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Abstract

This study focuses on exploring group writing conferences (herein GWC), a rarely explored aspect
in large classroom settings, within the context of a course offered to non-English major undergra-
duates to prepare for CET-6 during the fall semester of 2022 at a key university in western China.
With data collected through a Chinese questionnaire, the present study aims to investigate stu-
dents’ perceptions of GWC and further examine the reasons why they liked the GWC and existing
problems. The findings indicate that the students generally exhibit positive attitudes toward GWC.
It was also found that two main reasons behind their overall positive attitudes towards GWC were
identified: increased learning chances and interactions with feedback providers. Additionally, the
study also sheds light on perceived challenges and corresponding suggestions for improvement.

XESIH: TFHY. SASE KPR th Se i N 2R B V], BE 3R, 2023, 13(9): 7113-7121.
DOI: 10.12677/ae.2023.1391106


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ae
https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2023.1391106
https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2023.1391106
https://www.hanspub.org/

TR

Keywords

Group Writing Conferences, Students’ Perception, Large-Scale Class

Copyright © 2023 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 3]

EREHEER T, RUHESEAES IR R ) EE%: O g 12 A0 (Hattie & Timperley, 2007 [1];
Shute, 2008 [2]). fEARZ [MBiH, —X—2REHAUEW RN 2 AEBERA M R Btigit e —. i, BT
FLRERF Ik, — X — 2R AR KPR A St 5 N R HE(Luo, 2023) [3]. A T X —Bkik, EEANTTFIRRER
BRI, Bt/ 4%k (Ferris & Hedgeock, 2005) [4]. /R /N SR 32 Bl 2 () 5evE, B T24
FE R HEUR BI85 o o] 5 A S X ot S 15t (R E FE AT SR o AR FBd o) 3K — P R 78 A0 AR 2R R A 47
9T, BENTE R FIMEAH R A SOT N SRR S B R . FFCRA e & 5%, LA
LA RBIREE TR, s H/MASRIENR, A — 2800 EEh#) 5 =4 [R5 2 (8] i — 07 [F] 5 1 5C
KRETFAS L. RIS, FUNmE 552 SRR AT EAMMER DR, m 550 & fgin, LAME
BT RS .

2. ERSMAXEAR

BRI E A LB BT S ESIEBEE P RASR, HE TN SR FEAER AR AT
FUH K HELE (2000) 31T [5], AATER T T &k U= it AT SOSURT R £ S 20 U NI4T N S
RN 2R T 1 BE A% 35 By 2 A T8 e IR H A TEAE SCHR ) 8 2 93 15 77 THI (high order concerns—HOCS) (1 1]
A, [, FOMMAEs S AR ES . 2R, 24K, XUbE BT x>, ERER A,
A A AR TE . B0, TR S FIEE 288 (2021) AL 5t B Rk AR S e ME 2 A2 T 7% % [6]
B — AT, AWTRE R B ATE 2 0, DB AR R TGE B R .
TN, RIEE TS A S E B RS, S ERRER BE 0. FE, %88 (2022)5F 51
T AN — L EUE— =N SRR B SR BB EBL[7]. SRR, SR GRS,
o] I A B IRAR RS 2 AN 7 TH, 1K 81 RS S A I S B KPR S E B AR RE IR G . AT R,
SRS A A 5] ) 75 SR ), SRR A2 it 77 e [RINE, BB B T R A ST ek, M
T D0 R B8 b, 1 A 2 A A S AR 7 T D PR A

EEAMTE T, —X—aR M) 2R, EARYE, W —SRAEAETZMR AL flin, @
TR, ZUMBENS 1 Ak 2 A2 1K B A B BRI A, AT B PR AR FRAE S0 1 (Harris, 1986 [8]; Ma, 2019
[91) [EIIS, 2R3 e 5 B 20T i G i 27 A2 1R SCARHEAT AN 24 80 B2+ 1i(Reid, 1994) [10]. B FIEE W,
SR A2 M HT I SCAR = ARG IR, IE XA 5 B2 0755 1 27 20 R0 7= AR AU 1) K 38 5% ) (Nathan,
2021 [11]; Pfrenger %%, 2017 [12]).

