activities, Educational
Research, Constitution & Membership and Promotion. Members of the sub-committees
are also members of the AMC.

Access to the Centre is convenient for the visitors. The Centre is located inside
the EDB Kowloon Tong Education Services Centre which is in the vicinity of the MTR
Kowloon Tong Station. Besides, it can be reached by buses or minibuses. It provides a
number of workstations, leisure magazines, reading area and display-boards, etc. Teachers
are welcome to use the facilities of the Centre.

For more details, please browse our website at www.edb.gov.hk/hktc.

il



B FOFF P o O
Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre Journal

(Rpgir? «8EF) ((FHE) ) 2 4ERF? v - - B IROF LIS
RENKTEL KT FHEL 2 RENRAT 5D o (FH) Pifg 5 kp Ap2
At EgEE  FEYMSHEOEE  RT L AR EE o (FR) LELFHARL SR
Fl~ & ~9 82 2L n oA L7 3 &iF? o ®F (www.edb.gov.hk/hktc)
B (Fx) 2+,

TG (BAR) AR S SaiEL R L H o

The Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre Journal (HKTC Journal) is an annual refereed
publication of the HKTC. It publishes articles on areas pertaining to educational research,
action research and teaching practice in schools. Our contributors include school teachers,
teacher educators and academics researching on education from Hong Kong and other
places. The HKTC Journal will be distributed to kindergartens, primary and secondary
schools and universities in Hong Kong. Its electronic version can also be accessed from
the HKTC website (www.edb.gov.hk/hktc).
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The ‘No Loser’ principle in Hong
Kong’s education reform: Does it apply
to ethnic minority students?’
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Abstract

An important feature of Hong Kong’s education reform over the past decade has been the
articulation of the ‘no loser principle.’ It was meant to signal that all students are valuable
and will benefit from both basic and senior secondary education. Yet barriers remain for
the 2.9% of students under age 15 who can be classified as ethnic minorities. There is a
declining participating rate as students move from primary to tertiary level, the medium of
instruction remains alien to most of these students, and there are no curriculum provisions
to meet their special needs. This paper will examine both the policy context in which
provisions for ethnic minority students have been made in Hong Kong schools and also
classroom practice that operationalises this policy on a daily basis. The purpose is to make
an assessment of the extent to which the ‘no loser principle’ can be said to apply to ethnic
minority students.

' The research to be reported here is drawn from the General Research Fund project, Exploring Cultural
Diversity in Chinese Classrooms: Can Assessment Environments Cater for the Needs of Ethnic Minority
Students in Hong Kong, [GRF-HKIEd840809] funded by the Hong Kong Research Grants Council. The
views expressed here are those of the author.
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1. Introduction

In its first consultation document on the education reform, the Education Commission
(1999) enunciated what was to become a dominant theme:

There is an urgent need to introduce fundamental reforms to our education
system. Reforms in education should bring new learning opportunities to every
citizen, and should bring new opportunities for the future development of Hong
Kong. This should be the guiding principle for education reform in Hong Kong.

This idea was eventually formulated as one of the five principles of the reforms — the
‘no loser’ principle (Education Commission, 2000, p.9):



The ‘No Loser’ principle in Hong Kong’s education reform:
Does it apply to ethnic minority students?

There should not be, at any stage of education, dead-end screening that blocks
further learning opportunities... Teaching without any discrimination” has been
a cherished concept since ancient times. We should not give up on any single
student, but rather let all students have the chance to develop their potentials.
The aim of the education reform is to remove the obstacles in our system that
obstruct learning, to give more room to students to show their initiative and to
develop their potential in various domains.

The ‘no loser’ principle has been addressed in different ways throughout the reform
process. The ‘through train’ concept, reform of the primary and secondary admissions
system, a full six years of secondary education for all students, support for students with
special needs, a core curriculum for all students and the reduction in public examinations.
These are all important reforms and I do not want to underestimate them. Yet in this paper,
I want to raise a question about the extent to which the “no loser” principle applies to all
students in Hong Kong schools. In particular, I want to focus on ethnic minority students. I
shall examine three broad areas:

1. The policy context for ethnic minority education in Hong Kong — contested
terrain.

2. Who are Hong Kong’s ethnic minority students and what do they think about
learning?

3. Can the ‘no loser’ principle work for ethnic minority students?

In focusing on these areas, I do not want to underestimate the role of schools,
teachers and NGOS in supporting ethnic minority students in Hong Kong, The all play an
important, and indeed vital, role. But the focus of this particular paper is on the broader
policy context that influences ethnic minority students.

2. The policy context for ethnic minority education in Hong Kong —
contested terrain

The policy context related to the provision of education for ethnic minority students
in Hong Kong can only be described as volatile and contested. In what follows I shall
try to present two sides of the policy debate — the practical issues and the theoretical
underpinnings.

2.1 Practical policy and its contexts



In a report prepared last year, the relevant Working Group of the Equal Opportunities
Commission (EOC) was highly critical (Equal Opportunities Commission, 2011, pp. 10-11):

Having considered EDB’s current education policies and having examined
the problems with the relevant stakeholders, the PARC/WG is of the view that
while a number of accommodation measures have been adopted by EDB in
recent years, they are far from adequate in fulfilling its policy goal of providing
equitable and quality education for EM students. The PARC/WG therefore
urges the EDB to carefully examine its current policies and practices to
ensure that they are effectively fulfilling the policy goals as declared on the
one hand and that they do comply with the spirit and legal obligations of the
anti-discrimination legislation on the other. There is a strong body of opinion
within the PARC/WG that should there be no committed improvement to current
policies and practices on this issue by the Government, action under the RDO
might have to be instigated.

At about the same time, EDB provided an update on its policies and measures taken
to support ethnic minorities (Legislative Council, 2011) but its tone and focus were quite
different from the EOC report. There is no reference at all to the kind of issues raised by
the EOC but rather a catalogue of the support measures provided by the government for
ethnic minority students. This kind of policy debate — where each side seems to ignore the
existence of the other — has characterized this area since the early part of this century when
the issues first started to gain public prominence (Kennedy, 2011). It is thus difficult to get
an objective picture or at least a detached picture — but let me try to provide that because it
is important.

There is little doubt that the government has provided resources and support for
ethnic minority students in Hong Kong (Kennedy, 2011; Legislative Council, 2011). This
has ranged from language support for new arrivals, grants to schools where there are
concentrations of ethnic minority students, the designation of specific schools that receive
professional development support and other kinds of resource support and direct front
line support to teachers through professional development programmes, especially for the
teaching of Chinese. Thus there is a public record of support measures. But these measures
are often seen differently by different groups in the community and this is where the
perceptions developed of lack of support and, at times, even antagonism.

Take, for example, the 30 designated schools endorsed by EDB for ethnic minority
students. The rationale, from EDB’s perspective, is very clear (Education Bureau, 2011, p.8):
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The objective of providing focused support in the “designated schools” is to
facilitate schools’ accumulation of experiences and development of expertise in
the learning and teaching of NCS students so that these schools may serve as
the anchor point for sharing experiences with other schools which have also
admitted NCS students through a support network formed for all NCS students
in the local schools to benefit from the arrangement

Yet a contrary view was reported to the Equal Opportunities Commission (2011, p.7),

There is a view that the policy of allowing designated schools for EM was
itself discriminatory because it reinforced segregation rather than encouraged
integration.

This view is not attributed in the report but there is evidence elsewhere of community
dissatisfaction with some aspects of designated schools. Hong Kong Unison (2009, p.2),
for example, pointed out in its response to the government’s report on the International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination that “given their
lower Chinese language standard, they (i.e. ethnic minority students) have been put in a
disadvantageous position under the existing secondary school allocation scheme. Usually
they end up studying at either designated schools, or those schools admitting most students
from the lowest banding”. This view was expressed even more strongly in a media report
that linked designated schools to a form of racism (Zhao, 2011):

“It’s racial segregation,” says Fermi Wong Wai-fun, executive director of Hong
Kong Unison, a non-governmental organisation focusing on helping minority
groups. Wong says up to 80 percent of minority students attend designated
schools — but, she claims, some Hong Kong parents become unwilling to choose
these schools for their children. “They [minority students] have been living and
studying in a very narrow social circle and have become disconnected with the
mainstream society. It will harm social integration,” says Wong.

The point I want to make here is that the same initiative can be viewed in different
ways, depending on the perspective taken. The same can be seen with what is perhaps the
most controversial issue, the teaching of Chinese.

There is no disagreement between EDB and ethnic minority groups, including NGOs
such as Unison, that it is important for ethnic minority students to learn Chinese. But
after that the agreement quickly evaporates. EDB has insisted for many years now that



this should be done through a standardized Chinese curriculum for all students. Their one
concession has been the production of a Supplementary Guide to the Chinese Curriculum
and encouragement for school based adaptations to meet the special needs of ethnic
minority students. Yet this approach has been criticized loudly and publicly.

The alternative proposal has been to develop a Chinese as a Second Language
Curriculum tailored specifically for the needs of second language learners. Such a
curriculum is seen to meet the needs of ethnic minority students in terms of both the
content and the pedagogies associated with second language learning. Of course, it also
means different kinds of assessment, different pacing of content and indeed different
content that would be more relevant to the backgrounds and cultures of ethnic minority
students. EDB will not give in on this issue and therefore it remains contested and becomes
a ground for claims that the government is not supporting ethnic minority students. The
key issue is that the government is supporting ethnic minority students in one way but it
is not the way preferred by many in the community; and so it causes concern and public
debate. Hong Kong Unison (2010, p.2) put it this way:

Despite repeated requests from a wide range of parties including education
sector, concern groups, law makers and even the international society, the
Government has refused to adopt “Learning Chinese as a second language
policy”. Your Bureau insists the current Chinese curriculum is suitable to EM
students, so long as certain adaptations have been made by teachers. The
reality is teachers in primary and secondary schools have been struggling in
developing their own curriculum and teaching materials, without adequate
references and support. A survey conducted by the Unison and the Hong Kong
Professional Teachers’ Union in July 2007 revealed that about 75% of teachers
considered the current central Chinese curriculum designed for local Chinese
students was not suitable to NCS (non-Chinese speaking) students.

There has been no resolution to this issue and it remains contested ground.
2.2 Policy and theory

There are a number of broader policy issues that also need to be recognized. The
government has labeled ‘ethnic minority students’ as ‘non-Chinese speaking students’ as
though their language deficit is the only characteristic that defines them. It is not entirely
clear when this slippage from one to the other took place. Early Legco debates refer
freely to ethnic minorities but since around 2009 the focus shifts to non Chinese speaking
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students. The change is not just one of linguistics — it signals an attitude to difference and
probably an objective of not highlighting differences in Hong Kong society. This view is
consistent with concepts of ‘harmony’ and ‘the harmonious society’ yet to comes at the
expense of recognizing the contributions that diversity can make to a pluralistic society
— multilingualism, multiculturalism and multi religions. By focusing on language deficits
in ethnic minority students, the government misses the opportunity to provide a broader
framework in which its own work can be better appreciated and understood. At the same
time, schools could better appreciate the contribution of ethnic minority students within
this broader framework of contributions that can be made by different groups in the
community to a more inclusive Hong Kong society.

Another way of valuing the contribution of ethnic minorities is through a
commitment to multiculturalism and multicultural policy. This is entirely lacking in Hong
Kong so that support for ethnic minority students has been pursued within an integrationist
framework that regards all members of society as being the same. This has implications
for the way the school curriculum is viewed. Skerrett and Hargreaves (2008) identified
different orientations to educational diversity and it is possible to sue this framework to
analyze Hong Kong’s approach to education for ethnic minority students. They identified
three orientations to diversity within schools and while the framework was meant to apply
to the United States, we can apply the categories to the Hong Kong context. In doing so
it will also be possible to account for community tensions on the issue of ethnic minority
education. The Hong Kong government’s support and actions reflect a monocultural
view of educational provision: students are referred to as “NCS students”, the aim of
support is to facilitate the integration of these students into Hong Kong society, the key
issue is to support the learning of Chinese since language is seen as the best way to
achieve integrationists goal, particularly in relation to workforce integration. The views
of community groups, however, and in particular Hong Kong Unison, reflecting a desire
for multicultural education and at times come close to reflecting the values of critical
multiculturalism. This policy tension is a significant one — it is reflected particularly in the
recent report of the Equal Opportunities Commission and its resolution will not be easy
given the underpinning values of the different view.

Table 1: Skerrett and Hargreaves’ (2008) Orientations to Education Diversity

Orientation Description Proponents

Monocultural All students benefit from the same curriculum, | Edmonds (1970);
education instructional strategies and assessment practices. | Gilborn (2004)




Multicultural Schools and the school curriculum reflect the|Banks (1986)
education knowledge, values, skills, pedagogies, assessment
practices, policies etc that recognize, support and
celebrate the contribution of all groups represented
in the school community
Critical Teaching against all forms of racism is explicit and | Troyna and
multiculturalism |eliminating all forms of discrimination is a key | Carrington (1990)
goal.

To get a better understanding of ethnic minority students themselves, the next section
will examine census data to highlight the range of ethnicities in Hong Kong schools and

how these students think about their learning.

3. Who are Hong Kong’s ethnic minority students and what do

they think about learning?

3.1 Identifying ethnic minority students

Data on ethnic minority students is very recent and not always readily available.
The first formal census was in 2006 and provided these details (Census and Statistics
Department, 2007):

Table 2: Ethnic Minority Students at Full-time Courses by Age-Group in 2006

Ethnic Minorit Ethnic Minori .
Age <15 ’ Aged 15 and O\Zr Whole population

Level Age group | at full time at full time <15 15 and

total course course over
Pre-primary 6,777 166,364 30
Primary 12,819 60| 439,630 1,484
Lower Secondary 3,550 955 189,183 78,897
Upper Secondary 298 2,233 1,926| 187,454
Sixth form 737 62,549
Post-secondary 1,293 147,014
Total 32,289 23,444 5,278 | 79,7103 | 477,428
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A number of points can be made about these figures:

1. There appears to be a large number of ‘out of school’ ethnic minority students under
the age of 15 — well over 8,000. It is not clear who these are but probably they can be
accounted for at the pre-primary and sixth form levels. Thus not all ethnic minority
students seem to benefit from pre-primary education. Assuming that the numbers
entering primary school are stable over time,” Table 2 indicates that only 52% of
ethnic minority students have access to pre-primary education. Assuming that the
2006 figure for primary enrolments has been stable over time, then just over 6% of
ethnic minority students make it into Form Six.

2. There appears to be a major transition issue for ethnic minority students under the age
of 15 in the move from primary to lower secondary. Just 27% of the primary cohort
appear to make the transition (assuming that the figure for 2006 is stable over time).

3. It can also be noted that the participation rate for post secondary education is also
very low — just 10% of the primary age cohort - again assuming a stable primary
cohort size over time.

These data need to be treated with some caution because the ratios make assumptions
about the stability of age cohorts over time. Yet there are also other reasons for treating
the data with some caution. In a paper submitted by the government to the Legislative
Council’s Bills Committee on the Racial Discrimination Bill (Hong Kong SAR
Government, 2008, pp. 6-7), a quite different set of figures is provided indicating that in
September 2007 there were 5,671 ethnic minority students in primary schools and 3,097
in secondary schools. The primary school figure differs by over 7,000 from the official
figures and by several thousand for secondary figures (depending what is included in the
secondary figures. It is not clear why there is this discrepancy but it does seem when EDB
refers to numbers it is often their own rather than the Census Bureau’s that they prefer.
EDB, of course, is much closer to schools and is in a good position to conduct an on-the

* The assumption of the following statistics is that the figure for primary enrolments in 2006 would be
stable over time. In reality, students entering primary school in 2006 would not reach lower secondary
until 2012, Upper Secondary in 2014 and Sixth Form in 2016. The projections made here, therefore, are
based on assumed future enrolments not actual enrolments.



ground survey but we shall need to wait until the finalization of the 2010 census to get a
better picture.

In the government paper referred to above (Hong Kong SAR Government, 2008, p.7)
there is a good picture of the spread of ethnic groups in Hong Kong schools. The table is
reproduced below. Because DSS schools have been included as well it is not possible to
see if there is a different distribution of ethnic groups between these two types of schools
which in all possibility cater for different groups of students. Neither is it possible to tell
from this data whether ethnic minority students are concentrated in CMI or EMI schools.
As I said at the beginning of this section data sources are relatively new and there are
considerable gap. Nevertheless Table 3 does provide an interesting picture of the range of
ethnic groups, especially the concentrations of particular groups such as Pakistani, Indian,
Nepalese and Filipino. But what else do we know about these students, particularly in
relation to education?

Table 3: Distribution of Student Ethnicities in Hong Kong Government and Direct Subsidy
Schools, 2007-08

Primary Schools Secondary Schools

Filipino 1025 620
Indonesian 71 38
Japanese 68 49
Korea 23 19
Thai 133 76
Indian 870 457
Pakistani 1948 833
Bangladeshi 43 29
Sri-Lankan 15 12
Vietnamese 75 37
Nepalese 885 538
Other Asian 64 39
cher e.thn1c1'tles not classified above 451 350
(including mixed)

Total 5671 3097

From: Hong Kong SAR Government (2008, p.7)

3.2 Ethnic minority students and learning

As part of our research project on ethnic minority students and assessment
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environments’ we have developed a new instrument. For the purposes of this paper I shall
draw on selected results that include some scales from Mclnerney’s (1992) Inventory
of School Motivation (ISM) and one scale from Brown and Hirschfield (2007, 2008)
Students’ Conceptions of Assessment (SCoA).

3.3 Instruments
ISM Scales

1. Students’ attitudes to school work — particularly task orientation (4 questions) and
effort (7 questions)

2. Students attitude to affective aspects of learning — particularly praise (5 items) and
affiliation (3 items)

SCoA Scale
3. Students’ attitudes to assessment (8 questions)

Students responded to each question using a five point scale (1=strongly disagree,
S=strongly agree).

Sample

106 Students in Grades 5 (61%) and 6 (38.1%) from two primary schools completed 106
surveys. Two were unusable leaving 104 to be analyzed. The average age of the sample
was 10.85 years (SD=1.13) Of these, 47% were female and 53% were male. 56.7% were
Chinese students with the remainder from ethnic minority students. Amongst these, 12.5%
were Nepalese, 8.7% Pakistani, 7.7% Indian, 5.8% Filipino 1.9% American and 1% Thai
with 4.8% represented by other ethnicities.

Analysis

Descriptive statistics were computed for each item and Cronbach’s reliability coefficient (o)
is reported for each scale.

* Exploring Cultural Diversity in Chinese Classrooms: Can Assessment Environments Cater for the Needs
of Ethnic Minority Students in Hong Kong, [GRF-HKIEd840809]
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Results
Students’ attitudes to school work

Figure 1 shows student orientation to tasks — all the questions are measuring much the
same construct (a=.73 for Chinese students and .62 for ethnic minority students). Ethnic
minority students scored slightly higher (M=5.46, SD=.66) than Chinese students (M=5.34,
SD=.68) but these differences are not significantly different (t=.881). Two important points
can be made about these results. First, ethnic minority students have very positive attitudes
to work — these are not lazy students. Second, if we regard ‘orientations to school work’
as a single latent construct then ethnic minority students tend to endorse either end of the
scale more positively than Chinese students. The most strongly endorsed aspect of the
scale is ‘I like to see that I am doing better in my school work” and this aspiration is shared
by both Chinese and ethnic minority students.

Figure 1: Students’ orientation to tasks
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Figure 2 shows students’ attitudes to the effort they put into their work. The student
responses to these questions are very consistent (a =.76 for Chinese students and .82
for ethnic minority students). Ethnic minority students scored slightly higher (M=5.30,
SD=.79) than Chinese students (M=4.99, SD=.71) and the differences are statistically
significantly different (t= 2.06, p < .05) and the size of the difference is moderate (d=.41).
Yet these differences should not mask the fact that for both groups of students, effort is
important. What is surprising, given the extent to which Chinese learners often attribute
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effort rather than ability to their academic success, is the strength of the endorsement
of ethnic minority students for the importance of effort in their learning. The largest
difference along the latent construct is on the item, ‘I am always trying to do better in my
school work’ suggesting that this is a very important learning attribute for ethnic minority
students.

Figure 2: Students’ attitudes to the effort they put into their work
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Students’ attitudes to affective aspects of learning

Figure 3 shows students’ attitudes to praise as a feature of classroom life. The student
responses to these questions are very consistent (o =.91 for Chinese students and .88 for
ethnic minority students). Ethnic minority endorsed these items more strongly (M=4.93,
SD=1.09) than Chinese students (M=3.97, SD=1.33). The differences are statistically
significantly different (t= 3.97, p < .001) and the size of the difference is strong (d=.78).
Ethnic minority students require praise to enhance their learning but it should be noted
that Chinese students also endorse thence items positively — just not as positively as ethnic
minority students. These students require praise from teachers, friends and family — with
the latter rating very highly. This suggests the need for a particular kind of classroom and
school environment for ethnic minority students — one characterized by positive feedback
and regular encouragement both inside and outside the classroom. It could be assumed that
where such environments do not exist, student learning will be negatively affected.
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Figure 3: Students’ attitudes to praise as a feature of classroom life
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Figure 4 shows students’ attitudes to working together as a learning process. The
ethnic students’ responses to these questions are very consistent (o =.80) but for Chinese
students there is little consistency in their responses (o =.33). This suggests that these
items function differently for these different groups of students. For ethnic minority
students working together is a more important part of their learning than it may be for
Chinese students. We cannot compare the scale scores of the two groups of students
because of the lack of scalability for the Chinese group. But it can be noted that ethnic
minority students have responded very positively to these items while Chinese students are
less positive although by no means negative on the individual questions. Further work is
needed on both the construct itself (often referred to as ‘Affiliation”), the cultural contexts
in which it is manifested and its impact on learning.

Figure 4: Students’ attitudes to working together as a learning process
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Figure 5 shows students’ attitudes to assessment, and in particular the use of
classroom tests. The student responses to these questions are very consistent (a =.91 for
Chinese students and .88 for ethnic minority students). Ethnic minority endorsed these
items more strongly (M=4.69, SD=.84) than Chinese students (M=4.19, SD=.99). The
differences are statistically significantly different (t= 2.48, p < .05) and the size of the
difference is moderate (d=.53). Ethnic minority students ‘moderately’ or ‘mostly agree’
with these questions while Chinese students agree ‘slightly’ or ‘moderately’ agree. Thus
the differences between the two groups is one of emphasis rather than any substantive
disagreements. Given the predominance of testing in Hong Kong classrooms, these
results indicate the relationship between testing and learning and I all probability effort
given to learning as well. Thus the two most highly endorsed items for both groups of
students are ‘our class works had before a test’ and ‘I like learning before a test’. The
least strongly endorsed items for both groups relate to whether tests make students happy
(“tests make me happy’ and ‘when we are tested my class is happy”). According to Brown
and Hirschfield (2008) this is not a bad thing since in their study when students thought
assessment was fun they tended to perform poorly on mathematics achievement tests!

Figure 5: Students’ attitudes to assessment
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While the data reported above cannot be taken as representative, since it is based
on a small sample of primary school students, it does start to build a picture of ethnic
minority students who want to learn, want to work with other students and who are not at
all negative towards classroom testing practices. At the same time it is clear from these
data that ethnic minority students, more so than Chinese students, require a learning
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environment in which there is positive feedback on their performance and where they
like to work with other students. That is to say, ethnic minority students’ orientations
to learning are very positive and provide a good basis for academic achievement. A
similar view of Hong Kong’s ethnic minority students was highlighted by Hue (2011)
in his qualitative studies of ethnic minority students and their families. Yet what is also
clear from the demographic data presented at the beginning of this section, learning
opportunities are not always available. This may be at the pre-primary or senior secondary
level where the participation rates are lowest. Increasing participation rates at these levels
will be important but probably of greater importance is the quality of education provided
at the primary school level where the great bulk of ethnic minority students gain their
educational experiences. These experiences can build on preprimary education and can
prepare students for secondary education. How the quality of primary education for ethnic
minority students in Hong Kong might be improved will be the focus of the final section
of this paper.

4. Can the ‘no loser’ principle work for ethnic minority students?

There are three levels at which this question can be addressed: policy, curriculum
and pedagogy. Finally, the important area of teacher professional development will be
considered.

4.1 Policy

Previously the tension between different views of current policy for supporting
educational provision of ethnic minority was described. Basically this tension is between
providing support within a basically monocultural framework where ethnic minority
students are expected to adopt the values of the dominant culture or recognizing the
multicultural nature of many of Hong Kong’s schools and building policy that respects
these multiple cultures and seeks to build them into more inclusive educational provision.
It is important to recognize that at the school level this latter approach has already been
adopted by individual schools although this is not a common practice. But what would it
involve at the system level? What would multicultural education policy look like and what
difference would it make?

It is important to state at the outset, that in moving towards multiculturalism as a

policy driver it is not necessary to adopt slavishly Western notions of multiculturalism.
Will Kymlicka (1995, 2007) , the great advocate of liberal multiculturalism, has made
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the point that his views were formed in the context of particular issues in Canada
and may not be applicable in all contexts. He has acknowledged the distinctive Asian
traditions related to diversity and the importance of these to framing local approaches to
multiculturalism (Kymlicka & He, 2005). One such approach has recently been suggested
in Singapore where the policy objective was seen to be better expressed as “social
resilience” rather than multiculturalism per se because of “fears of social fragmentation
along ethno-religious lines (that) have compelled governments of multicultural societies
to devise policies and strategies to ensure their nations’ ability to cope with attacks on
their social fabric” (Ramakrishna, 2008). This may seem like a somewhat extreme way
of viewing the issue but it has to be recognized that international policy discourse since
the unfortunate event of 11 September 2001 has not been in favour of an unbridled
multiculturalism. Such an approach has the potential to break society into distinct and
often oppositional social groups that can to undermine social cohesion and, in the worst
case scenario lead to explicit conflict. Defining the balance between support for ethnic
minorities and maintaining a cohesive society is now the challenge for twenty first century
multiculturalism.

For the Hong Kong government, the issue is to recognize that integration and
assimilation may be better replaced by goals such as social resilience (Vasnu, 2007) and
respect for diversity. Ethnic minorities have much to contribute to Hong Kong — socially
and economically. They can work alongside the Chinese community to contribute to the
development of a resilient society that values the common good, where there are no threats
to the existence of any group, where there are equal opportunities for all groups and where
the benefits of society can be shared. There is not time in this paper to look more deeply
into the concept of social resilience but Vasnu (2007) and his colleagues have done that in
the Singapore context so they are able to argue that political participation, the development
of social capital and the development of a sense of rootedness all contribute to social
resilience (Goh, 2007, p.36). Alongside social resilience, and complementary to it, must
be respect for diversity. That is, difference in a socially resilient society must be valued. It
may be racial, linguistic, sexual or religious difference but it must be seen as positive. The
interaction between social resilience and difference will constantly bring society to a new
level of awareness and understanding of its strengths, its values and its priorities.

Thus multiculturalism does not have to be constructed in a way that automatically
leads to social fragmentation. Social systems can change and adapt to new ways of
thinking while maintaining structures and institutions that work in the interests of all
citizens. This is the basic idea of social resilience that can support a diverse society with
common goals and aspirations. It would provide a sound foundation for an inclusive

17



multicultural society in Hong Kong and could be considered as the basis of a new
multicultural education policy. The implications of such a policy will be explored in
relation to the school curriculum and its pedagogies in the following sections.

4.2 Curriculum

The most pressing curriculum issue concerns the provision of Chinese language skills
for ethnic minority students. The current approach as referred to earlier has championed a
single curriculum for all students with the rationale that such an approach will provide the
much needed language skills. At the same time such an approach reflects a commitment to
monoculturalism rather than multiculturalism — it assumes that all students are the same
and can be taught at the same pace and in the same way. Yet, in a socially resilient society,
it would be recognized that a major curriculum change, such as introducing a Chinese as
a Second Language Curriculum, would not be catastrophic and could be easily managed.
Having two pathways to language competence for Hong Kong’s students will cater better
for entry level skills, structure learning opportunities in a way to meet the needs of a group
for whom Chinese is not a native language and send a message about the importance of
language skills for all students. In a socially resilient society, the purpose of ensuring
ethnic minority students have access to a sound Chinese curriculum is not so much to
facilitate integration but to provide skills and capacities that will ensure ethnic minority
students are able to contribute to their own future as well as that of Hong Kong. Socially
resilient societies are prepared for change, for stress and for adaptation in a rapidly
changing world.

The relationship between language skills and competence in other curriculum areas is
also an area that needs some exploration. Hau (2008, p. 11), for example, found that when
ethnic minority students entered P1 with a high level of mathematical competence, they
tended to do well in mainstream schools and often better than Chinese students. Yet many
students who started out with poor competency levels showed no positive improvement
at all. At the same time Hau (2008) reported low levels of Chinese competence amongst
ethnic minority students. Could it be that when Chinese is the Mol in mathematics
lessons for students whose language competence is already problematic, that this in itself
would make progress very difficult? Hau (2008) does not make reference to this kind of
interaction but since his report focuses on mainstream primary schools it can be assumed
that the Mol for all classes is Chinese. This is an area worth investigating and I shall make
some reference will be made to it in the following section.
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4.3 Pedagogy

The results of students’ preferences for classroom environment discussed earlier
help us to understand better what might work better for ethnic minority students. Two
aspects that stand out the importance of feedback and working together. This may mean
that ethnic minority students will have more opportunities for learning in these kinds of
environments. This requires teachers to think about the kind of learning environments
they create in their classrooms and modifying them to especially meet the needs of ethnic
minority students. Such environments, of course, will also support Chinese students — but
they will be particularly helpful for ethnic minority students.

In considering the kinds of interactions that go on in classrooms, some consideration
needs to be given to Medium of Instruction (Mol). In the example provided above of
ethnic minority students starting off with poor mathematical skills, it may be that where
the Mol for the class is Chinese, some feedback and questioning could be in English since
this is often a stronger area of competence for ethnic minority students than Chinese (Hau,
2008). That is to say, Mol can be differentiated to ensure that ethnic minority students
receive the feedback they prefer in a language that they are sure to understand. This
suggestion is likely to be controversial because it can equally be argued that complete
immersion in Chinese is important — at least in the longer time term. Yet this is where
the teacher’s judgment is so important. Do the students understand? Do they need more
reinforcement, practice? Do they need to ask questions? Varying the Mol can thus help
teachers find out about their students’ learning and then develop appropriate strategies and
responses to follow up.

If what students are telling us about classroom tests is indicative of attitudes to
assessment, then teachers need to take advantage of what seems to be a positive attitude to
testing and learning. Tests are not just ends in themselves — they are linked to learning in
the minds of students. This link can be reinforced with students and it create an assessment
environment that values student learning above all else. If such environments are also
characterized by feedback and praise for achievement, then they will support ethnic
minority students in particular but they will also support Chinese students. Assessment
plays such a large part of life in Chinese classrooms that every effort needs to be made
for assessment to be meaningful and relevant building on students desire to learn and
providing feedback on the progress they are making in their learning journeys.

Would classrooms look different if they adopted the kind of strategies mentioned
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above? I think they would — more cooperative, more feedback, multilingual, focused on
learning and achievement. These are classrooms that will meet the needs of all students
but in particular they will support ethnic minority students who are committed to learning
and need an appropriate environment to ensure they can reach their goals.

5. Conclusion

There is a need to bring together policy, curriculum and pedagogy in a real attempt
to ensure that the no loser principle will also apply to ethnic minority students. In a
socially resilient society change should not be threatening and the contributions that all
individuals and groups can make should be nurtured and valued. Cho, Willis & Stewart-
Weeks (2011, p. 6) have pointed out that “the struggle for resilience will not be won
within the walls of government agencies, but rather in the broadly distributed communities
that they serve and with which they interact”. This means that all communities must be
valued and must have a role to play in the development of the social fabric. Communities
must be connected in meaningful ways since “the point of resilience is enabling people to
maintain and improve the quality of lives they lead and the strength and capability of their
communities in times of transition and risk. Resilience, in those conditions, relies heavily
on the widespread capacity to connect for deep and authentic collaboration (Cho, Willis
& Stewart-Weeks, 2011, p.9). Only communities that are equally valued will be able to
connect and work together. Schools play a key role in contributing to connectedness in any
society — ensuring that all students are treated fairly and provided with relevant curriculum
and learning and guaranteed outcomes that will help them contribute in a productive way.
This paper is a start in the direction of supporting greater connectedness for Hong Kong’s
ethnic minority students by rethinking current educational provision. It is only in this way
that the ‘no loser principle’ can be applied to ethnic minority students who, if allowed, can
play an important role in contributing to Hong Kong as a resilient society. But the paper
is only a beginning and hopefully action in terms of policy, curriculum and pedagogy can
follow to make the ideas outlined here a reality.
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Abstract

In an education system, teachers play a crucial role in making curriculum decisions
prior to, or during teaching. The New Edition of the Chinese Language Curriculum was
introduced in all secondary schools in Hong Kong in September 2002. The New Edition
has extended the work scope of the teachers in their curriculum and teaching decision
making. In addition to this, it provides more opportunities for teacher collaboration and
curriculum decision making.

The present research started in the second year after the introduction of the New Edition of
the Chinese Language Curriculum. By applying qualitative research methods, five schools
were chosen as case studies, with the teachers of Secondary One as key informants, to explore
the state of teachers’ participation in the curriculum decision making, to understand how
the curriculum decisions were made within the Chinese Language panels, and to investigate
the factors influencing the decision making. The initial findings revealed that teachers’
perceptions of collaboration may influence the degree of contribution and involvement of the
teacher. It will also indirectly affect the decision making of the depth of content.
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curriculum decision making, collaboration, curriculum reform, teaching plan
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A review of the Chinese Language curriculum
reform in a school - Curriculum reform and
teachers’ professional development
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Abstract

This article aims to share the teaching experience of the author. Taking her school as an
example, the author shares the achievement after participating in the “Curriculum Reform”
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of Education Bureau. The content focuses on the process from writing textbooks to
practical teaching, and eventually forming a series of teaching methods. The effectiveness
of “Curriculum Reform” has been generally agreed and appreciated. Through the relevant
training, all participants have built up the ability to “research” and face the “change”.
Without much awareness, the process of reform has become part of teacher professional
development. The participants have consolidated experiences and successful stories to
share with other frontline teachers, and encourage knowledge exchange. Finally, also it
is encouraged that teachers carry on with the good work and face the curriculum change
without fear.

Keywords

curriculum reform, teacher developments, education profession
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Abstract

This paper discusses the implementation issues in the Chinese curriculum reform of
senior schools in Mainland China from technological, cultural, political and postmodern
perspectives. From the technological perspective, four issues have to be addressed:
educational objectives being difficult to be realized, teachers lacking professional skills,
the difficulty of assessment in the Chinese subject, and constraints of supporting factors.
With regard to the cultural dimension, a balance of Chinese traditional culture and western
culture is needed. From the political perspective, Chinese teachers still have a long way
to execute the power of curriculum. From the postmodern perspective, student voice is
consciously or unconsciously neglected during this reform.

Keywords

Chinese curriculum reform, curriculum implementation, multiple perspectives
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Schmidt, 2002; House, 1981; House & Mcquillan, 2005) ° § %7 4 » & 2 ¥ # 2% House ™
% Hargreaves & % enJZib A w il » L& T E X pEF 7L v kAR G b

TR 5 A -
o BARAE

House i+ % $£ A 4L &% 2 > (production) % f & ik Aty » v e fhiiic 1 &
EHAF CENEF N PRt PP A R TR R AR E R G R
5%#IEW—m$%,mwﬁﬁi%ﬁi%mk%°ﬁﬁm“%’%ﬁEﬁimxﬁ{
S BT R T B ARES o PP R XATE AL fad R d o b Y
R o BN IR T E i ] AR LG F AT E LR AT i
ﬁ%mu%@%ﬂﬁﬁo*PX* doRmRERL S ARG 0 AP [ X8
B A BT A TR e %% (House, 1981)

4

dobf RAPFE R E S0P B X FETF ¢ E 2 kARt E > AL BT ALE K
LB RE KT N F L S RET R KE T EREI AL gk o B X
W F A B RAR L A AT ket B

Fho ERFE R G o e

Brandt 5 Tyler (2003) hiRTEFET AL e P LG - G sikm o (system
level) » 1 B &R T EGMEELSEva ke Ao iﬁi # (program level) -
Eafx pEPATE S H = o kLR (courselevel) » AR F S EFFEF T EY /HE

Ak g p b % v § 5 ¥ B o (instructional level ) » P& 8% p F I FEAr# F 0P o
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xp P E] 4 FEE PR kAL P AT AL P AL P

Ta Aty e l B PR G
,f. - N el Iﬁlﬁ*? it m;*i_:ri
FRER T | F BV FiRE s LB SR A ET 0% B

LR L B

ARE G hB e | F0 P62 4L (FE o [fRP B 2 i g

KEEG P e [t A7 E F (HEX) fohe B (Fa 2 g) o fFidd a3 2
CAAA IR YR F

445k Brandt & Tyler » 2003 > 12 (6] F A4 (Fd B ¢ kfe> % (L) ) 4o 03 k47

§aw i)

A Brandt b Tyler “5] 5 7k 5 R % 03 R T HT D AR RA R b
FREG AR HERANE KELG PP THYPEEN PP A ERL T B

FYE FAMFGREEE L AN BRFER R O3 RIFAED FR T A Y
LFR AR B A il R R e s e (R ITE 2 2008) 0 R @ HOT Y R
HAAT L (2248 02007) « Z3T (2006) H 2450 03P Tl A G x4 L
B oo ARFFATRAAIZEE G L 5 EE2010EH D (B FIAE
f 17w ) (Common Core State Standards * & % i §= CCSS) #p 't #4 > CCSS fe& %1
FoF AP FEA A L~ T 0 eTalz 284 (03 ktFA L Lt b IR IR
WA ) o hE - /l*er/,,\il;rzjm/,,\ AU AR o LR B> B fenX 1A A L P
AL b w5 (key ideas and details) » % I+ ;% {r %45 (craft and structure) > Fv/Kfesll &
1% & (integration of knowledge and ideas) > L= Flfr~ & & = (range of reading
and level of text complexity) ° ff# - f XL AT ¢ » CCSS R4 N7 6-12 # A5 [ & %
LR R ARARR D R REFEfe L G ORF R REL G ERLORED
Pro 5 CCSS i i T chfm@ ik B AP » 03 sk tm i 2846 L 5 2o~ P gk & o Fptad p 4
AR ER ST - f Rk AL (4 RS 2010) 0 B AR g S 3
AT EART U - BRI poketd i o R s (RF AOLEOF A 403 %
THEA LT BRE Y BRF LD A A 03D AL S X ($2 2010
2 2% 52009)

T 03T R A iR fei 47 L WA T 03 R LR B
2R RBEERRAER T T LA T AR AR M AT LA E Y ke
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"ﬁ*ﬁ%ofri%wa(mmwéﬂ*ﬁ*%hqjuz

L
R ARRIG L% g R R A RS R %Wﬁi%%iﬂﬁﬂ“%ﬁ
AT 5 2011) o

i‘i_l}” s B AL ;jrrwr—fpu 4 ] X i ‘fr;& WA (m;a% 2009

:}:_: ,1‘3‘;"? iﬁiiﬁf/}}g&ﬁ% o
TE 03 iktre dp b ehp PR G F A A 2 R F gﬂﬁfwwz,,\%‘%

PR L s e S B RIFE N PRET BOFRRF D o N2 T (7

FASEfomEHT002003) o BA ALY o ET KT LML RE A LR AE
'4ﬁM¢Mﬁ\ﬁﬁm%iiﬁ%éﬁ4{ffﬁ&%%ﬁ

TfRE A RIS A R
R LV R RSN E L

P (%‘, Filo2011) o e H o dek KRG AR L
R PR B ﬁ’*,?’TS %11?1%,{m/ %ﬁi}iﬁ PN P P

B I RO LG R D I F

03 ktmdp N FF LF ) HH _'rﬂ,‘f_,‘}"—*‘*frﬁl S L SLE A A

@’M%%“%Qﬁ%%ﬁiﬁﬁﬁié“*%ﬁ%i%iﬁﬁ\ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ%*%
IPABESKREHPEIREF F  EAPLEKENBETEARFERERY § A F
ROBRApEEA g GEfeE 2RLFEFOENEE (P F A EeEKT I

2003) o fe H_ A E v ke EY P L4 % ;ﬁﬁq%i;p;\;aﬁ - AR R B X

AEALE (FRJE > 20065 A+ 702007 5 ## b ~ %% ~ 2 325 > 2008)

FIASER RARL KEWMIFL T AT Lo 27448 (2005) §+4 12091552 K

FHE R F A AL R P RX S FRRS B - R doR §RR (L 3]
B 1897 (Bldrf $AF S S5 ~ A0B2E AR EE - of UL B K¥

BN S A RER LG R
s omd

g %

FOEE T R RS RSN RERS) o

FIERELZERAD R ARED ZHLEF ]

Foho gl RE I FEAEd - B
PR LK SHAUOEY RS A AR AL F b B h e 3 BB B KE
SRR LR LD A RS KELEF DT RS KE LR ] L
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AV B A FEB P D2 hARCE S AT AL L P AL L P

A (FEpRat 20095 § Eid o 2011) R F LT LA RS R- SR Lk
dARe Ap 3;5 BEPmtFESE o

Foobo P4 g2 ol kR oo 7 o ih FOF ikt I A hiE AR ~ 2 H00F e
i%%’Jk%%&%%ﬁvﬂhr%?”ﬁ%ﬁﬂ11k%ﬁ\%%ﬁwﬁ%aQMé
KFEF o R AL kg iocd e (B3 17 A A2 2007 3 255~ g e o
2004) - ff’z-}ﬁ%@%u #ﬁi(i%f’" R ARET S TH- BREFARAT TRk
¥ HFpriAen Lo (K& 520115 # 2 4 - pEaE > 2008 )

Fow oo A ) o

S WAL EN AWM A S AN F R RRET AN E REMPEA [ FF AL E
B of AARARTIRES o RS RITF A FROKAET IR & 1 B i 7 kAR E (¢
A F RS L EF 520085 T 2y AeeE 5 2004) o qd EIF kD L RALT R >IN A
?%.J;,»I&z BA R fodfd FOE AP R et P S8R EE e T KA
ﬁﬁﬁ*OF“’E&i%NéﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁTvﬁﬁ*ﬂ%@@ TBEhKE TS
PHIEI TR F2 03 FTFREME > IEFIRTALFREY P LA
¥ (7 H >2009)
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pe

b

i
-

)
hpas)

~

Bifas o RmE [ XA S 0 FF e kR @ 4} o
Fd SRR EAUEMRR AR A DR F D R E A A

o g E T - ke F R X Leng b o

e

N
)
S
~=
>

Z ~ XA &

House (2005) 4% = i*4L & 1 &% > 44+ ¥ (community ) irf”l‘,%“é?]ii IR AN N
FORN AL ko v AKX A2 A o House A% AL L ¥
I ik s T AT R AL ME p EEihiE o REAREHFZPAPAAIRS o &

2t ALk 2T s E - 42 v E 4] (reculturing) it 42 0 7~ 4 A #7744 (evolution )
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it 42 o & House (1981) 7 % » & X KA - [ AT b foh f ehz B L g s > @
1%%_?_;/{:5. l;’f"jif_?_? 3‘»)}';32_‘—/ * ]JE.Q L #El.—j gzp@ﬁ,’dﬁio

d ALz o B¢ EAFEY T Ltk s PG ARES G RA AR B TR EH S
AR FBem 4 (R \_)-FT up’-;f‘,, ~ iR %‘f%#?{s‘m*ﬂ_}\’—‘y%é \‘u;l% q‘»k"\?fL"«L"[f]
I'l

ALRFEFHOEET Lo b tdaad o Y B SRR S g el v
S ARRLE a3 L Bﬁﬂﬁ&{#kg&t’ B hehd iE2 (Lo 4 B A X ikApicd ¢ X
RES N T RPAR B E PR a SR (852 R R 2000) o o
BT OB 2 RA A i it d

[
ENK

2% FEw o i”ﬁ""q—?fi#ﬂl"“’f?iﬁihﬂﬂli, —“?[ng%(i_J?Q(IEHB&,
2009) > XIIBAS I RPRE o L HIFHRF 0 BADF KT B EBARL L5
KATR T - BATE A EP S R F Roh  Gle b FRF T FHEY e T BYnF
WERE RELTIAREL BRRKE D RANG  LRTE LARALH D
AN AT ERE PRI T sk S e 55 E (£ 20105 BIE
2010) o Flpt At kAR E Y o B PR E @R T HEA Y R 2 genEe 241
s ?"F% ML T % “whi B (7 %R 0 2008.12.155 XE X 0 2003) 0 A&
oA AR ART B FERFYRCLE V- 26 0 B RE Y ketiFL 2 RT

Flgfhi v c RBENE ALV ET S LSRN

*“34

%T‘:T
-

Wy

W

B - o TR
P RRRILS RARL AT HR R D G L 0 b} RS B
) = R E IRl fe % oIl o0 B NS AE B AT KELILH Fhik AR
B SR e JE B A (FAE 02007) 3 RERTFHIR BAT (T4
PRIRF R AP e L TR ATIRAT hiE S F R E (KA AP
2007) o F LGt RARAE F SRR B AL - Y T ik o

AILie R 3 k5 Watkins (2008) #p NI A e E g d B E 40T (leaming
centered) » B AARREHd I A L ERF AR HAEY Y (FHE 0 2008) o

T

F R FNX LA A i g4 d e (learner centered) 0 { XL B F dAeY ¥

2 AEL e AE LG RE ST EFRY AL BFABRY T T OB
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AV B A FEB P D2 hARCE S AT AL L P AL L P

PRASRT N AR E S RTREZL SR e TS S KT REEZL
EFRR RIS 8 K nF RORE A F 4 AR 4 A RS AL o 1 P

GEGFEY R CAAR- BT k- 27 £ ($ 4 F 0 2006)

,‘g;aaa; y A2 iLzﬂ,i_%—— LL,,\,IQq(gE,;_g_ I = EA R lL“ff'L‘l -’:?(,g > L
WIBR AT RETH- P AL AAF D Prpd EHARAE S oY
2k

SHEE T EI ARG PR REF RS EEREFF L FE-H Lo
A~ BB B

House = Mcquillan (2005) 4 % pripil & chx gLpir £ R 4 ~ A j_%&—fr—;.;é _'rf’!‘fl]_;_
TEGLp AR kg 2 (legitimacy) o RisiL A Y o tE &R R F g E
- R4 g AR o House A+ fikAz L% ? > T L2 kenflF 0 3 pa_eivrﬂffg
Rt A pHEIRIR HAPI BRI RFREp L2 GE B2 FagF
Jfk AR EeL oo Bldrk B A (Bldesc K QF RS S A FI) Lt dfed L4

Y Rl Y e il 1PH$6%Hpome¢§’Mmfﬂi FEFEL S
i d e AFUnfd R T AF Y kT FOFRA T AALE A FI A X R o

i—g'ﬂi}_(zoo@ BEF @ RHEEC AR KT HE L R GRS R
F AL R LY CF A G AL R R LEE R L ARA R g e hay
BRT O HT R (S AMA A F LA E R A MR R R (AR LB R
2011) = Ak o P ERFAEL R4 B “wgrdl” ik (F 0 2005) 0 T
FHRFAFAMLBERL P H AL E X 5583k 0 RARKFAL b BKFED [ § 498
Fenz T hm GF2FE P e S A p g Rl o Ay p AR R
BBIEY T RIF R R s R AR

‘-

B RARIE Y P G RTFLEFL PR ORRELRLEEHZ e K
WIRR T s FLR ARt s R hEh e B - gg{;{m { 5ehp ik o e §Uikd
LHHRRF o EPRRIPERFG A R T FAGMART R AN G R
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ef e BRI R HOF 2 fL”PJ'? RARR L 2 2 S end T gk o R FAA B % %z
YREALAD FROR FRY 2 a&@&i%%ﬁé%fi“%ﬁw%iﬁ%é
R KEP B S R
@g‘gﬁg%’%é%“i%iﬂﬁ%%#*@&ﬁ%& WA e 4 iy
RS Ay e TERHEAM G R bk R ST L KTERFER

KPP R FEATR L i

T HTRA T H A WA EA7 ARAEe T A AOREAE R 02 Rk
L AL E L S S ah R L R i Rk

P E P SR T S

F.