SRIM, — X — IR WAFAE— S, 40 iE 5 A SRR . B0 3 5 A FUAST 25 1) 4 1 (Thompson
£, 2009 [13]; Thonus, 2004 [14]; Williams, 2004 [15]). 4§ Bl@&x — e A LR W E 22 E) T 5, HHIb
. Z ] R 2 R B A B AN IE (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005; Liu, 2009 [16]). 1 2% A R G DK Z0 AU gk 1 A
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F FHUAL T B B2 52 R, ANEON HL B H 5 5 Bl 6 = L (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990 [17]; Han & Hyland,
2015 [18]). #RTM, — R — <> 5™ H 1 ] /it 2R I, JCHAE RHEURFE A, 2 7 8 39 I 20 i) TAE f 48 (Luo
2023; Yeh, 2017 [19]).

NTfEIOX— R, BATREICT —xf =/ ®RER . BARESNCE BRI R TN 2R,
(R AT A B S5 75 KRBERHEAT /N R TE %, RIS AN 706 A5 X 1) o F A — T2 i Maliborska
& You (2016)i#E47 1J[20], AATTR A | LASEIEAE A S 1G5 M SRR UM 215 Fh 2 A X 2 R I
M. RER, FAERMBURANN 10 2580 10— 5 — 20k Ui T 38 K /N SR BN B 2L 55— Tt
RIRR T — R BEBINE 23 4 LLGEiE NAMES 2138 1 rp B 224 2 AT I — 5 2R shas i, DL
XTI R ARG (Yeh, 2017). BEFLRAA, R —L8 A5t it N\ 5322 B0M BRI FOGE AT S8 A Bl
FHE, AHEA R T — 0 =ik R A A

ELRTR, METR T /NA SRR AR A PR, BARF SR TR — X — k. BRI
B2, (BWMAAE L. KL, ARFFTCRH T — X = /N % R MR R FERT 1 1) &, LA
FERHEURAE F1 2 A ) S AE R 7 e @I AR AN 34 2 AR A KPS B rp St /N 2 IR B 2
TRA A B N R R I8 B B S 2T AR 2 MBS H AR .

3. fARGE
3.1 HFRM®

AT T ERIIE T G ] 7Y AR — I i RN S T AR A FE L (i 22k, 3k 85 ALl
o MATRAARFEFEAL, S AATEATAKEAIL, 2 Elid UPE M AE I SRR AR IR DA
7RSS TR .

3.2. MR

FUMATE 7 = 150~200 M GAEAEST, R 2 A RGBT N A, iR A A S R0A I e
1o BEMES KM = BEURMIE N AN R RS2 T =M B0 B3 &5 (Automated
Writing Evaluation, f&#k AWE). [FfE SR/ N 2Rk . AWFFCIER iWrite oV HBIF D R4, RIBTAE
BE 45 B AR VRO, ORI TR ARASE R AN R Bt BJE, AU = O —HAE R R
SRR Y. i, BUNDNSRAL, SIS - U B A B EOT R N 2 R R B
WA 1). #ESHELRBDHUTR B ECE T BEUG, Bk EALR] iwrite RS, FUTRKLEE %5 TE
PR S RIBHERTE . 2 B ARSI S R R 4 T A SRV .