—

e B IR R H 2ot o F A - BRI aE L
AL E A ﬁﬂﬁﬁmnw-4éjkﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂibﬁ@Miﬁéﬁiﬂo—xw$§%
U LSO RO A LA ) Bk ST S PR AR BB R 4 RS KR A ihk 4 X

,§Q~J32<J§&;b%aﬁqyfi(:kzzﬁ\y#,a.,%,zoog) _jf'_:kl__fy,ﬂxﬂcﬁ_ﬂ/‘ e g 4 5
EA S CRTPRWE L RESEFIR Y A R KT ML AG - S
%%%i%ﬁlﬁﬁ{%ﬁEJoﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁi%ﬂmﬁamgmmz%
B U P fodf 4 s - SRl FE (B2 0 2008) o & HFiE
Tood T gk v R0 RLEARE WPRLPFEES Rtk
TS AR TRk d o RS kR E Y A AEA b Lo A
g > ERAFGIEAF V@ LT PP E R (Bl m b Aed] » f ) W F
FTAEY & (53~ 724520065 71450 2011) - HF- 26 REEE KRR AR
Hoiki s BT F A2 0ES 0 FHIFE R FRAED A B RO FHR (e

£) CFLERF 5 ORFAG AR DL -

H

o

>

A

Il

\

¢+

AP0 AFip il d R T OF S AURARRE o CROPRRT g R R LA RS
A FF G RAeH ke R O HBARKLI M F A Ao A ART ES
FrptrE R 2P P o A G R AR - X - HT s E s (A RE

\ru
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AV B A FEB P D2 hARCE S AT AL L P AL L P

PREFLF ALERA L TRFAZ I W VP E Y R A Aoy

CERAMA

Hargreaves % 4 (2005) A% i L E R T AP PIEL L 4 T EZ T > A4 ZEh
- A iRTER 2P oy RARRE Y T e BIRE ER ALY R RN P A A
#3=% (Bauman, 1992; Castells, 1996; Drucker, 1992; Harvey, 1989) » @ iy #-2L 4+ &
FWAH LR T EEd 25 X B o Lyotard (1984 ) 44 i‘%"éinll‘m’¢7 A s e
o i — g R 2 &% Wit xE (metanarratives) T 5 0 B ) fE AT ehE A R
T oovafEd s kel ¥ (Aronowitz & Giroux, 1991; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004 )
d T Bt KA g A THANGT L 5 LY Earvkfricd o Ak T AR
THD e BRI RKF oo e 32 AL ERLL DL LT HEH
CHEAA AT etz > 4 md F4rE L5 32 8 X2 (Rudduck, Chaplain &

Wallace, 1996 )

M- Bk AP kg AN LM S 2 RN EA KL Flikdgicd ¢
%o WES LIGAE LA PR T KE S AR s KFE RS LEEn g
A2 (HEE R~ 27030 2004 5 +Re8X 020105 2 % 25 2004 5 4k > 2005) o fe Hdok
i - pARRE LMY AE L LRI LT DR E N R R R
AHT o wFAd AL aded G RATAFEN Y CROTHRFZLT o B AP ]
SR HERFIEEL ) Behp e 2R D ERP AhF L %o 70 s U A

gAY AEIE S E R gL i

TR A F AT RN HUEF] SRR G 0 FAPLE LS KT ERA
R EFERGEEFRALE (XA LT A S Wong, 19955 § Eis > 2011 %) > blderd
SR RMATRE ST FL SRS KM RT FF RS LS (247020055 i1 F A0
R 2004) 0 A adT FE P FARESNFELL G R g Rl (0
452007) o RAMAETRRFIEEL G ORBLGOFTL DAL F (T E S
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#52005) © A %L %F 0 Fielding (2001) 43 1% 4 4 5L 5@ 7 s 4w
[REEEERLAE S R A S B RS S PR ERIAR R
RS RN RS USSR R B TS RE SR O R
FRaided s G o B g anffe kA E xR FA b ARD PR LREL
AR KR e R A LHIGER R AL e RTIURRDY  £4 4
5%ﬂ%wmpzﬁmmli(*ﬁ% 3+ 52005) -

Il

—

F}

NI SEAN SN SR A7 i

Yo U kAR L E o fr o IR A R E &
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- AR F T E Ak L G ARy ¢ £
AL =T 2 ket o ;i;bg ’LA\‘}%‘BHH Mg
gt B RARLE Lk o
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AR E £ A X L) FAAR RS
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%~ iR

iRk AT L EL G T e A" RRAOL S AR X AOPAL e AT
TofESRE T gy AL F LAK S A& - House b Mcquillan (2005) 45 1 14
AT R A3 «'i}b{_’ﬂa LR PALEE TR ot o FlP A il g H A
J’(‘J{«‘ e A SR R AL R BT AL R R Y RARICE o 4 RN IR kAR Y
BEFREZG RGP L AL TALR > AFT R FALHL T e A g e
F 2 *

AR ET R i - R fr=

‘-H\
F.

A-
=
o

/J

o

58 L8R

7 (2009) o (BPHIFATEY 9 X —— AT x5y 4 $@ 3¢ AR EHF NI EHF
A) o (PO FEHIFEY) > K 8H 534360

75w B (2004) o (GHATRAEAE RIRRPNEB ALY ) o (¢ ) FFR)
L& > 11-15-

7 Z 7 (2008.12.15) o (E2ikendipnt wi i) o (kP p ) o B-p hitp//www.
gmw.cn/content/2008-12/15/content 869189.htm °
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AV B A FEB P D2 hARCE S AT AL L P AL L P

PEARSEAAKT @ (2002) o (REZATHRAE——LIRARLG FATE) o AR AR
I F AR o

AR EeE KT (2001) o (RRKT AL FE GEF) ) o MR A AKT

BRAL
AR EeE R TR (2003) o (HEF PR okdetma (X)) o AR A RKT
ARAE o

P EFE (2005) o (APEAALGAELEZHAFY) o (R - B - KiE)
51801218

24 2(2004) o (FLE - @ F A Lok RF Y F0 dE) o (FRRTHEE) ¥ 128
58-59 -
4%V\Rﬁ (B eimavg e 30khd ——X T E 2 3k hnE 42N 4 ) o (¢ 54
By o Sﬂ’4B

?’}1"(2005) (F2A0 9 hg v iE 2 LK ——fﬁh&rsﬂ%?( 3) L ER
TMALELEY o (FAF2 (EEFETHER)) o % 108 > 92-94 ¢

74 (2007) © (% *i%éi?wgﬁﬂﬁs&%>e<r6ﬁ?>»$6$»w
13-

2 2 (2006) o (ERTHE) o (FASFRTFL) % 1P 07891

I AF (2011) o (12 dminh & HOT R4 ARAF T FOF AL B) o (RT BT
248 0 13-17 ©

5
"‘73(2006) (P B TRen b——F2 HFERIAIBLEERF) o (LK
T) o %208 32330
d2d (2006) o (<1 GFrARiTA) hz &) o (P EF) o B 1Y o340

EITH (2008) o (F ¢ FCHE D brh RFAMPT MBI AR) o (gL ET
(%FE) ) > 548 556

B3R % (2009) o GEvikAR e Ficd iz fARPAL) o (FKETT (P EKR) ) 0 F
118 > 3-6°

FHE~FH(2005) o (¢ B R Y ORARRE D EF CPEEEY > (FBRT
PSER) 0 H 48014100

23 F R (2003) o (RIMAALI Y ukArR s ) o (K AR EEH (KTR%
) ) 0 % 3402133

FF2 3 ELF (1996) o (GkAz ot B foit) o Ak D¢ 2 A E ARG
34K (2005) o (G HTAL A5 (19782005 ) » JLib %) o 14 1 b d KT JRA -

BEELER (2011) « (AFhp i gFRIdng) o (K757) > 518
67-70 °

75



B0 (2008) ¢ (HFRBRRAFT AL EL) o (KFEHTEL) 5 SH o 17-
21 »

Pl KT A AR (2007) o (F AP ATRARLSHFRAVAE L) o (HinkTHE) o
% 5% 02529

HAK (2010) » (FPpEeci # FT£2 0 A L RFAHL) o (GOREE? ) 0 ¥ 18

2223 o
F2u5(2010) o ( (w3 A0E %-ﬂ%——ﬂwéﬂ% KTy i) -
CRAz - K4 - %iz) > %305 % 58 3842

P B R T EF (2008) o (B "%”T'Hcﬁjx
AT A HEA) o (AP ERT) 0 F

rq.\

VAR T R —— LA g LR
12ﬂp ' 1-6 ¢

# et (2007) o (GF2 kAR PALSTET L) o (KELFEE) > ¥ TH 4750

BRI s B iR (2001) o (¢ i;wazana::: v T EEA et B (AR
TokARICE PR GREF) ) fRE) o Fik AT F DA o

,;;rq% (2004) o (X7 B¢ T ko) %\;Ivv%ﬁi*-r/ﬂﬁﬂ  (FEFroEe

AP (RFE) fEE) o PR PSR T DRA

8224 (2009) o (FF¥ REDI RPN L e ——2 L EFRT R DLE) o
(GE2ER) > %78 5 14-16 °

B i (2010) o (F#EF e TR ET A PAE T —— AT Ly g 27 49 o) F e
AT ) o (T ERIA) o E 108 0 101-103 ¢

B EARE (2010) o (FE BRI EF HEFTEAEEL) o (PATELE
S (HTRER) ) ¥ 28 5963

B F(2007) o (- fidde Tz L ESE KFRE ) o (KT ) o H 22
24

5 FA(2005) o (X TR PR RARREAARLEDFE) o (MEF2) 0 F 1o
75-77

FARE (2008) o (A CEAED FMET P FEF FMRT ) o (RTHELELE
) 0 F4E5 28 04962

F RS (2011) o (Y EABF Ly AR Y KT A RE) o BB ¢ 4
FEEELE b o Ak

FE@ 232 (2009) ¢ (¢ EAIBEEF Y E e RRTAORAL F L) o (FBKT
PSEHE) 0 H W 117

T%(2002) o (EHF A A FRATAORILLE)  f5 () o (F T2 AORT
FEHATEE) (T 1-14) o 1 F2 dURAL

#EI Mﬁ(zo%) (EREFFREL X T HFL N CABNLY) o (FTILL
LEB) o %54 4549
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Fow o =E (2007) o (B ATRERRwEARY F2ORDVEFT) o (KTFT)
% 11 4 > 88-95 -

BAT (2011) o (¢ FiFeikfRicE L EPERALY ——HErEY FEKEL L]
LREXFEHIE) o (GErEL) » %48 1418

it (2005) o (EEA QA LR ) o (KTHEE) ¥ 1H 370

T (2006) o (TR HATE ——FF ¢ GI kb)) (LBE)hTER L) o
CGErgE2%) » %18 12-14-

T B (2008) o (P EIP B HROTHART Y k4 X B RFAL ) o (ELKT
W) 0 % 68 0 61-65 -

2 dE (2007) o GEeRARIAY R ABRLMEAD FFAYT) o (MAE2 (KEFY
K) ) o % 108 0 15-16 ¢

PA2E (2010) » (GF2 RF o BT HARENABHL) o Ot KH - ki) >
305 % 44 »50-53 -

F(2005) © (KT 2HCFRTHFRA HT) o (KTLEFL) > %99 > 34-

36 -

MEIR (2003) o (FTR ZERARIE AL ) o AR M RIFIE R F DR o

MER (2009) o (AidEAE R AE) o (BRE) > 5314 240

iz~ Zee2s (2004) » (F2 30485 20 ——f3d (BRI T Rl 3 &8 (GF
F)) ) o AKEFL) > %48 5861

LA (2011) o (APARL% P KA REFL Lk d) o (LARTHEF) > 548

61-62> 7 11
PRI A~ BRAGH (2007) o (GF2 iffgecd R eanm@PR_R Y ) o (i1d KT ) 0 48
112-115 -

gk (2009) o (KER%P B9 3= g enikfelbon 2 FrpFld CAD O RFT) -
é,}gc’ < % “iﬁ—:T_‘TE‘,__I_g il zﬁ,f,

HRiE (2006) o (A7 #fikecan? 2532 g4 W2 R a9 A5 0T ) o (L AkyT#£47)
¥ 1248 53132

B0 (2010) © (FPFXRFEP LA F AAFAEAK) o (FEET) 0 F 8P o
52-53 o
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Abstract

This case study explores the peer evaluation as a role of formative assessment in teaching
General Studies (GS) in a primary Direct Subsided School in Hong Kong. GS students are
expected to do their project at school and present their work at the later stage. Assessment
covers the learning process as well as the project products. Four Grade 5 classes are
selected for this study to address the following research questions: (1) How does peer
evaluation work effectively? (2) In what ways do students benefit from peer evaluation?
Observation, informal interviews and questionnaire are adopted to collect data. Data
analysis reveals that teacher evaluation and peer evaluation are both important. Students
can learn the good points from classmates through peer evaluation. Furthermore, by
becoming more aware of the strengths and weaknesses of classmates, students become
more reflective and know how to improve through peer evaluation.
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1. Introduction

This paper reports on a small-scale school-based action research that focuses on
assessment for learning - peer evaluation. As indicated in the Reform Proposal for the
Education System in Hong Kong (Education Commission, 2000), the education system
is to be reformed to provide the most favourable environment for teaching and learning.
Thus, students’ potentials can be fully realized and teachers can have more space to help
students learn more effectively. As indicated in the in the new General Studies Curriculum
Guide (2011), Project Learning as a powerful learning and teaching strategy, provides also
the contexts for assessing students’ performance in different aspects of learning. Teachers,
students, parents and others can all be made responsible for assessment at different stages
of the project (Curriculum Development Council, 2011).

The school in the study is an EMI primary school, which has five periods in General
Studies (GSI and II). There are two lessons in General Studies II that use Chinese as
medium of instruction. Health and living, community and citizenship, and national identity
and Chinese culture are the main strands in GS II. Project learning and peer evaluation
are incorporated in the learning process in second semester. Students concentrate on the
project design, explore it during lesson time, and then present their work at a latter stage,
which usually involve peer evaluation in Grade 5 and Grade 6. However, the practice
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and the format of peer evaluation depend on different teachers and time allowed. If this
evaluation becomes more systematic and standard, it will be a good tool to enhance
students’ learning.

Since peer evaluation is practised in the project of General Studies, how can it
be more effective to enhance student learning? Can peer evaluation be used to create
classroom cohesion and academic success for the collective as well as the individual?
The main focus of this study is to explore more the practice of peer evaluation and what
students can benefit through peer evaluation.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Formative Assessment

In 2001, the Curriculum Development Council Report on “Learning to Learn - The
Way Forward in Curriculum Development” recommends that there should be a change
in assessment practices and schools should put more emphasis on “Assessment for
Learning” as an integral part of the learning, teaching and assessment cycle (Curriculum
Development Council, 2001). Brown, Race and Rust (1995) claimed that the key to the
use of assessment as an engine for learning is achieved by ensuring that each assignment
let learners to receive detailed, positive and timely feedback on how to improve. Formative
assessment was emphasized in order to promote learning and teaching effectiveness.
Different types of formative assessment methods were introduced in the new General
Studies Curriculum Guide (Curriculum Development Council, 2011).

Aims of assessment for students have been stated clearly. Students can understand
their strengths and weaknesses in learning, what they should try to achieve next, and
how best they might do this and improve their learning based on feedback from teachers
and other assessors (Curriculum Development Council, 2002). Moreover, formative
assessment, which focuses on the learning process and learning progress, can be used to
collect evidence from time to time on student learning with a view to promoting better
learning. Formative classroom assessment is learner-centered (Angelo & Cross, 1993;
Boyd, 2001). Teachers need to connect formative assessment and feedback with learning to
help students to know the standards they should attain, and give constructive suggestions
on what to do next and how to do it.
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2.2 Peer Evaluation

The new General Studies curriculum also stresses that teachers should use different
modes of assessment and provides quality feedback to the students (Curriculum
Development Council, 2011). Overreliance on pen and paper tests should be avoided,
as they cannot adequately assess students’ performance over all the learning targets and
objectives. Project learning as a powerful learning and teaching strategy, provides also the
contexts for assessing students’ performance in different aspects of learning (Curriculum
Development Council, 2011). Assessment should cover the learning process as well as the
project products, including knowledge and skills.

Topping (2003) takes peer evaluation as a process, in which a group of students
identify and observe the mastery or performance of particular aptitudes or skills applied
by the group after training or learning. Students explicitly or implicitly hold themselves
mutually responsible for the successful completion of the evaluation exercise. Peer
assessment, in which students comment on and judge their colleagues work, has a vital
role to play in formative assessment. The new General Studies curriculum (Curriculum
Development Council, 2011) claim peer assessment can be introduced for students to
provide feedback and communicate with their peers about each other’s work, thus helping
to cultivate a collaborative learning culture. Peer and self evaluation have always existed
informally as students constantly compare their own performance with those of their
classmates (Race, Brown & Smith, 2005). Peer and self assessment are skills that should
benefit students throughout their studies and professional life in the higher education
(Brown, Rust & Gibbs, 1994). By becoming aware of others performance, students will
reflect on their own. Thus, peer assessment naturally helps self-assessment. Hoping to find
peer evaluation also benefits primary school students in this study.

A variety of positive feedback of peer evaluation has been documented and it is
generally believed that peer evaluation can promote critical thinking (Brown, Bull, &
Pendlebury, 1997), they should become less reliant on teachers for guidance and more
able to know how to direct their own learning. Peer evaluation also enhance learning and
critical understanding of evaluation criteria and the knowledge gap, develop “social and
communication skills, negotiation and diplomacy, and useful transferable skills like giving
and handling criticism, self-justification and assertion” (Topping, 2003, p. 57), rather than
simply seeing a mark.

3. Methodology
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3.1 The Educational Setting and Research Questions

Peer evaluation is a normal practice in my school in subjects like Maths, English and
General Studies. This assessment mode always goes with project learning in Grade 4-6.
Students also practise the peer evaluation in the Inquiry-based Learning week every year.
My students are familiar with the practice of peer evaluation. However, the form of peer
assessment varies according to grades and teachers’ requirement. Each group gives the
feedback to others formally or informally. Though modification has been made every year,
it is various with different teachers.

In this study, the following questions are to be examined:

How does peer evaluation work effectively?

What is the difference between peer evaluation on one group and on all groups?
What is the difference between peer evaluation on focus items and on all items?
In what ways do students benefit from peer evaluation?

bl ol

There should have some difference if students assess one group and every group
because of the level of concentration and time using. Therefore, it is important to find out
these differences so that further amendment can be made.

This study was carried out in four G5 classes in a Hong Kong primary school from
December 2009 to March 2010. Students did their project in General Studies at school
in Term 2 and presented their work at the later stage. Other classmates had to evaluate
their performance. Questionnaires and informal interviews were given to collect students’
feedback. The original framework of this study was listed in Table 1:

Table 1: No. of group and evaluate items of each class

Peer evaluation 5D 5] 5P 5S
No. of group All groups All groups One group One group
Evaluate items All items Focus items All items Focus items

3.2 Pre-task Interview and Restructure the Setting
Before students’ presentation, 40 students (10 students per class) were interviewed

with the purpose that to restructure our framework and address the concerns before the
study. The following questions were asked:
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Do you think peer evaluation is important?

Do you think our boys are equipped to do peer evaluation?

Do you think the marks on peer evaluation should be counted?

What do you prefer? Peer evaluation focus on one group only or all groups?
What evaluation items should be included?

Nk W=

According to the interviews, it was found that students like peer evaluation if all
students were objective and fair; marks would not be affected; prefer to evaluate every
group; students could focus on the performance of classmates and they could learn and
improve. Since students preferred to evaluate every group instead of focusing on one
group, one proposed question “What is the difference between peer evaluation on one
group and on all groups?” was cancelled.

3.3 Data Collection

At the final stage of project learning, G5 students had to present their project in group
during 23 Feb to 3 March (Table 2). Two to three lessons were needed for the presentation
since we could not finish the presentation within one lesson. The Peer Evaluation Form
(Appendix 1) was given to each student. The boys in 5D and 5P had to evaluate all items
for every group whereas 5J and 5S just focused on one item (Content / Presentation skills /
Cooperation and Interaction). Teachers assigned the focus item for each group before their
presentations. In the first lesson the students were told that they would do peer evaluation
for a presentation, teacher uses one group as demonstration to let students familiar with
both formats before the actual practice: students had to practice evaluate all items and
focus items.

Table 2: The schedule of each class in the peer evaluation

cl. Cooperation
c2. Interaction

cl. Cooperation
c2. Interaction

cl. Cooperation
c2. Interaction

Peer evaluation 5D 5] 5P 5S

No. of group All groups All groups All groups All groups

Evaluate items All items Focus items* All items Focus items*

Students’ a. Content a. Content a. Content a. Content

suggestions b. Presentation |b. Presentation |b. Presentation |b. Presentation
skills skills skills skills

cl. Cooperation
c2. Interaction

Presentation and 23 Feb to 23 Feb to 23 Feb to 23 Feb to
Peer Evaluation 3 March 3 March 3 March 3 March
Evaluation 12 March 10 March 11 March 10 March
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* Group 1 and 4 were assigned to assess the Content of every group;
Group 2 and 5 were assigned to assess the Presentation Skills of every group;

Group 3 and 6 were assigned to assess the Cooperation and Interaction of every group.

Once the students had completed their presentations and their peer evaluations, they
were asked to complete a simple questionnaire (Peer Evaluation), which was designed
to record their feelings and feedback towards the evaluation process. The Evaluation
Form (Appendix 2) is divided into three parts: Overall comment on peer evaluation (9
items), format of peer evaluation (3 items for A or B) and the items of peer evaluation
(1 item). There is a 4-point scale for each item (1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-agree
and 4-strongly agree). The higher average implies the strongest level of agreement. G5
peer evaluation completed in the early March (before the second assessment) and the
Evaluation Form for the Peer Evaluation were collected. Though there were 150 students
in G5, only 137 Evaluation Forms were collected for some students were absent and did
not complete the whole peer evaluation process.

4. Findings and Discussions

4.1 The effectiveness of peer evaluation

After analyzing the data for peer evaluation form (Appendix 3 and 4), there are 12
items which average is above 3. Item 9 (It is a waste of time if we have peer evaluation)
of the part is an exceptional case. 80.3% students disagree with it and its average (1.87) is
extremely low which implies students do think that peer evaluation does not waste time
though its process may be quite long.

As for the effectiveness of peer evaluation, items in Appendix 4, e.g. “Teacher
evaluation and peer evaluation both are important.” and “I can learn the good points
from my classmates through peer evaluation”, both have the strongest agreement (84.7%
or above) and highest average (3.18 or above), which indicates peer evaluation plays
an important role. Peer evaluation also means that students need to listen to classmates
which keeps them involved at all times. As for mark counting, students believe that peer
evaluation is more effective if my classmates are fair and objective (84.7% agree, average
3.16) and they prefer not to count any marks (78.1% agree, average 3.17) at this stage. At
a latter stage if students are familiar with the system, with a class of assessors, assuming
that they are capable of performing such a role, the assessment should be fairer.
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Moreover, students become more reflective of their own. About 79.6% students agree
that they know “... how to improve through peer evaluation” (average 3.04) and “... not
to make the same mistakes as my classmates through peer evaluation” (average 3.03).
By doing peer evaluation, students ask classmates informally and also give advice. This
experience should enhance their leadership abilities.

Moreover, 74.5% students agree they can apply the good points from their classmates
through peer evaluation. Students should be asking themselves why they are better and
then endeavour to emulate them. As students develop their critical faculties they should
become less reliant on teachers for guidance and more able to know direct their own
learning (Brown, et al.,1994). However, further exploration is needed to examine what
specific items students can learn in the second loop of study.

4.2 The difference between peer evaluation on focus items and on all items

There are two choices for students to choose: either “All items are assessed” or “Only
one focus item is assessed for every group”. 98 students (71.5%) prefer to assess all items
whereas 39 students (28.5%) like to assess on focus items. 98 students like to assess all
items for they can understand the overall performance of each group (93 students agree
with average 3.34) and assess the performance of classmates fairly and objectively (88
students agree with average 3.23). Moreover, 87 students believe they participate more in
the classroom activities.

Comparatively speaking, 39 students prefer to assess one focus item on each group.
They can learn and improve more on the focus item (35 students agree with average 3.20)
and concentrate more on the focus item of each group (35 students agree with average 3.11).
However, in comparing the time in the effectiveness of peer assessment, the data is not so
apparent.

4.3 Obstacles and Challenges

Since very little has been done in peer evaluation before this study, the following
problems are encountered: (1) the unavailability of an effective evaluation form, and (2)
the time allocation in peer evaluation. It is difficult to find an effective evaluation form for
this study, the focus of this study is to explore the effectiveness of peer evaluation in this
context, school-based evaluation form is more important than any forms with high validity
and reliability, so it is preferable to design the evaluation form and collect the relevant
data.
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The time allocation is also a quite difficult task. Students need to present in groups
as scheduled. Each group is assigned to present their work on assigned date. They need to
dress up before the lesson if necessary. If each group is given 2 minutes for preparation
and 8 minutes for presentation, one GS II lesson (35 minutes) can only have 3 groups to
present at most. The whole presentation process cannot be completed within one week —
not good for peer evaluation for it lasts for such a long period. Since students complete
the peer evaluation group by group, thus do not affect the score of each group but the split
affect the continuity of the process.

4.4 Further Elaboration

This practice does not mark an end. In fact it just starts the beginning of more
exploration in peer evaluation. The peer evaluation in GS II can be revised to be more
student-oriented. Moreover, the same group of boys proceeds to G6 and they have peer
evaluation in Maths and Inquiry-based Learning in May and June 2011, this study can
be elaborated more. It is curious to find out if the boys apply the skills in what they have
learnt. Follow-up informal interviews were conducted with a couple of students, and some
key points are focused as below (Appendix 5):

1. The boys can apply the skills we learnt in G5 (peer evaluation) in various subjects
(Maths & Inquiry Based Learning);

2. Classmates learn the strengths and weaknesses of one another;

3. The content should be comprehensive and persuasive. Systematic in presentation.
Good interaction with the audiences;

4. Boys can be more cooperative which enhances the team spirit;

5. To be more objective and fair in evaluating the performance without any bias;

6. Learn the good points and apply them. Avoid making the same mistakes and think
of the ways for improvement;

7. Enhance critical thinking and analysis;

8. Teacher can use the score and comments for reference and modify them before
making the final judgment;

9. Precious, Efficient, Student’s view, Listen and judge carefully.

It appears that students learn and apply the skills spontaneously, which is quite
encouraging. Moreover, students’ major concern is primarily on improving their work
in the future with instructive comments. Training students how to assess students can be
implemented in the critical training programme in order to make peer evaluation more
effective.
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5. Conclusions

Since this study is small-scaled and generalization is quite limited, it should be noted
that this paper is concerned with one grade, and the findings might be different with other
students. From my point of view, the impression of teacher and students are quite positive.
Teachers do not play a dominant role in assessing students’ performance, since this role
has been shared among students, it is possible for teachers to become aware of our own
evaluation style.

Besides, according to the collected data in this study, students’ apparent attitude
proves that peer evaluation can help in the assessment for learning. Students’ feedback
in peer evaluation is very encouraging. Their judgment of good performance is further
enhanced through learning the good points from peers and avoiding making the same
mistakes. Their eagerness of understanding the overall performance of peers in a fairly
and objective manners encourages teachers to explore the peer evaluation more. More
interaction within the lesson can be seen for students learn to give positive feedback.

Both formats in the peer assessment have the merit, the peer evaluation can be
divided into 2 phases if it is possible: students need to assess one focus items on each
group in the first phase, once they get familiar in the practice and learn the assessing skills,
they can go to the second phase- assess all items. Maybe this practice can be implemented
in the second loop of the study.

Given the above mentioned positive results obtained from students, further
investigations and studies needs to be undertaken to divulge students’ needs as peer
evaluators. Studies could also be broadened to include participation by other subjects
(e.g. General Studies I and Maths) which use project learning as formative assessment. A
systematic data collection should be conducted besides informal interviews.
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Appendix 1

G5 General Studies II Project Learning Peer Evaluation Form

Class: Name:

Performance: Please circle the number of stars in each item.

( ) Group:

Items for Peer Evaluation i mIE Group ( )

Content nE

Provide sufficient information L e DAGMAGRAS
Pictures/captions are clear B R HEREY /A mEER PAGNAGh A
Clear and attractive layout B ARNEAREG 4 DAGRAdAY
A clear and concise content WL ETEA TR DAGDAGIAS
Content and model are coherent  |[B P 7 it fie & #3] & JRE i % DAGAGIAS
Presentation FEETR

Good introduction and conclusion W #:fm % (51482 =% ) § %32 DAGIAGRAG
Clear and organized structure B FEGEE/ KA VA AGIAS
Clear and loud voice LI I R e B i % ¥ Yo
Fluency B FF R Nl R R PAGAGIAS
Cooperation ST DAGIAGRNG
Good division of work B ef-Afs Lk r1 gy PAGNAGM A
Good time management B LERERAREY DAGIAEIAY
Good cooperation W Ef L BArE o IH I R VA AR A
Interaction I PAGNAGR A
Meaningful activities [ EEOEERTPCS SR O DAGOAGRAS
Answer questions accurately [ B SR RS S DAGIAGIA
Good interaction B R FETE o WG4 DAGIAGIA

Total 45 Y%

£ (4557)
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A case study on formative assessment -

The use of peer evaluation in primary General Studies in a context of Hong Kong
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A case study on formative assessment -
The use of peer evaluation in primary General Studies in a context of Hong Kong

Appendix 5
Student A:

Comments and tips about self and peer evaluation:

Above everything else, be honest. | have seen countless examples of friends
saying “How about if | give you five stars, and you also give me five stars also? Most
would agree to the tempting offer. This is incorrect, the reason is because the use of

and if one blindly grades a peer too highly, his friend would not improve, instead,
they would think they are already good enough and will not find their mistakes, and
not study further.

Secondly, we need to find the weaknesses of others to help them, for example,
one in your group is very uncooperative, you need to give a low mark in cooperation,
and hopefully, when everyone gives him a low mark, he will improve.
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A case study on formative assessment -
The use of peer evaluation in primary General Studies in a context of Hong Kong
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Abstract

Statistics have been used extensively in many school-based projects. Unfortunately,
misconceptions have often been found in the statistical reports. In this paper, five case
studies were used to illustrate some common conceptual and procedural errors found in
reports and how these problems could be rectified.
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Sometimes, statistical evidence that looks good on the surface nevertheless turns
out to be flawed. Broadly, there are two ways in which an argument based on
apparently persuasive evidence might lose its impact after further inspection.
One possibility is that the data were mishandled or the statistical analysis
was misapplied. The second possibility is the discovery of some artifacts in
the research procedure, such that the substantive conclusions drawn by the
investigator may not logically be warranted by the observational comparison
made (Abelson, 1995, p.78).

Abelson (1995) begins his chapter On Suspecting Fishiness with the above quote. It
is an apt reminder that if a project reports statistics, it does not guarantee that the awesome
figures have been derived correctly and interpreted validly. Errors of the first kind are
procedural and technical which are easier to be noticed. Errors of the second kind are
conceptual and interpretative and are therefore more difficult to detect. There may be cases
of pure conceptual or procedural errors, but more often than not the errors are confounded
as the examples below show. This paper deals primarily with the first kind of errors.

Case study no. 1: Misplaced comparisons

Group comparison

It is a very common statistical application in school-based projects where a group
of students receiving intervention or treatment is compared with a group not receiving
it. There is a need to ensure that the groups are equivalent before intervention. Then, a
sizeable difference in favour of the treated group is expected after the project is completed.
The box below shows the relevant information in the original report of a school-based
project. For obviously reasons, the source of the case is concealed with no references
made. This will be done for the other cases discussed later, too. In fact, it does not matter
who made the errors; they are just what they are, that is, errors to be rectified.

A quasi-experiment was conducted where pupils from one class formed the CG
and pupils from a second class formed the EG. In this study, both classes were kept
intact without randomization. A perception survey on self-esteem was conducted.

As shown in Table 1, for the pre-survey, the EG scored a mean of 34.13 and in the
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post-survey, a mean of 38.27. This may suggest that the intervention has made an
improvement in terms of their self-esteem in the post-survey. The control group
has scored a mean of 33.79 and in the post-survey, a mean of 34.58, indicating that
the difference in the pre-survey and post-survey on self-esteem for the CG is very
small. The Levene’s test of 0.995 (p>0.05) was not significant, further showing
that the two groups are homogeneous at pre-survey, before the intervention. The
Cronbach’s alpha value for the survey questions was calculated as 0.892, showing
that it is an adequate reliability coefficient.

Table 1: Comparison of pre-survey and post-survey of EG and CG on pupils’ self-

esteem
Pre-survey Post-survey
N |[Mean| SD |Levene’stest| N |Mean| SD |Levene’s test
Experimental| 30 |34.13|6.704 30 |38.27(5.527
Control 24 133.79(6.379 0.995 24 |34.58(7.040 0.169

In this case, the experimental design is fine: there were two intact classes serving as
the project and the comparison groups and, since the pupils were not randomly assigned,
it is correctly described as a quasi-experiment. The teacher-researchers first mention the
improvement in self-esteem means of the project group and then the very small change
in the same measure of the comparison group. They further mention the non-significant
difference in group homogeneity, citing the result of the Levene’s Test (Levenes Test, n.d.).
Finally, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha, n.d.) is reported.

Correct way of comparing groups

When reporting a project using an experimental design involving two groups, it is
important to be clear about what is to be compared with what for what purpose. First, it is
necessary to check group equivalence in the criterion measure (in this case, self-esteem).
This needs to cover two aspects: (1) mean difference to see if the groups are comparable
with regard to the criterion, and (2) difference in the standard deviations (SDs) to see if the
groups are homogeneous in the criterion. If no differences are detected for both the means
and the SDs, then the groups are taken to be equivalent. Such pre-project equivalence
ensures that should a difference be found after project completion, the difference is not due
to the initial difference (since there is none) but something else; and, the intervention is a
strong candidate accounting for the post-project difference. In the present case, the pre-
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project mean difference of 0.34 was not been formally tested, although it may be claimed
that the difference is too small to need statistically testing. Instead, the result of the
Levene’s test which tested the difference in the two variances (the square of the standard
deviations) was mentioned; obviously, the teacher-researchers used the Levene’s test as if
it is a test of mean difference, which should be tested with the Student’s ¢-test.

To rectify, first compare the two groups’ pre-survey means with the independent
t-test and hope for no difference. (We leave the question of group homogeneity for the
time being since the SDs 6.70 and 6.38 are close enough.) When group equivalence is
assured, then, do the same to compare the groups on the post-survey means and hope for a
statistically significant difference this time. If this is obtained, then the project groups can
be said to have benefitted from the intervention. The effect size (Coe, 2002; Soh, 2008)
used here for group comparisons is one version of the standardized mean difference (SMD),
specifically the Glass’s delta (Soh, 2008). The SMD was simply calculated by (Project
mean — Comparison mean) / (SD of the comparison group). When this was done, Table 1
was re-structured as Table 2.

Table 2: Mean comparisons of pre-survey and post-survey

Project (N=30) Comparison (N=30) .
Measure Mean D Mean D Difference SMD
Pre-survey 34.1 6.70 33.8 6.38 0.3 0.05
Post-survey 38.3 5.53 34.6 7.04 3.7 0.53

Now, the pre-survey SMD of 0.05 in Table 2 shows that the two groups were
equivalent in the criterion before project commenced, and the post-survey SMD of 0.53
shows a medium effect size in favour of the project group, thus the project was successful
in producing a difference which cannot be ignored or dismissed.

Why not the t-test?

The teacher-researchers reported the results of the Levene’s Test but not those of the
t-tests. Why this is so is not known. The results of the #-test and the Levene’s test appear
together in the same run of the #-test in the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
which could have been used by the teacher-researcher. Anyway, this is a blessing in
disguise because the #-test should not have been run in the first place! Oftentimes, teacher-
researchers routinely run this Null Hypothesis Significance Test (NHST) to compare
group means (either doing this on their own accord or, perhaps more often than not, being
misguided).
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There are several reasons why the #-test should not have been run. First, what
question do the teacher-researchers attempt to answer? Generally, this is about whether the
project mean differs from the comparison mean, and if yes, what is the magnitude of the
difference. For pre-test, small or no difference is hoped for because group comparability
is desired. For post-test, medium or large difference is expected to show the intervention
effect. The answers to such questions are found by using the SMD, and not the t-test, for
the simple reason that the t-value does not answer the question on magnitude of difference.

What then does the #-test do? It tells the probability of an observed difference in the
populations, and this is not the concern of the teacher-researcher doing a school-based
project. For this, we need to quote Abelson again:

There is also a common confusion when using the significance level as an
indication of the merit of the outcome. When the null hypothesis is rejected at,
say, the .01 level, a correct way to state what has happened is as follows: “If
it were true that there were no systematic difference between the means in the
populations from which the samples came, then the probability that the observed
means would have been different as they were, or more different, is less than one
in a hundred. This being strong grounds for doubting the viability of the null
hypothesis, the null hypothesis is rejected (Abelson, 1995, p.40).

Note that the #-test it is not about the magnitude of group difference (which is of
concern to the teacher-researchers) but about the probability of the observed group
difference as an estimate of a similar difference in the populations (Fraley, 2003). Since
when does a teacher-researcher become concerned with what may or may not happen to a
very large group of other teachers’ pupils who made up the populations? In practically all
cases like the present one, there is hardly real sampling in school-based projects and, to
call the groups of pupils ‘samples’ is in fact a misnomer or misconception, or both. Since
there is no real sampling (and hence no samples), inferential statistics like the #-test is
irrelevant and therefore not applicable. Therefore, descriptive statistics such as the SMD
is the only one to use with validity. On the misuse of the #-test and its like, Abelson (1995)
has a strong view, thus,

The ethos of doing significance tests as the hallmark of an appropriately
conservative style is now so deeply ingrained that tests are sometimes used even
when they need not be. Indeed, there are several contexts in which it is really
silly (Cohen, in press) to carry out a significance test, much less to present its
result (p.76).
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There is yet another reason why the t-test cannot be trusted to compare group means,
even if it is used for comparing samples which have really been randomly selected from
their respective populations. The problem is the influence of sample sizes on the p-value
corresponding to a ¢-value. Let’s say a =1.99 is obtained for comparing two groups
which have together 42 pupils, the corresponding p-value is not significant (p>.05) as the
required #-value is 2.02. But if the total number of pupils is 82, the same 7-value (1.99) is
significant (p<.05) because it is equal to the required =1.99.

In a recent issue of a journal, a study reports almost all comparisons as non-
significant and another almost all as significant. Of these studies (references cannot be
given to safeguard the authors), one is too bad to be true while the other too good to be
true. A careful look shows that the former study compared 10 pairs of respondents whereas
the latter has a total respondent size of as many as 800! These are good contrasting
examples of the influence of sample sizes on the results of the #-test. In the words of Sterne
(n.d.), “Given a large sample size, even a small difference will be statistically significantly
different from zero.”

In the case study above, the teacher-researchers compared first the project group’s
pre-post-test means and then, likewise, the comparison group’s pre-post-test. In other
words, they did two separate within-group comparisons and then inferred from the results
that there was a project effect.

This seems fine intuitively but doing so violates the logical of the experimental
design used. On this, we have to listen to Abelson (1995) again:

But that would contradict the logic of including a control comparison in the
first place. Why is that so? The point of running a control condition is to test the
relative claim that the effect in the presence of the experimental factor exceeds
the effect in its absence. The appropriate test seems to be a test of the interaction
between the rows and the columns (p.63).

Why do teacher-researchers make this kind of conceptual error? One possibility is
that teachers typically are concerned with student’s improvement which is always seen
as a difference in performance before and after teaching the same students. This mode
of thinking is consistent with commonsense exemplified by watching a plant or a child
grows. It is a mode of thinking teachers developed over years which is difficult to change
when change is necessary as they do school-based projects experimentally. Whatever the
cause, teacher-researchers need to re-orientate and adopt a research mode of thinking when
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analyzing and reporting school-based projects.
The Levene’s test

When the SPSS is run to compare group means, the Levene’s test is first done by
default to check homogeneity in variability. The result shows whether the two groups
have the similar or different degree of homogeneity. If there is non-significant difference
(as was found for the present case), the “equal variances assumed” t-value is taken,
otherwise, the “equal variance not assumed” t-value should be reported. Once the question
of homogeneity is settled, the researcher will proceed to use the appropriate t-value and
report the outcome of group comparison.

What does the Levene’s test do? According to the Wikipedia (2010),

In statistics, Levene's test is an inferential statistic used to assess the equality of
variances in different samples... It tests the null hypothesis that the population
variances are equal. If the resulting p-value of Levenes test is less than some
critical value (typically 0.05), the obtained differences in sample variances are
unlikely to have occurred based on random sampling. Thus, the null hypothesis
of equal variances is rejected and it is concluded that there is a difference
between the variances in the population. (Emphasis mine)

Note that the Levene’s test (Levene's Test, n.d.; Wikipedia, 2010) is an inferential
statistic for checking equivalence of variances of two or more randomly selected groups.
Therefore its application in the present case is doubted, since the two groups are not
random samples. By the way, variance is numerically the square of SD indicating the
extent with which a set of scores spreading around its mean. When a group has a SD (and
therefore a variance) much larger than another group has, its scores are spreading much
wider, indicating there are more higher or lower scores or both. If this is the case, then
the two groups are not equivalent on homogeneity, although they may have the same or
similar means indicating the same or similar level of performance. Then something need
be done to ensure group comparability before comparison is made on relevant measures
(Soh, 2009).