ATE AR Mk NE TS
b R e EHILL BT LR

Figure 1. The procedure of feedback on each essay

1. BREXHRIERIE

3.3. BIRWES YR

HNIRN T R AEXNB SRV B ERZS B, AR TR 45 R Bl T s ) AN BE 2 AR AR B R AR
TR BT, FAEREEERHEE . NASEE 71 W B CE B S R A, A=A
e (1) EAEE: ) BHENBED; UKEB) 5/NVESRMEAH S, W2, B3 RIiEE
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AL ZUUEFEE, A, TG REA 6 AR R, BRVEEM 1 AREAFE)E 5 ARFFRE).
W G RIRe 4418 5 A EAR M = A A ], BAE(L) PRI BRI ORI (2) KA eI
Pt (] A AR P S DL RARKE H o SEih R T 85 ARG, mIieRIE 72.65%. Al
B i) 4 rh RO ER I H F N\ SPSS 26.0 BEAT M7, 193] 7RI VE ST EE . se ke AR R HON 0,910, KX
IR 2 P A — B R A

4. MREGR

RHRIY BN G E RN H SR BVEMS L. AR SR BN SR BB . A TIAATX
Pl 5T 0 T Z R A L, BIER BRI 22 S ML ARt 5 S SR 8 B s HLk, A Wik
NN ZRIAAT S AERE TR E E BRSO A TR . SR, /NS IRIAEAE — 2L, fdE
FAER R IRIN A R i R, DARAE 58U ah I R Rk vit, A oo E b
RE/NASRBES R, DUARATEIBIAL AR & I 2iRkaE T

41, BEFIMASRMEE

ANV NHSBRFPRAIS L, RN R G AT BN SR R P A P
G, NSRRI T SINLS, AEATRRSE SE T RIS BITBGRE 2 AR R, NSO A
Rt T 5 RERMCE B LS, S5 8 BRI R+ .

4.1.1. B2EFFMASRNSE

I SPSS 26.0 AT IS5 R M, FRATIRMS T 24X /N 2 RS B IR P G vk 45 S (T L
% 1)o EFTH MY, AR HBRSE . FEMEAT 3.87 & 4.32 2], T4 SA LRI
Fit. WEIMZELE 0.711 22 0.822 Z[8], Yo 12 AER/INH 25 iR I AS BE B AR — Bk o

Table 1. Students’ attitude towards GWC
=1 FEMSRARANTE

B H SFHME PRt 22
o5 14 JL 5 HAR SR Sty S EE, IREE SRk 3.87 0.799
017 LR ERAE LS RIE L. 3.88 0.822
55 24 FLIN T W (BB ) 2 R IR IIAE S 4.32 0.711
55 25 L BN I Z T (BB 20 2R 4L 9 [F) 24 AR S 412 0.714
5 66 LIV N A I SRR - 411 0.740

WA R B RIR G R GE IR 2), WTRES, EAMEE, A2 r 224 7 E B
B “FRE” M AEw R AN B IR BERET, 40k 42.35%% 48.24%F1 23.53% % 44.70%.
BARG Dby “rhar” B “ANFEET AR, HEE BRI PSR N SR R AR I
PR

Table 2. The frequency responses that students’ attitude towards GWC
2. FENRRAFRNSENRZITER

. FEARE  AAE i I T
FAb FisMH FiAH FAb FiAMH
514 15 IS R BT SR 0.00 2.35 31.76 42.35 23.53

b, B ER =R
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Continued
17 M BRAEAE L IRIEL
MM .
¥ 24 BB E N (BB )
SARIRIE S o
3 25 LRI ENTZ N (B #)
SARME N R IESL .

5 66 WL FAINNA AN 2 RIR
.

0.00 3.53 29.41 42.35 2471

0.00 1.18 10.59 43.53 44.70

0.00 0.00 20.00 48.24 31.76

0.00 1.18 18.82 48.24 31.76

4.1.2. FEEVMAS KRR

S BONA SRR N AT . B, NSRS RM T EZ RIS, REFEE
2 G/ANH 2RI BRI . AT L I Wil 2 W s AT B SR SORSRECIR, e ReiE I 5%
W 2 M A FCAth [5) 22 OV SORIR1G 7 S &6 . ok, AN SRR T 5 IR Bt (ZUT ) 20)
HEZEEHIN 2. XEFETRSE/NASIRM S —NEEERE . S5E&EE0ZB005Bm R, M