In place of the Levene’s test, a simple shortcut is to find the ratio of the two variances.
This is done by (1) finding the variances by squaring the two groups’ SDs, (2) dividing the
larger variance by the smaller one, and (3) checking the ratio against the tabled value of
the F-distribution which can be found in the appendix of any text on statistical analysis.
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To teacher-researchers, the first two steps are no problems, but the third is a bit clumsy.
As a rule of thumb, if there are about 30 or more pupils in each of the two groups, and
if the variance ratio is less than 2, the groups can be taken to have the same or similar
homogeneity.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient

A Cronbach's alpha coefficient (n.d.) of 0.892 is reported for the case study. This is
far greater than the conventional expected minimum of 0.70 for research purposes (Siegle,
2002). While the teacher-researchers deserve to be congratulated for this, there is also the
need for more information to understand what the coefficient means. The only relevant
information in the report is “A perception survey was conducted to ascertain pupils’ self-
esteem. The survey was designed such that questions of the same nature were repeated but
they were phrased in different ways.” It is not clear what different aspects of self-esteem
were covered in the survey and the re-phrasing of the same items might have contributed
to the unusually high alpha coefficient.

Also needed is the number of questions in the self-esteem survey. Number of item
affects the alpha coefficient. Cronbach’s alpha formula has two multiplicative components:
(1) reliability component and (2) correction factor. The first is [1 — (Total item variance) /
(Test variance)] which is the total test variance minus the unreliability portion. The second
is k / (k-1) where k is the number of items; it ‘corrects’ the reliability component for
number of items. If a test has a reliability components with a coefficient of 0.60 (which is
quite a normal figure for affective measure like the self-esteem survey), and if there are 10
items, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is 0.67, corrected up by 11%. If the test has only 5
items, it is 0.75, adjusted up by 25%. For three items, it is 0.90, adjusted up by 50%. And,
if there are only two items, it is (2/1) * (.60) = 1.20 > 1.00, an alpha coefficient indicating
that the test scores are more perfectly reliable than perfect reliability! Of course, this does
not make good sense. Here, the paradox is that the shorter the test, the higher the score
reliability appears to be, leading to over-confidence in short tests, contrary to the normal
expectation that the longer the test, the more reliable the scores will be, given the same
quality of items.

For the present case, an important question is for which set of data was the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient obtained. There are six possibilities: (1) pooled pre-survey,
(2) pooled post-survey, (3) project groups’ pre-survey, (4) project group’s post-survey, (5)
comparison group’s pre-survey, and (6) comparison group’s post-survey. Alpha coefficients
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calculated using these different sets of scores will yield different results and have different
meanings. Considering the experimental design, pooled pre-survey scores are the best to
use as they are not influenced by the intervention which may make the project and the
comparison groups different in their self-esteem. It will be good if there is an indication of
which sets of scores were used for estimating the internal consistency of the self-esteem
survey.

Case study no. 2: Missing standard deviations

For Case Study No. 2, the box below is an extract from another project report which
deals with many aspect of student engagement in learning. The analyses done as reported
by the teacher-researchers are the same for difference measures, only one (Vision of
learning) is cited for illustration.

The general methodology adopted was a two-group (experimental and control) pre-
and post-programme quasi-experimental design... The Null Hypotheses were (1)
FSP [the programme] did not increase the level of student engagement; and (2)...

Table 1 (here, re-numbered as Table 3) shows the paired t-test analysis carried
out on the means obtained by the two groups in the pre- and post-surveys. The
experimental groups registered significant increase in all categories. The control
group contained significant increase in the scores in five out of nine categories. ..

Table 3: Comparison of mean scores between experimental and control groups

Experimental Group (EG) Control Group (CG)
Components N=74 N=74 Difference N=T3 N=73 Difference
Pre-E Post-E (b) — (a) Pre-C Post-C (d)— (c)
(a) (b) (c) (d)
Vision of 559 | 1668 | 109w | 1527 | 1581 | 0.54
learning

... (the programme) showed a significant increase in ‘Vision of learning’... There
was a 1.1 point increase for the Experimental group, while the Control group mean
increased by 0.5 point.
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As is true of Case Study No. 1, this one also used within-in group comparison. As
this is illogical (Abelson, 1995, cited above) as is the previous case, the data need be re-
analyzed. However, the original table does not report the standard deviations (SDs) but
only indicates the significance levels of differences using asterisks. To re-analyze, the
information is re-organized for correct comparisons in Table 4, using a, b, ¢, and d to
represent the missing SDs.

Table 4: Mean comparisons of pre-survey and post-survey

Project (N=74) Comparison (N=73) .
Measure Mean D Mean D Difference SMD
Pre-survey 15.59 a 15.27 b 0.32 0.32/b
Post-survey| 16.68 c 15.81 d 0.87 0.87/d

It is a standard procedure that SDs are reported together with their respective means.
But this was not done for this case. Had the SDs been available, the SMDs for the pre-survey
and the post-survey can be obtained and will result in two Glass’s delfas. Based on these,
then, whether the groups differ in the pre-survey can be ascertained and the same can be
done for the post-survey. As the needed information (b and d in Table 4) are missing, the
SMDs cannot be calculated and there is no way we can make the comparisons. Is it, then,
possible to do some guesstimate with the limited available data?

Fortunately, the report indicates that there are 15 items for measuring student
engagement in four aspects, namely, Vision of learning, Tasks, Assessment, and Instruction
mode. Looking at the patterns of the means in the original table for the various measures,
it is possible that there are four items for Vision of learning. Since each item is a five-point
scale, the lowest possible scale score is 4 and the highest 20. Armed with this information
and assuming a normal distribution of the scores, the standard deviation can be estimated
(Estimating Standard Deviation, n.d.), thus:

Estimated SD = (Largest possible score — Lowest possible score) / 6
=(20-4)/6
=16/6
=27

If this is a correct guesstimate, then the estimated SMDs are 0.32/2.7=0.12 and

0.87/2.7=0.32 for the pre-survey and post-survey, respectively. Then, the conclusion is
that the two groups were equivalent on the pre-survey and there was a small effect size

110



If wrong, fix it:
Case studies of statistical misapplications in school-based projects

in favour of the project group on the post-survey. Therefore, the intervention was able to
engage the project students slightly better than it did the comparison students. Of course,
here again, although the conclusion is similar to that of the teacher-researchers, but the
thinking process and logic are different: the teacher-researchers reached the correct
conclusion but for a wrong reason!

Case study no. 3: Missing initial comparison

An important condition of a two-group design is the initial group equivalence. This is
necessary for a valid interpretation of the post-test difference, if any. In the box below for
Case Study No. 3, an initial group difference was not taken into account when interpreting
the post-test difference.

The subjects of this experiment are the students in two of the classes in Secondary
Four... Both classes stayed intact without randomization... For 4E1, the students
came in with an average T-scores of 213 in terms of their English language. For
4E2, the average T-scores is 194,

The pre-test was the English Language mid-year examination... The post-test was
a test designed... to used a text-type... using Impact Analysis as the subject matter.

As shown in Table 5 (originally, Table 1) below, for the post-test, 4E1 has a mean
of 20.46 (1.80) after the treatment compared to a mean of 19.28 (2.06) before the
treatment. 4E2 shows a mean of 18.00 (2.51) after treatment compared to 17.26
(1.57) before the treatment. The paired #-test on the scores yielded a p-value of 0.002
and 0.015 for 4E1 and 4E2 respectively, indicating both classes showing increase
in the scores which are significant. The increase in the mean scores was however
greater in 4E1.

Table 5: Comparison on post-test

Pre-test Post-test
Mean SD Mean SD
4E1 19.28 2.06 20.46 1.80
4E2 17.26 1.57 18.00 2.51
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As can be seen in the conclusion, the conceptual error of misplaced comparison
appears in this case. However, there are two other errors which deserve rectification
and discussion. By the way, this does not include the erroneous statement “in terms of
their English language”, because T-score is an aggregate for four subjects examined in
Singapore’s Primary School Leaving Examination. The fact is that only subject grades
but not subject 7T-scores are available to the school. In this case, where did the T-score for
English Language come from? Obviously, there is a mis-reporting.

In the case, the pre-test means of 19.28 and 17.26 could well be different enough for
the two groups to be non-equivalent before project commenced. This is confirmed when
the SMD of 1.29 was obtained. This is a very large SMD when checked against Cohen’s
criteria (Cohen, 1988; Soh, 2008). That the groups were initially non-equivalent could
have been noticed by the teacher-researchers at the outset when they compared the average
T-scores of the two groups.

Table 6: Mean comparisons of pre-test and post-test

4E1 (N=?) 4E2 (N=?) .
Measure Mean D Mean D Difference SMD
Pre-test 19.28 2.06 17.26 1.57 2.02 1.29
Post-test 20.46 1.80 18.00 2.51 2.46 0.98

Comparisons should have been done to compare groups on the pre-test and then
again on the post-test, instead of two separate paired #-tests for the pre-post-test difference
within each group, for the reason expounded earlier.

When the two groups were compared on the post-test, the SMD of 0.98, which is
large by Cohen’s (1988) standard, shows a large effect size which the teacher-researchers
hoped for. However, since the groups were non-equivalent to begin with, comparing them
on the post-test without due consideration for the initial difference renders the conclusion
suspect. In fact, while the project group gained by 1.18, the comparison group gained by
0.74; the difference in gain is 0.44 in favour of the project group. To avoid this conceptual
problem, the groups could have been equalized first by using some of the methods such
as winsorizing or caliper matching (Soh, 2009) to create equivalent groups for valid
interpretation. Alternatively, a gain-score analysis could be employed to off-set the initial
difference.

A third conceptual error lies with the tests used. As indicated in the report, the pre-
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test and the post-test are two different tests. Had the groups been equalized on the 7-score
and then compared on the post-test between-group, the project would use the equivalent
group post-test only design which in fact is a simpler and good design. Unfortunately, the
paired ¢-tests compared the two sets of scores which are not of the same measure. The
computer software is blind to the sources of numbers put in for processing; it does not
know where the scores come from and does not need to know either. It just obediently
churns out whatever statistics it is asked to calculate. It is the researchers who have to
ensure meaningfulness of the statistics. Had the pre-test and post-test been the same
measure, the problem of non-equivalence between groups can be solved by a gain-score
analysis as suggested above. This case shows that experimental design, measurement, and
statistical analysis of a project are not independent but related and they need be considered
together.

Case study no. 4: Over-simplification

Compared with the two previous cases, Case Study No. 3 is a more complex one.
The project studied the effect of interdisciplinary project-work (independent variable)
on students’ perceptions of life-skills (dependent variable) and ascertained if there were
differences attributable to course and gender (two moderating variables). A moderating
variable is one which influences the relationship of the independent and dependent
variables. As rightly stated by the teacher-researcher, there was no control group since the
entire Secondary Two cohort was involved in project-work. Incidentally, this so-called
whole-level approach is another issue in research design but the discussion of which is not
within the score of this paper.

The research question posed with regard to this investigation is: What is the impact
of interdisciplinary project-work... on making learning meaningful?... The LSQ
(Life-skills Questionnaire) administered as pre- and post-tests comprised statements
to identify the perception aspects of life-skills. The questionnaire consisted of four
components: (1) Confidence, (2) ...

Table 7 (originally, Table 2) reports the means and standard deviations for the
respective courses and gender of Time 1 (pre-test) and Time 2 (post-test). Paired
t-test was carried out to examine significant differences due to course and gender at
Time 1 and Time 2.
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Table 7: Results of paired #-tests if LSQ

Mean (SD) Mean .
Course Scale Gender Pre Post difference t-statistics
Normal Confidence Female (68)[3.43 (0.71)|3.57 (0.51) -0.14 -1.56
Academic Male (53) |3.28 (0.63)(3.67 (0.60) -0.39 -3.94 %%
Express Female (75)[3.51 (0.44)|3.89 (0.64) -0.35 -4, 79***
Male (79) |3.61 (0.63)(3.81 (0.63) -0.20 -2.66%**

The results of the paired t-test showed that the perceived life skills measured
by mean scores on the LSQ for Express students were higher than that of N(A)
students. The course differences were still observed at Time 2, with the Express
students displaying higher life skills development. At Time 1, male students
collectively showed higher learning (sic) to learn life skills. Nonetheless, these
effects were not observed at Time 2.

As shown in Table 7, there are in fact four independent analyses of single-group
pre-and-post-test design experiments. The results of analyses as presented in the original
table do not provide the needed information for the conclusion reached. For instance,
when comparing between courses, the data of female and male students need be pooled.
Likewise, when comparing by gender, data of the two courses need be pooled. The way
it was done by the teacher-researchers is an over-simplification. To justify the conclusion,
the data need be re-organized and analyzed. This is shown in Table 8A for comparing
courses and Table 8B for comparing gender.

Table 8A: Mean comparisons by courses

Express Normal Academic
Measure (N=128) (N=121) Difference SMD
Mean SD Mean SD
Pre-test 3.56 0.55 3.36 0.68 0.20 0.29
Post-test 3.85 0.64 3.61 0.56 0.24 0.42

As can be seen in Table 8A, for pre-test, Express students scored higher on
Confidence than did Normal (Academic) students with a small SMD of 0.29. For post-test,
Express students also scored higher than did Normal (Academic) students with a greater
SMD of 0.42. The conclusion is that the experience of doing interdisciplinary project-work
was able to enhance the difference in Confidence between the two groups and in favour
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of the Express students. This is consistent with the conclusion reached by the teacher-
researcher, at least for Confidence. However, the initial difference (shown by SMD=0.29)
cannot be ignored, though small.

As shown in Table 8B, there are no differences in both the pre-test and the post-test
between male and female students, as shown by the SMDs of 0.02 in both comparisons.

Thus, where Confidence is concerned, the conclusion is not the same as that reported.

Table 8B: Mean comparisons by gender

Male (N=132) Female (N=143) .
Measure Mean D Mean D Difference SMD
Pre-test 348 0.63 3.47 0.59 0.01 0.02
Post-test 3.75 0.62 3.74 0.59 0.01 0.02

Had the students been truly randomly sampled from their respective populations, the
data could well be analyzed by a 2X2 repeated measure analysis of variance, since there
are crossings of two genders with two courses and each student is repeatedly measured
by the pre-test and post-test using the same test. Such an analysis allows the evaluation
of the course main effect, gender main effect, and the course-gender interaction effect,
plus testing occasion effect. This obviously will be a highly complex situation. However,
since the four groups of students are not random samples, this analysis does not apply. For
practically oriented school-based projects like this case, using SMD would suffice.

Case study no. 5: Information overload

Information overload is as problematic as information insufficiency. Giving too little
information makes thinking and conclusion vague. Giving too much information confuses
people. When a simpler analysis is made more complex than it needs be, communication
and thinking problems may arise. It is really an art to say what is necessary and stop there.
Case Study No. 5 is a case in point.

The subjects were 42 students from a secondary two normal academic class...
Another class of secondary two academic students was assigned to be the control
group... A pre-test was conducted using an instrument developed by the teachers.
The format of the post-test was similarly designed.
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Comparison between the two classes using ANOVA showed that the performance
of the control group in the pre-test was similar to that of the treatment group, F(1,
82)=2.19, p>0.05.

Table 9A: Statistics for pre-test (original Table 1)

Group Total number Average Variance
2A1 (control) 42 6.57 4.06
2A2 (Treatment) 42 5.88 5.08

Table 9B: Statistics from single-factor ANOVA of pre-test results (original Table 2)

Source of variance SS df MS F p F.
Between group 10.01 1 10.01
Within group 374.69 82 4.57

(The same is done for the post-test in the report.)

2.19 0.143 3.96

This case has two good points. First, it compared the project and the comparison
groups on two separate occasions, first for the pre-test and later for the post-test. As
discussed above, it is the correct and logical way to make between-groups comparison in a
two-group experiment. Second, since the pre-test and the post-test are two different tests,
within-group comparison (like what is done in the previous case) will be erroneous.

The teacher-researchers use ANOVA (analysis of variance) instead of the
conceptually simpler t-test, perhaps a preference. However, Table 9B is a correct standard
way of presenting the result of an ANOVA but it contains many information which need
not be shown for a school-based report, although it may be required in, say, a MEd thesis.
The additional information is not meaningful to teachers and may make them wonder what
they are for (and at the same time awed by mysterious numbers and labels). This is the
problem of information overload: What do those labels across the top of Table 9A mean?
Do readers need to know all these to understand the result? And, is there a simpler way to
communicate the project outcome?

When the same information for the two tables is re-organized and analyzed, the result
is shown in Table 10 below. Here, the SDs were calculated by taking the square-roots
of the variances in Table 9A. In Table 10, the SMD of 0.39 indicates a small between-
group difference and the conclusion is similar to that of using the more complex F-value
obtained through the much complex ANOVA.
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Table 10: Mean comparisons on pre-test

Project (N=42) Comparison (N=42) .
Measure Mean SD Mean D Difference SMD
Pre-test 6.75 2.02 5.88 2.25 0.87 0.39

That the results of the two methods of analysis are similar is due to fact that, in a two-
group experiment, F = ¢ > or ¢ =\ (F). However, in the re-analysis, SMD instead of #-value
was obtained for reasons discussed earlier. The question is, since the #-test is more direct
and simpler in concept and procedure, why go for the conceptually much more complex
and procedurally much more cumbersome ANOVA and thus causing information overload
with its ill-consequences?

Discussion and conclusion

This paper illustrates five different kinds of statistical misapplications found in
school-based project reports: (1) misplaced comparisons, (2) missing SD, (3) missing
initial comparison, (4) over-simplification, and (5) information overload. Perhaps, with
the exception of the last one (which may not be considered an error) the other fours are
common errors.

The most common error is to report first on the pre-post-project mean difference
of the project group, followed by the same of the pre-post-test mean difference of the
comparison group, and then put the two results together and conclude that, since a
difference is found for the project group but not the comparison group, the intervention
benefits the project group and therefore the project works. This sounds logical but “it is
tempting to stop there, declare victory, and write it up for publication (Abelson, 1995).”
In short, it violates the logic of having a comparison group. This can be complicated by
regression-to-the-mean threat if the two groups are non-equivalent initially.

Another common conceptual error is the use of the #-test when in fact it is not
applicable and, worse, irrelevant. It is worth repeating that the ¢-test is an inferential
statistics which can be used only when the data comes from groups randomly sampled
from their respective populations. In the context of school-based projects, this condition is
seldom, if occasionally, satisfied. The z-value and its corresponding p-value do not address
the question of concern to teacher-researchers (and school administrators); these values,
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however awesome they may look, are about the probability of observed difference and
not about the magnitude of the observed difference. Moreover, the significance of a #-test
result is also sensitive to group size. Again, why this conceptual error is so often made is
unknown. Most probably, teacher-researchers are awed by the small decimal numbers, the
word ‘significance’, and also probably misguided.

Statistics tell stories about projects and their effects, but the stories must be the
correct ones that make statistical sense. The value of school-based projects does not
depend on whether statistical techniques (especially the more complicated ones) are used,
nor does it depend on the statistical significance - a word which is always mistaken to
mean ‘importance’ (Soh, 2011). As can be seen in many such reports, statistics seem to
have been used for a cosmetic purpose because, after presenting one or more tables, the
teacher-researchers go on presenting their views, instead of telling the story contained in
their statistics.

Statistical misuses as exemplified by the five case studies here are not exclusive to
school-based project or more generally educational research. It is also commonly found
in other social research (Dodhia, 2007). And, Roehm (n.d.) gives ample examples from
medical research. The question is not who make the most mistakes but how can mistakes
be avoided and, if found, rectified. This calls for better training, more careful application,
and more stringent editorial screening.

If we have to use statistics, use them correctly by referring to the right concepts,
the right techniques, and the right language. A job worth doing deserves to be done
well. Otherwise, we behave like a little boy who has just been given a hammer and finds
everything needs knocking. Statistics may look like pure simple truth, but as Oscar Wilde
once said, “The pure and simple truth is rarely pure and never simple.”
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Abstract

This article is going to review the debate of the use of midpoints on Likert scale in order to
understand the implications for scale construction. In this review, the major issues around
this debate are identified. The first is methodological. The debate around this issue is the
concern about whether the midpoints affect the reliability and validity of measurements.
The second issue is epistemological. It concerns about how researchers exactly know the
meaning of the responses into midpoints that they intend to measure. To some extent,
the debate based on the methodological issue illustrates that both using and not using
of midpoints are acceptable, because the midpoints may not really affect the reliability
and validity. Therefore, the epistemological issue while designing the rating scale of a
measurement is the focus of this article. The implications of the debate for educational
research are also discussed in this article.
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In educational research, Likert scale is commonly used to measure different kinds of
variables, such as teacher stress and burnout (e.g. Chan, Chen, & Chong, 2010; Dworkin,
2002), self-efficacy (e.g. Brouwers, Tomic, & Stijnen, 2002; Cheung, 2006), school and
teacher effectiveness (e.g. Bangert, 2006; Kyriakides, Campbell, & Christofidou, 2002;
Kyriakides, Demetriou, & Charalambous, 2006; Reezigt & Creemers, 2005; Reynolds,
2001), school organization (e.g. Bowen, Ware, Rose, & Powers, 2007; Firestone, 1984;
Firestone & Herriott, 1982; Herriott & Firestone, 1984) school climate and culture (e.g.
Cavanagh & Dellar, 1996; Cavanagh & Waugh, 2004; Moos, 1987; Pang, 1998; Wagner,
2006), and the like. The reason is that Likert scale empowers educational researchers to
effectively operationalize the variables and then identify their relationships in order to
improve our educational system.

However, some researchers claim that the use of midpoints on Likert scale may affect
research reliability and validity, but some other researchers disagree. It is necessary for
education researchers to learn this debate about whether midpoint opinions are included in
a scale, because the debate not only directly points to the problem of research quality but
also the validity of research implications and recommendations to educational system. In
this article, therefore, we will first review the debate in social research in general. On the
basis of this review, then, we will suggest the implications of the debate for educational
research.
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Debate of the use of midpoints on Likert scale

Methodological issue

One concern among researchers about having midpoints on a Likert scale is the
effects of the midpoints to the reliability and validity of measurements. Generally, the
supporters of midpoint opinions claim that the midpoints can increase the reliability
of measurement. For example, Courtenay and Weidemann (1985) assess the effects of
midpoint answers (“don’t know”) to the Palmore’s Facts on Aging quizzes (FAQ) and
conclude that the midpoint answers tend to enhance the reliability of FAQ. Another study
conducted by Adelson and McCoach (2010) present similar findings. In that study, Adelson
and McCoach compared the response pattern of elementary students who responded
a mathematics attitudes instrument with a 4-point Likert scale with another group of
elementary students who responded the same instrument but the scaling had an additional
neutral point. The study shows that the scale including a neutral midpoint might be more
appropriate for elementary students than the 4-point scale, because the reliability of the
5-point scale was statistically and significantly higher than the reliability of the 4-point
scale.

On the other hand, the adversaries argue that the high reliability may be resulted from
response set (Cronbach, 1950), especially the tendency to choose the midpoint options.
Weems and Onwuegbuzie (2001) conduct three studies to show that there was a high rate
of midpoint choices among their samples. This to some extent implies response set to the
midpoints exist. Different from the findings found by the supporters of midpoints, the
response set in Weems and Onwuegbuzie’s studies seems to attenuate the reliability rather
than enhance it (Weems & Onwuegbuzie, 2001). In this sense, midpoints are not necessary
to benefit the internal consistence of measurements.

Nevertheless, some researchers argue that the use of reliability as a criterion to judge
the merit of midpoints is inappropriate (Chang, 1994). As Cronbach (1950, p.22) already
notes, “there is no merit in enhancing test reliability unless validity is enhanced at least
proportionately.” In other words, validity should be a better criterion than reliability (Chang,
1994). Some studies evaluate the impacts of midpoints on measurement validity. However,
the findings are also contradictory. For instance, some studies find that the construct
validity may not be influenced by the midpoints (Adelson & McCoach, 2010; Kulas,
Stachowski, & Haynes, 2008), but some researchers suggest the omission of the midpoints
may impair the validity (Johns, 2005).
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One possible reason explaining such contradictory findings is that the reliability and
validity may be independent of the number of scale points, including the use or not use
of midpoints, on Likert scale (Dawes, 2001a; Matell & Jacoby, 1971). Another possible
explanation is that there are other factors mediating the relation of the use of midpoints
to the measurement reliability and validity, such as respondents’ response style (Clarke,
2001; Lee, Jones, Mineyama, & Zhang, 2002; Wong, Tam, & Fung, 1993) and reverse
coding (Weems & Onwuegbuzie, 2001).

Epistemological issue

Another concern about the use of midpoints on Likert scale is epistemological. This
means whether and how researchers exactly know the meaning of the responses into
midpoints that they intend to measure. Originally, the meaning of midpoints on Likert
scale refers to neutral i.e., neither agree nor disagree (Raaijmakers, Hoof, Hart, Verbogt,
& Wollebergh, 2000). Therefore, this kind of options is desirable because it avoids forcing
respondents to choose agree or disagree options, that may evoke misleading conclusion, if
they really hold neutral opinions towards the items. However, some scholars already note
that midpoints may have many different meanings such as “neither agree nor disagree”,
“undecided”, “don’t know”, and “no opinion” (Raaijmakers, et al., 2000). Thus, it is
possible for respondents to interpret the midpoints in several different ways that may be
totally different from the original or intended meaning, especially when the midpoints are
not clearly defined (Kulas, et al., 2008).

Worcester and Burns (1975) conduct a very interesting experiment to investigate
this issue. In the experiment, the subjects were randomly assigned into four groups. Each
group of the subjects was required to answer three questions that were the same for each
group except the rating scales (4-point or 5-point) and the scale option labels (e.g. “tend
to agree”, “agree”, and “2” assumed to be the same meaning). First, all of the subjects
were asked to give their answers by using a discrete verbal scale (the Likert scales being
tested); then, they were asked to indicate the answers again on a continuous non-verbal
scale (literally straight, blank line). After that, Worcester and Burns compared the answers
between the verbal and non-verbal scales. They found that the midpoint selections could
mean “neither agree nor disagree”, “tend to agree”, and “tend to disagree” among the
subjects. Thus, they concluded that the similar or the same options may mean different

things to different people.

Similar to Worcester and Burns, Kulas, et al. (2008, p.251) claim that midpoints
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may be viewed by the respondents as a “dumping ground” for unsure or non-applicable
responses, “if the respondent[s] did not view the middle response option as existing along
the agreement continuum.” In other words, midpoints may not really represent the opinion
of “neither agree nor disagree”.

To some extent, this argument gets supports from another line of studies that aims to
learn the effects of the midpoints on survey results. For example, Garland (1991) asks his
respondents to give opinions about the importance of product labeling with a Likert scale
and he finds that more negative ratings were obtained when midpoints were removed from
the scale. Dawes (2001b) conducts a similar study, in which the respondents were asked
to identify their satisfaction towards their insurance company with a scale either with or
without midpoints, and also finds the similar results. In addition to negative rating, some
studies indicate that an increase in positive rating may occur when a scale does not include
midpoints (Worcester & Burns, 1975). These effects of the denial of midpoints may be
explained by that respondents may “use the midpoint to avoid reporting what they see
as less socially acceptable answer” (Johns, 2010, p.7) in order to please the interviewers
(Garland, 1991). If it is the case, the selection of midpoint may no longer imply neutrality.
In other words, midpoints may be harmful to measurement validity.

However, the supporters of the use of midpoints provide confronting evidences.
For instance, Raaijmakers, et al. (2000) argue that the midpoints are necessary. This is
because the respondents, who do not have enough knowledge to response the items, might
minimize unresponse rate by selecting the midpoint to indicate the sense of “undecided” or
“don’t know”. In addition, Matell and Jacoby (1972) discover that a negative correlation
between the number of scale options and the opportunity that midpoints become a
dumping ground. This implies that midpoints may be more appropriate in a scale with
more scale options.

Implication to educational research

According to the literature reviewed above, it is obvious that there is still no
conclusion whether the midpoints on Likert scale are desirable or not. Nevertheless,
according to the methodological viewpoint, i.e. the issue about the impact of midpoints
on measurement reliability and validity, both use and not use of midpoints are acceptable
because the midpoints may not really affect the reliability and validity (Dawes, 2001a;
Matell & Jacoby, 1971). Therefore, it is suggested that educational researchers should
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take more consideration to the epistemological issue while designing the rating scale of a
measurement.

To some extent, it is hard for educational researchers to know exactly the meaning
of the midpoint responses. For instance, how should we interpret why a teacher choose
the midpoint to the following statement retrieved from Kyriakides, et al.’s (2002)
questionnaire about teacher effectiveness: “Students’ achievement in relation to teachers’
objectives”? The teacher may select the midpoint for a variety of purposes, such as: he or
she may want to express neutrality about the relationship between students’ achievement
and teachers’ objectives; he or she may not know the relationship; or he or she may avoid
to select “disagree” or “very disagree”, even though this may be his or her true thought,
because he or she may think disagreement about the statement is socially undesirable.

Nevertheless, it is argued that the inclusion of midpoints on a scale is necessary. This
is because we cannot sure whether the meaning of “agree” or “disagree” response, for
instance, really implies the respondents’ agreement or disagreement towards the items.
Some respondents may select these two options because there is no an option referring
to “neutral”, “undecided” or “don’t know”. In this sense, we may need to take a risk that
we may make an inaccurate conclusion due to the scale without such midpoints. The
inaccurate conclusion may affect the validity of the implications and recommendations to
improve our educational system.

If this is right, educational researchers need to think how to minimize the
disadvantage of the use of midpoints such as respondents’ misinterpretation to the
midpoint opinions, response set to midpoints, and social desirable responses through
midpoints. One possible way is a careful use of option labels. For example, Worcester and
Burns (1975) discover that the balance side point options (e.g. the point 2 and 4 of a 5-point
Likert scale) that are labeled as “slightly agree/disagree”, “fairly agree/disagree” or “quite
agree/disagree” are more preferable than that labeled as “agree” and “disagree” only,
because the adverbs tend to reduce the number of midpoint selections.

Another way is to define the midpoints as clear as possible. Some studies suggest that
the use of midpoints as a dumping ground may be more likely to occur when the option
labels are difficult to understand (Cummins & Gullone, 2000; Kulas & Stachowski, 2009).
Therefore, for example, it is more desirable to refer midpoints to the label of “neither agree
nor disagree” or “neutral” instead of number “3”. Alternatively, educational researchers
may add “non-applicable” or “N/A” options in a Likert scale (Kulas, et al., 2008). These
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two approaches may be able to solve the problem of “untrue” middle response category
endorsement (Kulas & Stachowski, 2009; Kulas, et al., 2008).

Finally, the limitations of the midpoints may be reduced by increasing scale
sensitivity. To increase scale sensitivity means to increase number of scale options
(Cummins & Gullone, 2000). Some researchers show the increase in scale sensitivity may
decrease the midpoint selections (Matell & Jacoby, 1972). They suggest that the midpoint
selections tend to more often occur on 3-point and 5-point scale, but less on 7-point and
19-point scale (Matell & Jacoby, 1972). In other words, the response set to midpoints
and social desirable responses through midpoints may be minimized by increasing scale
sensitivity.

Conclusion

In this paper, the literature about the debate of the use of midpoints on Likert scale
is reviewed. It finds that the debate seems to focus on two issues: methodological issue
— the impact of midpoints on measurement reliability and validity — and epistemological
issue — whether and how researchers know the meaning of midpoint responses that are
the intended meaning designed by the researchers. After reviewing the arguments from
both supporters and opponents, it is suggested that a scale with midpoints is appropriate
for educational research because such an inclusion may not necessarily be harmful to
the measurement reliability and validity, but also avoid forcing respondents to choose
a direction. Nevertheless, it is still noted that there are some limitations of the use of
midpoints, such as respondents’ misinterpretation to the midpoint opinions, response
set to midpoints, and social desirable responses through midpoints. Nevertheless, the
limitations may be minimized by the careful use of the option labels, the clear definition
of the midpoints, the inclusion of “N/A” options in a Likert scale, and the increase in scale
sensitivity.
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Abstract

In recent decades, researchers recommend the reform of the paradigm of curriculum
and teaching to cater for educational needs in the contemporary world. Many suggest
equipping the next generation with the capabilities of higher-order thinking (HOT).
In Hong Kong, the Education Bureau also emphasizes the development of higher-
order thinking skills in school curriculum. Hitherto, HOT is a rich concept that is under
numerous diverse interpretations by local and international academics. Many educators
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wish to have a better understanding of the concept. Based on findings from documentary
analysis, this paper analyzes the concept of HOT. It starts with analyzing how HOT is
related to a change in teaching paradigm, followed by a discussion of the theory and
concepts of HOT, which leads to the formulation of a conceptual framework proposed by
the present author. The author wishes that the framework could serve as a reference for
further empirical or practical endeavors in the field.

Keywords

higher-order thinking, paradigm of curriculum and teaching, curriculum reform, innovative
teaching
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fg&i% F \:i)ié ,bl\a ‘#L}‘VJ»&‘J‘;&%;?{F:QIPW ;fégim‘-ﬁ‘ﬁ‘mm)é;w’l\’

f
: .‘&Jﬁ‘%is#ﬁéffﬁ?’ *)]?ev‘ TAACF MU PaE T o 2 de Bono (1970) -k

AFT R
LB+ 3wk s Ennis (1996) et 2] 8, 4+ 25 ~ Schon (1991 ) ek LK E#H A 9 5 = —“ﬁ ik

4 odeBono (1970) g M3 L34 | AL A APREY Ll, + ?\ﬁ.lréﬁg-;ﬂ;
IR - BRI R 3 2 o Eisner (1995) A XL E & diw B AR iR
BOAR W E e o BB ALY ERSLE %*ﬁ'lfrﬂ B AL KA AT
1> @ Schon (1991) ek LK EH DAY Bl & » kP3¢ (Yeung, 2002a; 2002b;
2008) oI ZHER SEFREORTHG T B - LEERFIFV AR
A—E AL Miggem 4 @42 | (Swartz, 2001; Ong&Borich 2006) o iz & @3
AR R (Problem Solving) % /&% (Decision Making) &% o B AEfF4a 4 & 7 T f23p
Ay o B LI RGP R AR AL 2 "fﬁﬁ HL o~ B K 2

3 p\;’;xF—ﬂA\‘f‘r [‘J—”‘Ti ETF P o o

137



NEBH AR (Delisle, 1997) » 4 %7 AT E4F I F 7 & B FApenid 34 0 i[5 »
AL THG AT e

& A X% $#77 (Core thinking skills )

BERAAPL T BT T S > AT FE s A8 TRR v % (Cotton,
1991; Swartz, 2001; McGregor, 2007) > # = 77417 — #- § 5 A F eh 4 B9 o fif fen
LA (ot EOR AR RLY ) 2R 253 LSl R Ep LY o 0gE
*~ﬁﬁuiﬁ%$&%ﬁﬁo%ﬁ%&;ﬁ§4ﬁﬁWW@%m&%@ﬁAK’méﬁ
< % 4 (Bloom et al., 1956; Anderson et al., 2001 ) &4 # T]i FIFF A E LT
P GARESF LA BRITEB DL YRS 41:‘7 NELN A A N R o
F TR A Ao LR ¥ AT EE Al ) O ATERA DB Z RS- G TR
g/ 0 c GREG T AR Y TR FERP AFTHELLYL .

foZ AR P

LB L o w AR L BT
# 5 (sequencing) ° BIEL
/47 (analysis) ° I 4
%5 12 (association) ° Boach ¥
4 %8 (classification) WL e

72 % (comprehension )
vt #% (comparison )

% (deduction)
=iz (evaluation) °
F& 5 1 (flexibility )
aewg (fluency )
7g4F (forecasting) °
B3 ( generalizing )
B3k (hypothesizing) -
f## (interpretation )
#.% (observation) °
#] %3+ 4] (planning) -
SR ( predicting)
# K (questioning )
& = (synthesizing) °
4232 (theorizing) *
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LR BB L% (Integrated thinking models )

ér_.?w..zmﬁﬁvﬁm IR - N A mﬁ??”%ypg
Marzano % (1988) & ¥ R - Sternberg & Spear-Swerllng (1996) eh= = & 4; EL TR
Gardner (2006) #7 ﬁm?{{ » 12 % de Bono (2003) = ELH My o ipw A T
& s g (Fusion) (25> icde 7 b enl 4 H05¢ @ﬁiiﬁﬂ:ﬁ RSN ’ér_fi"ﬁlf?"
M Tt o

Marzano % (1988) 4 41— A 47 L 4 e 4 ﬁﬁ?‘ﬁ#‘é?i%&%ﬁ%ﬁ
gpEsd o wipf i T 2R, (Dimensions of thinking) - i&¢ 4£7 B L4 ARk :
- s ( Metacogmtlon)
- # 44| & L% (Critical and creative thinking )
- &% 42 (Teaching processes )
- A & % 3737 (Core thinking skills)

- 7 A L b i (Relationship of content-area knowledge to thinking )

I AR HS 0 i A R Marzano N T MEFHL G REM B AR FHE LD
FOQFAK  ApENE L TR T B OBRZROREY FRRE KT DR e

AL mE@ g e

Sternberg & Spear-Swerling (1996) % & 7 & #4 = = 12 ¥ (Triarchic theory of
thinking) ° 1343 & B2 > L4 e 0T =50 A 47404 (analytical thinking) ~ £
&1L 4 (creative thinking) o * #£ % % (practical thinking) ° » #71E& 4 & F » 47 ~
HET TR L RCHBELS CARBLY TR R Al BRifrBERER S
FRULLREERR Y CEY NAAPATFERRE SN R ALY
AR BARESSFE L PR FALRLY S P L LY REIRARTS
RALS (T % AT A IR SR HITRY T p ¥ 287 PR AL - 6 $HATe
ALY 4 % £ R E & 9 Sternberg & Spear-Swerling £rif fg s 0 Tl g F &
KIPAE- AT ALY (F3) ) 37 %d B 3 40 LF3H
BREYEZ ALY ORGoRE S 2 o

71}14

&y
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Gardner % # ¢0 5 24 &% (Gardner, 1999) > - & B 5 4 * WX P FAfr kS A
PRI TN oI RN R 3 SN NI T B TE AN C SRS SN N
BREY L ABTR S LALGT FEL MG J M AFEARY > 21 F
£+ & % (4rKagan & Kagan, 1998 ; Armstrong, 2000) - }* fi? £ w3k o Gardner 3 {8
hE (F0 (#9074 % A khT oA 0 ¢ 451 Je A7 (Disciplined Mind) ~ 5 & < 4
( Synthesizing Mind ) ~ £i¢ = % (Creating Mind) ~ % & < 4 (Respectful Mind ) {r %32
s 4 (Ethical Mind) (Gardner, 2006) ° 3R 4 & B & e iFH #2 7 > Gardner 32
SEPAFRIFBEEIACH TEF TR o HFEAEF ~ BERERLPRD
AR (gl i AR - FRRLLAER c ML AT 0 TRFRE - fE
SHFEAABDOLYVE Sl BROFFEEY FHIY S LR mRE DL TY
B REfrpl@ e IR AREF LDt 0 a EEH RO Z I DF L AR o

de Bono (2003) eh= BLF WA F R A ¥ A b4 35 Lty F R AR
g R EAEZRTHE R ARG Lt S o BRI Rl LY s Big S AR
LY S ERIRE FREALLfeiEN A L cdeBono s A E A L A RS L LY
AL RIL AR fral BRI % > SRLY RGP TG IS et o B E B
BEREP  ERG 2 BATEGpN > VRS 3 AR N g
{ 4 %ok o

(4-

R
\

-
N
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ﬂ
=
o

&% & (Thinking dispositions )

FHARET LA md g B G & 928+ (Swartz & Perkins, 1990) 4 L ¥
%{ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi%’?éiﬁF%iﬁj——*t, SR R A R
AL RA A QAF L TpiE ) ARG > v AR Y FEY LY REV DL B
WV o2 o B R4 %k e 35 Costa & Kallick (2009) 0% % ¥ 3% 2 Tishman
& Perkins (1995) A+ %% < 43 o Costa & Kallick 322 ER& v ZE2F EF 4 L ¥
PRFLIH b LGS REC S~ HBE - TF B LY % o Tishman,
Perkins & Jay A3t 18 4 R k3 -0t bR (LY ARG b BB E -
BB UE T A  A RAE Y YR BFALT, (p2) o0 £T A

peRF A AR IHRLTRERER{FRADRTFE

>
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Sy SELEER A AL R FELF chpia ™ e £ T e 3 g
-~ BXa 4 { i (Traditional thinking strategies) * 4o & &4 ~ #+ 2| L3 ~ {8
I~ BjigBLeng A L% 337 (Core thinking skills )
2 EREPaL YRS /H5% (Integrated thinking models )

o~ L% (Thinking dispositions )

PRI FHBfe I AR A TR EY R BLAF IS REEES
BRI ARTREATEY - B G &5 BAPK D 6 A E KT OF R
FRFTRERIROE > URES Lo gAY LA -

fize B3 G ’pﬁinykaﬁﬁﬁF% FHY- e (BRLY ) hF
f’rzwrf;‘j CAeEREF (2008) F A AFE R FEAL LY KT DX wERE TR
E(2005) % QRFEEPOREEZ TP ILY > AR PR eF TR OH
YRR R AR A GG L F BTG MRFOF LA By RE - R B
(Yeung, 2002a; 2002b; 2008 ) » 2 *t4e@ i@ * 3|/ F & ¢ Bz BRI 03 ¥4 o 12
Bz aimE o (AR BE c RERE S FRLORFE] RADFRIET 70 &
ERREY R LRG> TERUBE M IR PN BEF LR F
(Yeung & Lam, 2007) » ¥t { Ve & ffF > FIREADE Y & » X raRk4i3 L
FAL o BLPEAFTLNFAR T LS BEEF ARBARRT 0L FF S THEEY
4 o
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KE N F L {op ik
The definition and essence of pedagogical

content knowledge

lf-

¥k
BEKRT h
BAH
é,;g\:l > —’:?

2

SRR T ERIEFFTEE AR R PR ?Iﬁl’\i;ﬁ“ (pedagogical
content knowledge * PCK) ¥ 8 @ - f o & ] % fwitend i & J2 8 foodifo- &8 o
*W@°?£ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁiﬂ’Fﬁ?ﬁﬁmbﬁvuﬁﬁ%mgﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁgmo
FE P GRS g i AR RR AT R RE AL LEF PR G £
R B Y L RN G BB i R ERN Y E AT UGS N AR K
PEF ARG AR e AR T R 2000 £ k¢ HF K HEE N F o
PP o TR FR

VREOEEB T o KF P FAOWT 200 L R ¢ RRFRE LT G PR
FEFRE RSP G R AP EE Y o R R HNE Y R Y F s o poh s g0
KEFELHEREP FABdaiR o je s A e*EFAR o - A37E KEF o5 Ko
KEPFdBEEF ik - RSP Frodd- frodaimd ERFLEST L
B2l NHHEY KT i Z ARE P F RS Pk gy o LK

RE N R B MR AT 3o & #c (representation) © B té 0 A 2 A4TEE T 0 &K
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Abstract

Researchers realize that teachers need to possess knowledge from various scopes
including pedagogical content knowledge (PCK). The components of PCK include
subject knowledge and general pedagogical knowledge. PCK does not only comprise
the knowledge of teaching materials, but also the expression of subject knowledge in the
most representative mode in regard to teachability. PCK as unique knowledge of teachers.
Its features include that teachers need to fully grasp the subject content knowledge and
understand students’ learning characteristics. Then teachers express the subject content
knowledge through effective strategies in order to ensure students’ understanding, inquiry
and construction of knowledge. This paper, reviewing relevant literatures since 2000, tries
to synthesize empirical research on PCK and briefly illustrates the research finding.

From the literature review, the authors note that there are three main ideas about PCK:
teachers understand the specific subject content; teachers manage and utilize specific
representation of subject content; and teachers understand specific learning and learners.
Moreover, four research findings are worth noting. First, the PCK of novice teachers
and experienced teachers are significantly different. Second, PCK is a comprehensive
knowledge that is skillfully utilized in teaching after teachers synthesizing various kinds
of knowledge. Third, PCK is closely related to subject knowledge. Fourth, the PCK of
teachers is mainly expressed in the understanding and representation of subject knowledge.
In the last section, the authors suggest there is a close relationship between teaching
strategies and representation of knowledge, and so does PCK and subject knowledge.

Keywords

Chinese Language, pedagogical content knowledge, teaching strategy, representation of
pedagogical knowledge
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R S LR A D S NS 1 R (R
1997 F5) » APy A4 T &fF 3 & 2 & @432, (What teachers need to
know?) ~ T ¥cfFdrig # A& ? | (What do teachers know?) « &% BFF 2 55 Jt » g4
B L WRAE LR L AR L PN A LR B LA #H ATy KD
BELY S FHKkFRoe i (E2 9519900 F 263) o FptKEFag g
73 }%,tﬂ\%?g%fg_ﬁ‘y;ﬁ g a LA REEE AR ) (Schon, 1983) « HfFfE7 2 @
EEd) > 2R E R fr{ﬁ:%‘,; 3B aRE N F R F i@ (practical knowledge )
TOTRE ALE B G ochirlo Y Mg BRSNS -

FHEEp Faopapl AHF LR - L4005 FHREP F @t 455 5 5 L
TR g A KEPFOBERFRTAL - TR P - -ENk EpEREFLEFD
R RERFLE RS ok - —f}f Eigie itﬁ,i‘ﬁmf&é Boled FhARNLER o
KEP PP @ gs o L g TRFCR N F ARG B R4 b
% o 2= > Shulman #& 11 &8 N 5 o ym 4 15 - ;%ﬁﬁ PRSI 0 f R N E s Bk
B ER KPRFFTRE - ALY > IR ?ﬁ_ﬁh-«é’ Sl LRt o R
KEP Froghiapido 3 2R 57 Ak o MY {33 g R 0 BFIE 2000 E 04 kP F
ﬁﬁ?ﬁgfﬁ FARNFHFT T PFHEEAFTER

K 2 E1ae N2 ] NPES

BE S pF v en ) Lo § ﬁ 14 4 &£ 3 * F (Shulman, 1986a, 1987a, 1987b, 1987,
Wilson, Shulman, & Richart, 1987; Grossman & Richert, 1988) » JLa#-f =5 % & [Leng ¥
AE T (L) -
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BPT AP ERAKF LA ST R EEanE s KF 0§ @ (pedagogical
content knowledge) & # ¢ - & o iofd 4R iF 2 KEF & J}(%‘f,gfﬁ PO S enieiE Y o B AR
TR AR R EEATREY R EApE P 2 F S TR T - fidy i
KIFRENE PR d229 § & GRS g ﬁbﬁéw*ﬁ%wﬁmzﬁaﬁ
$3 o 4ol & (Dewey) ¥4 di- B THf ot | Pk (Wilson, Shulman & Richert,
1987) - 42w (1902) 3u5 F5 kfF& i A4 B om Twsmit | (psychologize) > 4 i
IFRE D TR REFHEHN Feanna M pn LT AN E P ART i B8P
o3 A EF i (Dewey, 1902/1964) » & 45 )

FREPFF A G - AL PERIIPER - LR LR o a3
BIAHFL FES FEL 2R HPERA g B E AL L2
FHRGFRATRIE » TRFATFT N EBFFET TR o e B KEF TR $f e
W0 = F 4k o (85 KEF 0B 2 ernd & fﬂ?isf&ﬁ%?ﬁviﬁ' 4 AR
NRTETNEGE T e LG 7 o B TR 7 i AL L F s B el S

BEA LR P85 BB APEREE L T g 5T ALY
5/%5?3’ 4 4 o (Dewey, 1902/1964, p.318)

CRE PR AT &
e PR HEAPE FERFLE LR - %‘f'*‘ WE - fﬁzb%ﬁ”?ﬁ”’ﬁff’%&? R A
FPEHIrRF O o RHAIG D FRFPAE L DR KA EREF P EATER
BER RO E AR ) 3 4 @ Bl 4T HE SR > 24 (Grossman, Wilson

& Shulman, 1989; McEwan & Bull, 1991) - AL S ARG PN F oo

Shulman ¥ % & p % fvit > 5 3 nfafd ¢

""" KEMF fr**#ﬁ ;*?ﬁ'w JE iy Mt PEenp FARE S EWARA K o pRE
PFAETE R o 8 FRFHE P R RRFELH S R § R R A
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HERFEFET PAFIFREL LEY R PP E R TI TN F 4 & EjET
s B S BB G P g 2 i e d o (Shulman,
1986b, p.9)

R 2l KB P F B e 28 paraifo- RS B i 0 T AR
¥t aomh £ 5iE T %1 (teachability) ¢4 47 » 12 doit £ 3 (represent) & 4wk
SN (H 250 1992) o HE P F BT L KFADG dharEs ’ﬁ%%f+*kﬁ%$
ALY EEPPMF AR T REAFY PR RN G @ R o pFRNFHHE
AT IR N AR K I EF A S

Shulman # &} F & P 7 Aot g 2 18 > Gl ~ S FHF L g H d
TE A G- HameEE B9 d a7 ”"EH”{ ﬁ*’?‘%*’»m%‘f%é gF A RER
FAoma g M“ﬁ:«rﬁvfilﬂ BRSO P REPN G AR RT ARG &
MR T8 - Ao 4o Grossman i} e REMFOBLKFO- BT
F0 R4 B 4 $erF N g @Ak 4 e, (Grossman, 1990, p.8) © Llinares (2000) 3%
AERENFORLREFRY B Rl E Y f i@ £ o Sherin (2002) 3%
AREPFOBRLEPPFREDEP R 8 #‘?zﬁﬁfr;%-wm LEURES R
MEH A EY S g g Y FL AR T KRR AR R B REK
fronwdd b8 BREY > H3 boRe AP (negotiate) » & HEHE RPN F - AR
e & 2§ iz

BT EFHEEPN PR a0 T LRENKE N Faoda- 1 R ¢
BT B

I REHFLEPPN FARGE Fu g b8P KLY kPR3-

2. REFHIEHFITEPPNFEAADLEEY o dot LR (0 B B
HoBT e R ) ARFPP FA LG R R ERIRS B S FAP e

3. KREHNEY IRV FoomE ﬁ‘“%i CF L AFY R -FLNF
L ’*f—’r';’ﬁ'm}”‘ FRIVF P ST~ A 0j3 > L2 o LP AT R
BEE gy o (Tamir, 1988; Grossman, 1990; Marks, 1990 )
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Training of critical thinking ability in
Hong Kong’s new senior secondary
Liberal Studies — From formal
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Abstract

Training students’ critical thinking ability is an expected learning outcome of new senior
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secondary Liberal Studies. After studying the subject, students are expected to have certain
degree of ability of critical thinking. In this article, I will try to apply the concept of formal
curriculum and null curriculum to analyze the design of New Senior Secondary Liberal
Studies, in order to investigate the problem in training students’ critical thinking ability
and suggest possible solutions.
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liberal studies, formal curriculum, null curriculum, critical thinking
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Abstract

This case study explores attitudinal changes through using group discussion as
an intervention strategy for teaching novels in a primary school in Hong Kong.
Comprehension, application and synthesis questions were used to promote higher order
thinking skills and positive risk taking behaviors amongst students. The research question
was to what extent group discussion serves as an intervention strategy to enhance
emotional maturity in students. Data was collected through observations, documentations,
journals and group interviews. Data analysis suggests a higher percentage of students
choose the “application” and “synthesis” type questions. It was found that the amount
of time given to students impact on the length and quality of students’answers. The
requirement to copy the questions impacted on students’choice of questions. Both classes
experienced change in the choice of questions over the reading week.Teachers are more
aware of the complexity of conducting research in a classroom setting and the importance
of balancing the roles of language teachers and researchers with the support of a school-
based professional learning community.
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1. Background

One of the major challenges in curriculum for teachers in Hong Kong is how to
promote the higher order thinking skills, by allowing students to take positive risks when
it comes to answering high order level questions. As teachers, we tend to ask questions
in the “knowledge” category for about 80% to 90% of the time in class. These questions
are fundamental to learning, but using them all the time may pose hurdles to high order
thinking development in students. Higher order level questions require much more “brain
power” and a more extensive and elaborate answers (Bloom, et al, 1956, Costa 2000).

Diocesan Boys’ School Primary Division is adopting a more inquiry-based learning
curriculum in 2009-2010 hence teachers responded to the need by examining an alternative
approach to teaching novel studies. Students are self-motivated and eager to learn, and
demonstrate patience and perseverance in tackling challenging learning tasks. However,
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our students tend not to collaborate effectively when asked to share their answers and
opinions in a group setting.

Approaches to teaching literature with respect to novel studies in previous years by
many teachers within the Department of English focused primarily on “knowledge” type
questions. Due to the Department’s initiative to develop more options when approaching
literature studies, the need for inclusion of higher order thinking questions became
apparent not only to challenge the studies but also to make teaching varied.

In the school development plan for the English Department in 2009-2010, we aim
to further enhance students’ learning performance and to enable them to master and
manipulate various generic skills and demonstrate good and independent learning abilities.
An Exploratory Practice Committee was set up to give teachers opportunities to conduct
research in a classroom setting, to improve and to reflect on students’ learning and teaching
practices.

This study aims to get students to change their attitudes towards attempting to answer
synthesis type questions after they have shared their answers with their peers in a group
setting. Using group discussion as an intervention strategy, as a result, students will have
the opportunity to develop their collaborative skills and be encouraged to take risks when
answering higher order thinking questions.

2. Literature Review

Vygotsky stated that learning awakens in children a variety of internal developmental
processes that can operate only when they interact with more competent people in their
environment and in cooperation with their peers (Vygotsky, 1978). When children scaffold
each other, they modify a task and offer assistance to each other to help complete the task
(Tharpe & Gallimore, 1988). According to Thelen’s principal of least-sized groups, we
should strive for a group as small as possible but that has all the expertise and diverse
points of view necessary to complete the task well (Thelen, 1954). Most teachers in
general find that it is easier to conduct group discussions in smaller groups as each
member will have more opportunities to participate and share their opinions and answers
with each other. Smaller groups are also easier to handle for teachers when it comes to
classroom management. According to researchers, children at 11 years old begin to reason
abstractly (Atherton, 2009). Therefore we selected Grade five students in this study as they
are expected and required to answer questions of different levels of difficulty. Based on
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findings, children around 11 years old are at the stage where they are emotionally, socially
and intellectually developing (Wood, 1998). Through exposure to questions that differ in
cognitive skills, children will develop more confidence in choosing to answer questions
that require creativity, imagination and critical thinking skills.

Grade five students were chosen for this study because children are at the stage
where they are emotionally, socially and intellectually developing. Emotional maturity
is defined as the strength and courage to actualize individual abilities within the frame
of social demands (Landau & Weissler, 1998). Emotionally, ten and eleven year olds are
usually cooperative, easygoing, friendly and agreeable. At the social level, friendships
and activities with age mates flourish. They want to be a part of the group and do not
want to stand alone in competition (Wood, 1998). Finally, intellectually, children at
this age are verbal. Making ethical decisions becomes a challenging task. They are able
to express ideas and feelings in creative ways. More importantly, at eleven years old,
children begin to reason abstractly (Atherton, 2009). Therefore, this group of students are
chosen to participate in this study. It is hoped that the study will help language teachers
make informed decisions when incorporating emotion related elements into the language
program.

3. Assumptions

There are two assumptions for this study:

Assumption 1: Through the interventions, students will become more willing to take risks
to answer higher order thinking questions and thus become more willing to tackle these
questions on their own initiative the next time they encounter them.

Assumptions 2: In addition to cognitive maturity that comes with age for grade 5 students,
group discussion can serve as an intervention strategy to enhance emotional maturity in
students.

The study attempts to find answers to the following questions:
1. Are students more willing to take risks to answer high order questions after going
through the interventions? What are the reasons behind their move?

2. Does group discussion serve as an intervention strategy to enhance emotional maturity
in students? If yes, how? If no, why?
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4. Methodology

To explore the research questions, changes and rearrangements were made in the
curriculum. The teaching of the novel was conducted in a six-day teaching cycle to allow
for more in-depth group discussions. In addition, the novel is not formally assessed, thus
releasing students from pressure and allowing ample room for them to express their views
and ideas.

4.1 Curriculum Organization

There are 2 books for Reading for each level. “Frindle” is one of the novels chosen
for Grade 5. It is a novel written by Andrew Clements. The school chose it in 2008-
2009, and almost all the boys in the level liked it, so it was chosen again for the 1st term
of academic year 2009-2010. The book explores the inquisitive nature of young boys
with respect to authority. The themes of the book also provided students with thought-
provoking situations for students’ deliberations and making choices. Students also found
it easy to identify with the characters in the book as the plot focuses on daily school life
at the primary level. There are 15 chapters broken into 6 modules taught in the ‘reading
week’ (See Table 1).

There were 3 interventions throughout the project. Each intervention was carried
out using group discussions. Students were grouped according to the selection of the
questions.

Table 1: Arrangement of the lessons and interventions

Dates

(Dec.)
7" 1 1-3 - Biography of the author

- Introduction and summary of]
the novel

- Answering a question from
module 1

8" 2 4-5 - Language support for novel
reading

- Whole class discussion

- Answering a question from
module 2 and 3

Modules | Chapters | Interventions | Grouping Activities
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(]I))fsi Modules | Chapters | Interventions| Grouping Activities
9" 3 6-8 1 Mixed-ability|- Briefing on how to conduct
grouping group discussion
of students |- 7-minute group discussion
according to |- Ss’ reflections
their choice |- Answering a question from
of questions | module 4
1" 4 9-10 2 ditto - 7-minute group discussion
- Ss’ reflections
- Answering a question from
module 5
14" 5 11-12 31 ditto - 7-minute group discussion
- Ss’ reflections
- Answering a question from
module 6
15" 6 13-15 - Wrapping-up
- Role playing

We designed questions for each module in 3 levels of challenge, i.e. Comprehension
questions, Application questions and Synthesis questions. For example, the following
questions are designed for Module 5 on Chapters 11-12. (see Appendix for the full set of
questions):

1. You are Nick. What would you do with the first cheque you got from Bud
Lawrence?

2. Do you think Bud and Mr. Allen's deal is fair? Why or why not? Explain your
answer.

3. If you were Nick's dad, would you keep the money a secret from Nick? Why or
why not? Explain your answer.

As the above table shows, we did three interventions. For each intervention, we
briefed our students on how a proper group discussion is conducted. Then students were
asked to get into groups assigned by the teacher. The group encompassed at least one
student from each of the three question types. Students were given instructions on how
to do a 7-minute discussion. During the discussion, students were asked to share their
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own responses to the question they had answered. The group leader also asked prompting
questions like, “Why did you choose to answer that question” to get students to think and
share, as a group, at a deeper level. Each group had a group leader to invite shy students to
speak and to ensure every student had a chance to do some sharing. After the discussion,
students were required to reflect on their discussions and identify problems. The teacher
then projected the next set of questions onto the screen, read out each question and
explained them. Each student was asked to answer only one question out of three in class.

4.2 Research Design

Table 2: Methods of Data Collection
When How (methods of collection) What

video 3 interventions
observe all modules
debriefing after each intervention

7" -15™ December | observation

7™ -15™ December | documentation

Ss’ question/answer sheets
diaries

interview transcription
recordings (videos and audios)

after each journal Teachers’ reflective journals after each
intervention intervention

after all group interview (semi- 2 groups (3 students from 5] and 5S)
interventions structured) and 20 minutes for each group

4.3 Selecting Target Groups

To investigate the effects of curriculum changes of novel teaching, target groups were
carefully chosen and various research methods were employed to address the research
questions, such as to what extent group discussion serves as an intervention strategy to
enhance emotional maturity in students There are 5 classes in Grade 5. Four of them share
similar level of proficiency in English while one is more advanced. Class 5D was chosen
to do the pilot study. Class 5J (29 students) and Class 5S (32 students) were randomly
chosen for the study as experiment groups. The other two classes, Class 5P (29 students)
and Class 5M (30 students), were controlled groups, not using any intervention strategy.
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4.4 Data Collection

Various types of data collection methods, such as observations, group interviews,
journals and documentations, were adopted to collect the data for this study at different
phases throughout the study.

5. Findings

On completion of the reading week, sets of data were analyzed for findings in
response to the assumptions of the study. Initial findings from analyzing students’
responses to the questions indicate that despite changes identified in their choices of
questions over the period, there was not a definite pattern of move in the levels of
questions chosen. We attempted to script verbatim all answers from students and sort out
on (1) question basis, (2) individual student basis, and selected student responses basis.
Brief findings are explained in the following sessions.

5.1 On question basis

To find out how students responded to the prescribed questions, all questions
attempted are sorted out and grouped into numbered categories. The responses are further
sub-divided into yes/no, right/wrong, good/smart/bad etc. according to the nature of the
questions. The prime purpose of doing this categorization is to capture students’ responses
to all the questions attempted. This serves as the basis for subsequent analysis on
individual responses. Initial findings from the analysis of the first sets of question indicate
that students’ responses in the first module were generally short and direct with little
elaboration. Taking into consideration the comparatively short time allowed for students to
copy and answer the questions in the lesson, their short concise responses to the first set of
questions were not surprising. Indeed, it was also found that the requirements to copy the
questions also impacted on students’ choice of questions. They tended to choose the short
questions instead of the long ones. This move was remedied by teachers who instructed
the students not to copy the questions from the second intervention lesson onwards. Such
a move impacted on students’ choice of questions since they would choose questions other
than the shortest ones in subsequent modules.

5.2 On individual basis

Individual students’ responses to questions attempted are sorted out to identify first
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for their choices and next for the pattern of choice. The prime purpose of such grouping is
to identify changes in students’ choices of questions after the interventions. The absolute
number of students making various choices is counted and the percentage of students
choosing various levels of questions (easy, medium and difficult as suggested by teachers)
is calculated. Figure 1 and Figure 2 indicate the general trend of choice of questions over
the reading week.

These graphs help to illustrate whether the change is obvious. Both classes
experienced change in the choice of questions over the reading week. The trend is more
obvious in 5J which had a high proportion of students choosing ‘comprehension’ question
in the first two modules. But choice of medium to high level, the trend is different for
5S class. A large number of students opted for a ‘difficult’ question in the first lesson. It
dropped drastically in the second lesson but the trend grew up gradually in the remaining
lessons. Generally speaking, if we compared the trend with the implementation of the
intervention strategy, the change in 5J is more obvious from the third lesson onward. A
much higher percentage of students chose the ‘application’ and ‘synthesis’ questions in
the last two modules. Such changes were also identified in 5S. But it should be noted
that students were attracted by the ‘comprehension’ question in Chapters 9-10 and both
classes experienced a big drop in the choice of the higher level questions. But this trend
was reverted in the fifth and the sixth lessons when students were tuned in to the group
discussion in the reading lessons. They were more willing to choose questions that were
more challenging. This was echoed in the student interview described in the section of
Analysis of Student Interview.

Figure 1: Choice of questions by P5J students over the reading week

Level of questions of Class 5J

N Low
90% A

® Medium
80% -

¥ High

Chapter 1-3 Chapter 4-5 Chapter 6-8 Chapter9-10  Chapter11-12 Chapter13-15
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Figure 2: Choice of questions by P5S students over the reading week

Level of questions of Class 5S

80% N Low
70% B Medium
60% - ¥ High
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -

10% -

0% —

Chapter1-3 Chapter 4-5 Chapter 6-8 Chapter 9-10 Chapter11-12 Chapter13-15

5.3 On selected student responses basis

Attempt is made to identify patterns of choices of questions through examining all
the students’ responses to questions. The following pattern of choice is revealed in selected
students:

Seven students displayed an “up” trend in the choice of questions; moving from
comprehension questions to synthesis questions. Two students displayed a “down” trend in
the choice of question; moving from synthesis questions to comprehension questions. One
student chose all number 2 questions throughout.

5.4 Analysis of student interview

Students’ interview was transcribed verbatim for their views on the reading week in
general and the intervention strategy in particular. Their perception of the question levels
was also solicited in order to compare with the teachers’ categorization of the questions.

Six students from two classes were selected to have an interview on their general
impression of the novel, their learning experiences in group discussion and their views
on the challenge levels of the questions. When students were prompted to talk about the
novel, they all expressed that they liked the story because it was funny and interesting.
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And they liked the way their teacher taught the book in the reading week because they
enjoyed group discussion, shared their ideas with their classmates and presented it in the
whole class.

When asked how they chose their questions, the students responded:

Student A: I'll pick up the one which is more interesting and challenging. Pick the
one that needs to write more.

Student B: [ will pick questions. My answer has more things to write about or more
interesting, I will pick that.

Student C: It’s challenging. We can use our brain. I always chose number three. All
of the questions are properly arranged.

From the above students’ interview answers, it is noted that some students were
aware of the questions were arranged in different levels of challenge and they would like
to choose those challenging questions to answer.

In the interview different students had different perceptions of the group discussion.
The following responses show how students thought about the discussions.

Student A: Discussion is useful. Because it is an exercise to practice talking. I learn
friendship. Because you need friendship to make a team group. I would
encourage them to speak more and explain more.

Student B: It could practice our English talk frequent because we usually speak
Cantonese with our friend and discussion would make our English
speaking more fluent. You need to listen others opinion, but not only using
to your skills.

The above responses indicate that students enjoyed group discussion because they
considered discussions useful in that they helped them practice English and share their
1deas with others. However, it is noted that students had different views on the levels of
challenge for the questions. In the interview, some of the students made the following
comments:
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Student A: I would choose different questions for different chapters. Because each
chapter has challenging questions. These questions are not in order.

Interviewer: Oh, Yeah. You know the questions are not in the order. So which one is
more challenging?

Student A: Of course Number three.

Interviewer: How about you? Which set of questions did you choose?

Student B: Arr..... I chose that, may be a challenging one.

Interviewer: Which Set?

Student B: Like chapters six to eight, those are harder because they know how the
parents feel when you use the word “‘frindle” and you have to stay after
school for detention.

Interviewer: You think that is most challenging.

Student B: Because you are not parents, so you don t know really how to answer the
questions.

Interviewer: Which one is the least challenging?
Student B: Chapter one to three.

Interviewer: You mean the whole set of questions.
Student B: Right.

Interviewer: So, you think that the questions are arranged in the way that chapter
one to three are least challenging...

Student B: Yeah. Easy, move along to chapter thirteen to fifteen. That set is more
challenging.

184



Using group discussion as an intervention strategy in novel teaching
to study students’ attitudinal changes

Interviewer: Okay, what do you think? (Turned to Student)

Student C: Because at start, they don t really make challenging questions because it
will be easy at first.

Interviewer: The second set is more difficult?
Student C: Yes.

Interviewer: And the third set getting on more difficult? That'’s what you think of your
questions, right?

Interviewer (Turned back to Student A): Could you please tell your classmates about
what you think of the questions?

Student A: 1 think each chapter has the most challenging questions and it is usually
of feeling of others, you are pretending to be different people to look
back at you. Like my parents looking at me to tell bad or good of me.
You know, something like that.

The following table shows the views of the students on levels of questions and the
question levels set by teachers. The highlighted boxes are the choice of students matched
with teachers’. It is noticed that students’ view on the level of questions is different
from that of the teachers’. For example, in chapter 1-3, teachers consider question 3
is an application (medium) question but none of the students thought that question is
an application question. Three of them thought that is a synthesis (difficult) question.
This applied also to question 3 in chapter 13-15, although teachers consider that it is an
application question, four students thought that this is a synthesis (difficult) question.
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Table 3: Students’ and Teachers’ view on levels of questions

Question | Teacher |Student A |Student B |Student C | Student D | Student E
Chanter 1 difficult easy easy medium | medium | difficult
1_1; 2 easy difficult | difficult easy difficult | medium
3 medium | difficult | difficult | difficult easy easy
Chanter 1 easy medium easy easy easy easy
4 I; 2 medium | difficult | medium | difficult | medium | medium
) 3 difficult | difficult | difficult | medium | difficult | difficult
Chapter 1 easy difficult | difficult | medium easy medium
6-% 2 medium | difficult easy easy difficult | difficult
3 difficult | difficult | difficult | difficult | medium easy
1 difficult | medium | medium easy medium | medium
Chapter - :
9-10 2 easy easy medium | medium easy easy
3 medium easy difficult | difficult | difficult | difficult
1 easy medium | difficult | medium | medium | difficult
Chapter - - :
112 2 medium easy medium easy easy medium
3 difficult | difficult | medium | difficult | difficult easy
1 difficult | difficult | difficult | medium casy medium
Chapter . . ;
1315 2 easy medium | difficult easy medium easy
) 3 medium | medium | difficult | difficult | difficult | difficult

5.5 Analysis of video lessons

Video lessons are transcribed in selective vignettes to illustrate students’ interaction
related to discussion focus. Group interaction skills are also identified in the video
vignettes. Relevant students’ talk and conversation are also transcribed for evidence of the
impact of the intervention strategy on students’ choice of questions and explanation.

In the first lesson, teacher introduced the novel and asked students to answer the
question from module one. No intervention was attempted. In the second lesson, teacher
conducted a whole class discussion and students were requested to answer the questions
for module two and three. In the third lesson wherein the intervention strategy was first
introduced, teacher instructed students to share their answers to questions in the previous
modules. A total of three 7-minute discussion sessions were conducted. Teacher asked one
student from each group to share his answer. It appeared that students needed teacher’s
constant prompting to elaborate their generally brief and direct answers. Before the end of
lesson, students were asked to answer the questions on the next module.

186



Using group discussion as an intervention strategy in novel teaching
to study students’ attitudinal changes

The discussions session was started from 3rd lesson. It is found that there was a drop
in the level of questions, 41% of students’ question choice fell from high to low/medium
or medium to low after in the third module, indicated in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Students’ choice of question after the 1* intervention

Class 5J (%) Class 5S (%) Overall (%)
Low to high 3 6 5
Low to Medium 7 9 8
Medium to High 10 6 8
Medium to Low 43 22 32
High to Low 0 13 6
High to Medium 3 3 3
Unchanged and Absent 33 41 37

In the fourth lesson, the teacher showed a video taken the day before to explain how
a proper group discussion was like. Students were told to share their answers. The video
took effect and most of the groups were on tasks. Teacher reinforced the group discussion
skills through asking each group to give scores to the performance of their classmates in
the discussion. Students were then asked to answer the questions in the next module.

On analyzing students’ choice of questions after the group discussion in the fourth
lesson, 62% of the students moved from low to medium/high or medium to high in their

question choice for module 5.

Table 5: Students’ choice of question after the 2™ intervention

Class 5J (%) Class 5S (%) Overall (%)
Low to high 20 31 26
Low to Medium 27 25 26
Medium to High 7 13 10
Medium to Low 0 0 0
High to Low 3 6 5
High to Medium 0 9 5
Unchanged and Absent 43 16 29

On completion of the 5th module, 56% of the students remained unchanged in the

level of question choice, indicated in the following table:
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Table 6: Students’ choice of question after the 3" intervention

Class 5J (%) Class 5S (%) Overall (%)
Low to high 6 10 8
Low to Medium 0 3 2
Medium to High 3 7 5
Medium to Low 0 13 6
High to Low 0 3 2
High to Medium 22 20 21
Unchanged and Absent 69 43 56

6. Discussions
In this study, we find some interesting points as follows:
6.1 Correlation between emotional maturity and question selection

Students’ selection of questions may be directly related to the length of the questions
if asked to copy them. During the Ist intervention, students were asked to copy the
questions they chose. It was found that they tended to choose short questions (in terms of
the length). Then we changed our strategy, so no questions were to be copied. Students
were asked to give answers only. However, it is also noted that the amount of time given
for students to answer the question in the class could impact on the length and quality of
their answers. Teachers’ expectations on the length of the answer required of them could
also be an influential factor. When we compare their answers for the first modules to those
in the last module when students were requested to write at least 100 words in 10 minutes,
we notice that their answers are comparatively longer and more substantial.

Focus should be on which type of question chosen instead of quality of students
answers / further sharing of responses done in discussion.

Students’ choice of questions changed after intervention— trends and development.
Students were more willing to take risks in choosing questions of synthesis and application
types. It is more prominent in 5J’s performance after the first two interventions, comparing
with that of 5S.

Students’ perspectives on classifying the questions were different from those of the
teachers’.
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Students did not know that the questions were classified into three types. Quite a few
preferred the application or synthesis types to the comprehension type which, however,
was considered easier to answer from teachers’ perspectives. As mentioned above, students
tended to choose shorter questions (in terms of length) which should have suggested a
preference to easy-to-answer questions but the data showed that our students’ perspectives
on classifying the questions were different from ours’.

From the students’ interview, they were asked to rank the questions in challenge
levels. Half of them thought the questions were arranged in ascending order of challenge,
with easy questions to begin with in module 1 and challenge levels increased as the
modules progressed through to the most challenging questions in the last module.
However, some students considered that each chapter had its own challenging questions. In
his words, “I think each chapter has challenging questions. It is usually about the feeling
of others. You are pretending to be a different people to look back at you.” However, one
student had a different view. “Ascending order of challenge. Easiest at the very beginning,
and then is most difficult at the end.”

From the above answers, it is found that most students interviewed believed that the
questions were in ascending order of challenge, except one student who thought that each
chapter had a challenging question.

6.2 Effects of language ability

Most of our students are capable of expressing their thoughts quite fluently. However,
many of them chose questions which they found interesting and were short in length to
answer. When students were given clear instructions as to how many words they were
required to put down in their answers and more time was given to them, they elaborated
on their answers.

6.3 Effectiveness of group discussion

Group discussions facilitate group work. Almost all students enjoyed group
discussions, including those shy ones. It was, however, inevitable that a small number of
students did not get themselves involved in the activities at all. Fortunately no dominations
were taken place. This was echoed in students’ interview, students described their
classmates’ feelings about the group discussions.
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Student A: You need to listen to others’ opinion, but not only using your skills.
Student B: [ would encourage them to speak more and explain more.

Student C: [ asked them to give more opinion so that may be my teacher and make
me think creative. He gave more answers.

Student A: Some of the teammates just sat there and didn t think.
Another group of students recalled:
Interviewee: And how did you prompt them to say more in the discussion?

Student D: So we asked them “why you choose that question” or “can you choose
another more challenging questions? ” like that.

Student E: They talked about the ideas. Usually they answered the easiest questions.

Student D: Ya. Exactly. They always said when I ask “do you want to try another
challenging question?” Some say yes but some say no.

6.4 Overall effectiveness of the programme organization, implementation and
intervention strategies

Due to time constraints, the overall effectiveness of the programme organization,
implementation and intervention strategies was not that effective. Teachers struggled
to strike a balance in their roles as language teacher and teacher researcher at the same
time. Altogether, the novel was taught within a 6-day schedule. Students also had to be
trained in holding group discussions; hence teachers also had to spend time addressing
the strategies for effective group work. It was also a challenge to keep the students on
task. However, after playing a demonstration of a group discussion that was recorded in
a previous lesson, students saw what they were expected to do and which areas they had
to improve on. Also the assigning of student roles in group discussions was helpful in
keeping students focused.

6.5 Teachers development

After conducting this study, we have a deeper understanding of our students’ abilities
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and learning styles. It was observed that most students enjoyed participating in group work
when clear guidelines and expectations are given to them. Many were willing to share
their ideas and opinions which influenced each other. We have also decided for the future,
more time should be spent on the teaching of a novel to allow teachers and students to do
discussions, reflect and also focus on the literary teaching aspects of the novel.

In addition, we have learnt how to conduct research in the classroom setting, gone
through various struggles in balancing teacher and researcher roles, working together
in the planning and implementation of the project and writing a report. Lastly, our
findings will be shared with our colleagues in the English department as part of teachers’
professional development.

6.6 Difficulties

Throughout the study, some difficulties were encountered. For example, the
appropriate wording of “comprehension”, “application”, “synthesis” type question
including the length of each question as discovered, students tend to select a question
based on its length and not necessary its type when asked to copy the question down into

their copy book.

It was also discovered that some students gave elaborate answers to comprehension
questions while some students gave only simple descriptive short answers to “challenging”
questions. Questions and answers did not necessarily match teachers’ expectations, i.e.
“challenging” questions should draw rich description and reasoned responses.

It was interesting to find that one teacher was able to focus on her task assigned to
her, which was to get this study completed, while the other struggled a lot in balancing
to meet the requirements of the study and to satisfy the needs of her students, like role-
playing and doing other activities apart from discussions. It demonstrates the language
teachers’ struggle to strike a balance between language teaching and research initiatives
and how their perceptions and actions cast impact on the implementation of the
intervention strategy that aimed to bring about students’ attitudinal changes.

7. Conclusion and Recommendations

To conclude, with regards to doing research, at this point in time, although the data
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indicates that there was a positive shift towards students voluntarily opting to respond to
synthesis type questions, further studies are needed to be done to see whether this shift is
sustained.

When given the opportunity to share through group discussions amongst peers,
students, once understanding that a synthesis question can be discussed openly without the
fear of being challenged students become more willing to opt to respond to these types of
questions.

After we completed our research, we made the following recommendations. In
terms of curriculum organization, one issue concerned the time frame set for the reading
week. We believed that a longer duration of time for the reading week could have better
accommodated both literary learning and doing classroom research.

Some recommendations for doing group activities are as follows:

1. Brief and train students on how a proper group discussion is conducted prior to the
group discussions to make students aware of their expected performance.

2. Assigning a group leader, a time controller and a noise controller in each group helps
students to be more involved and focused in the group discussions.

3. Teachers should ensure that the physical setting of the classroom is conducive to group
work for how group work is to be done thus allowing smooth transition into a group
sharing environment.

4. In order to allow meaningful group discussions, students should be coached on the
skills of questioning especially how to ask prompting questions.

5. Create authentic communicative tasks rather than tasks solely focused on language
practice.

6. Constantly revise what was planned to make improvements as a result of what emerges
while doing research. For example, students tended to answer the shortest questions
when asked to copy the question down. Therefore, in the next lesson, they were only
asked to write down the question number rather than writing out the entire question.
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Appendix (Questions for each module)

(1) Frindle Questions Chapters 1-3:

L.

Nick's parents have a rule that children have to do their homework first. What made
Nick’s parents come up with this rule? Explain your answer.

Would you like to be in Nick’s class? Why or why not? Explain your answer.

If you were to be put on one of the three lists made by Mrs. Granger (really good kids,
really smart kids, or really bad kids) which list would you be on? Explain your answer.

(2) Frindle Questions Chapters 4-5:

1.
2.

3.

If you don’t know a particular word, how do you go about finding out its meaning?

If a friend of yours was feeling nervous about giving a presentation, what advice would
you give him?

You are Nick. Explain why you think side-tracking Mrs. Granger is right or wrong.

(3) Frindle Questions Chapters 6-8:

1.

Do you think Mrs. Granger's punishment is fair? Why or why not? Explain your
answer.

How would your parents feel if you used the word “frindle” and had to stay after
school for detention?

You are Mrs. Granger. Write the letter which was in the fat white envelope that Nick
had signed.

(4) Frindle Questions Chapters 9-10:

1.
2.
3.

How would your parent's react if you were Nick and the principal came to your house?
Would you continue to use the word “frindle”? Why or why not? Explain your answer.
Who do you think sent Judy Morgan the class picture? Explain your answer.

(5) Frindle Questions Chapters 11-12:

1.
2.

3.

Do you think Bud and Mr. Allen's deal is fair? Why or why not? Explain your answer.
If you were Nick's dad, would you keep the money a secret from Nick? Why or why
not? Explain your answer.

You are Nick. What would you do with the first cheque you got from Bud Lawrence?

(6) Frindle Questions Chapters 13-15:

1.
2.
3.

You are Mrs. Granger. Write a thank you note to Nick for his gift.

Did you like the ending of the book? Tell why or why not. Explain your answer.

You have made up a new word. What is the word and what does your word mean?
Why would others use it?
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Appendix (continued)

Discussion questions for before you read the chapter.

Chapter 1

Some students delight in coming up with creative ways of making the school day more
interesting. Tell about an incident in which one of your fellow students came up with such
an idea.

List four personal qualities that you feel make for a really great teacher.
Chapter 2

The author of Frindle uses exaggeration very effectively in making his story more
interesting (e.g. “those huge dictionaries with every word in the universe”). Give your own
example of exaggeration in describing an animal of your choice.

Nick’s fifth grade teacher takes words and their meanings very seriously. Explain why she
might think such things are important.

Chapters 3 & 4

Are you familiar with any strategies designed to distract a teacher and waste time in the
classroom? Describe one such strategy that might be successful in accomplishing this goal.

Chapter 5

Think about a time when you had to stand up in front of several people for a particular
reason (to do a report or display a talent). Describe your feelings. Why do you think you
felt this way?

Chapters 6 & 7

Men and women have been coming up with creative ideas for thousands of years. Describe
one particularly imaginative idea that proved to be important to people everywhere. Who
was responsible for that idea?

Chapter 8

Tell about a time when you (or a friend) were unfairly punished. Be sure to describe what
happened and how you felt.
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Chapter 9

Tell why a principal might visit the home of one of his/her students. Try to come up with 2
possible reasons.

Chapter 10

If you were a reporter investigating the frindle controversy, think of one question you
might ask the following people: Mrs. Granger, Nick, Mrs. Chatham and Nick’s mom.

Chapter 11

Although telling the truth is an excellent idea, it can sometimes create difficulties as well.
Give an example of how this might be true (use your own experience if you like).

Chapter 12

What is meant by the term “get rich quick scheme”? Give a possible example of such a
scheme.

What advantage might there be in being rich? What disadvantage might there be in being
rich?

Chapter 13
Describe one advantage to being famous. Describe one disadvantage.
Chapter 14

Describe the greatest idea you have ever had. (If you can’t think of one, use your
imagination.)

Tell about a time when an adult (other than one of your parents) said something
encouraging to you that made a real difference in your life.

Chapter 15

What does the word generous mean to you? Give an example of generosity from your own
life.

What do you think is in the envelope that Mrs. Granger gave to Nick? (Be as detailed as
possible)
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new Taiwanese children etc., it is imperative to build a new system of Primary Teachers’
training program, which is the “4 +0.5 +0.5” system. It is the time for designing a new system
of Primary Teacher Education. However, it is inappropriate to simply upgrade our teachers’
education level to master degree before analyzing today’s four-track program of teacher
education. This article aims to highlight: Qualifications for primary school teachers went so far
as can be re-divided into 4 ways: 4-year degree of Department of Education, 40 undergraduate
credits, 26 graduate credits and 2-year master degree of instruction for unemployed legalized
teacher candidates. This is a flaw system that violates professional consensus.
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A study on the elements of teachers’

emotional competency

A 5
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A2 g AT ABRFFEHEN DN SERAAERE- BF B RFFEHEN R -
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Abstract

This paper aims to explore teachers’ emotional competency skills for school leaders to
develop teachers’ emotional competency. The study adopts Bar-On’s (1997) theoretical
framework to conceptualise emotional competency into developable multi-factorial skills,
and applies his Emotional Quotient Inventory (1997) for data collection. A structural
equation model was applied to confirm the factor structure of the EQ model. Cluster
sampling was adopted to collect data from teachers in 40 aided secondary schools in

217



Hong Kong. 958 teachers participated in the questionnaire survey. A six-factor emotional
competency model, which consists of problem solving, self-actualization, independent
thinking, stress management, adaptability and inter-personal relationship, was explored by
using a structural equation model.

Keywords

teachers’ emotional competency, EQ leadership, structural equation model

)
’
s

@gzwﬁ@’%ﬁa%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ’%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁl*‘@*@?i°
G RT RE RO P PRE A KR EH R RS ERET A RO R PR
iﬁﬁ;&iﬁﬁ%&%wmﬁm&*qiﬁﬂ°%@%¥%ﬁﬁ$w%ﬁﬁ’ﬁy“m
FoAAEL (R RF AT PGP AL o FE AT R R i
FREJOFELE FRES § TR KD 0 A KIS § A FRAET S8
Rt By FRRERF > WRMELI R (FRS ~ BFRfer LA hf G
R T aE 0L P R 0 FRE PR X B { @ cha (72 x (McDowelle &
Buckner, 2002) ° &R F B HFHEERFIORG > 7 AR BREFDEFEHEN 0 AP
%E?u@i—%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂ’ﬁéﬁ*%%% Wtk B B R -

Mg LB A RIEp ¥ A EF it € ol R i 4 (Bar-On, 2006) ° F#i 7
PRBANL CREL A G FEs BB AT ] _9_3%.& »zit (Salovey, Hsee
& Mayer, 1993) o ¥ JEHF B cn i uih ~ 1 fEr B A & foi A i a1 (EHer
i B R A sk 2 A dE a4 B T (Mayer & Salovey, 1997) ° Fher B 1 E a5 B4
5 15 PR R chie 4 (Weisinger, 1998; Lubit, 2004 ) > j€@ sc$ AL F R 0% > WAE B} 5
(Erie » B 5 0 P4 2R m&j%ﬁf—, & (Jordan, Ashkanasy & Hartel, 2002) - - B % H i %
GATREFEFRS fod FEAREY ox REFFALFRDFRE R 1LFRBEY > 1
G F R 1 TARAERT  HERIRE AL R [ FS PR

218



R T S=r,

i mmad BL 4 0 j -+ 5 &R b5 HELUF 471990 £ 5 Salovey
& Mayer % 3 it 2% - Salovey & Mayer (1990) #-{-4%4 £ v & 5 BHETp ¢ &y

LepfRig o B E R WP A R JL T E R L 1jcﬂ5|g - oS T EE R
Fregemee o dd  HRMERIFHEDEY Z B - FRs R LI egLp e

RG]
B A p AR R E SRR 1 R L ‘ff i 2% (Mayer & Cobb,
2000, p.166) ° Salovey & Mayer -3 s A e A0 4 @ 3 LB H S BFaE L2 18

(Hedlund & Steinberg, 2000) > # i 4p i3 Fi i 30— B A i # 5 & R o

Goleman (1995) % 7 (Emotional Intelligence) - 3 16 > 2 dh kv K ~ F h 234
WA 1R+ 245 o Goleman % (Working with Emotional Intelligence) - 3 # 1% #
A DA AR g e feu A PR R R 2 > B DR T
¢l ena 4 o Goleman  (1998) s AR F‘;'[rm hREE Lo s a4 Lri’l'ﬁ"
Iens ¥V

1k _Qx—g;gg 2z mﬁ;'-ﬂ;]a A w2 R ,;ﬁm?;go 14 E’G?;’T q»ﬁﬂh{? ”3:.':35?} i 18

g ¥

P LRSI AR ch i 0 4 B k1 iE) LARA T o

Bar-On L 8 st 22 EREHIA PFF - L AR LH RO HH
L E - N R W U

——r-

WEARA A N BARREL I FREPE LEN
(Bar-On, 1997) - Bar-On &>t 4 k=g » # B "% % €4, (Emotional
Quotient Inventory # fj - EQ-i) » #-H & £ 1 5 FHF & T EQ- 4 I

M EBARIED ¥ A EE R B i 4 0 S EQi#& T 2 enih A#H o EQ-i 7
BIFFOfT A F AP g~ A ERE s B4 FIE G ki ¢ o Chan (2004) RJig *
Salovey & Mayer -] & & 4 5 ¢ B REFFEHEL hp i@ T e BFF ¢ 28p ¢ F

skm;b.%f pg.;m,\,m;,( r,} N 'F‘“‘?I"'i FL&J{ FE o

219



Salovey & Mayer (1990) -~ Goleman (1995) % Bar-On (1997) = B2 #4117
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Abstract

School improvement is one of the heated themes frequently discussed in the current
educational reform context. This paper shares the experience of a school using action
learning as a strategy to enhance school administration. Based on the recommendations
stated in the External School Review report, this primary school decided to strengthen the
capacity of its middle-management as one of the school development strategies. In order
to bring in professional support and expertise, the school joined the “Enhancing the school
administration of primary school” organized by the HKPERA. It provided the school
participants with relevant school-based training to conduct an action learning project on
reviewing the school administration and communication. The school participants were
eager to learn throughout the action learning process. Upon the completion of this project,
the school participants gained improvements in both professional growth and a sense of
belonging. This paper used the narrative inquiry approach in reviewing the experience and
knowledge gathered by the school practising the action learning project.

Keywords

Hong Kong primary school, action learning, school improvement
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Call for Papers

We invite submission of papers on areas pertaining to educational research, action research and teaching
practice in schools. It could cover aspects such as:

* Curriculum design, implementation and evaluation

+ Design, implementation and evaluation of innovative pedagogy

* Creative teaching

+ Parent education

+ School-based staff development, including teacher induction and mentoring

+ School-based management

+ Student support and school ethos, including guidance and counselling

+ Student development

+ Critique on education reform

+ Comparative education

+ Higher education

+ Early childhood education

* Special education

* Fine arts education

* Music education

+ History of education
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Notes for Contributors (evised in becember 2012)

Manuscripts should be clearly printed on A4 size paper, with the title, author’s name, affiliation and
correspondence (i.e. postal address, tel. no., email) on a separate cover page. All copies will not be
returned to authors. Authors should keep a copy of their manuscripts to guard against loss.

Language can be in English or Chinese. The length of submitted manuscripts should be 3,500 to 7,000
words.

All articles should be accompanied with an English title, a Chinese title, an English abstract (around 150
words), a Chinese abstract (not more than 200 words) and 3 to 5 keywords in English and Chinese.

All submissions will go through the anonymous review that usually takes about 6 months. Accepted
manuscripts are normally published in the next issue or the issue after next. The Editors reserve the right
to make any necessary changes in the articles, or request the contributors to do so, or reject the articles
submitted. Once the final version of the articles has been accepted, contributors are requested not to make
further changes during the proof-reading stage.

The views expressed are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect position of the Hong Kong
Teachers’ Centre.

Manuscripts submitted should conform to the style laid down in Publication Manual of the American
Psychological Association (6th ed., 2006). For articles in Chinese, please refer to the format used in this
current issue.

Deadline for submission of articles is January 31 of each year. Manuscripts and correspondence should
be sent to the Editorial Committee of the HKTC Journal at the Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre, W106, 1/F,
EDB Kowloon Tong Education Services Centre, 19 Suffolk Road, Kowloon Tong, Kowloon, Hong Kong.
(Email address: info@hktc.edb.gov.hk)

All copyrights belong to the Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre. No graphics, tables or passages of more than
300 words can be reproduced without prior permission.

A paper once submitted under review by this Journal shall not be submitted to another journals for review
or publication.
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Invitation for Reviewers

We invite teachers, principals and fellow education workers to join us as reviewers. If you
are interested in reviewing journal papers, please submit the following information by email
(info@hktc.edb.gov.hk) or by fax (2565 0741) to us. Should you have any enquiries, please contact
us at 3698 3698.

(Dr / Mr / Ms)

Name:

School / Institution:

Contact Tel. Number:

Email:

Field of Interest:




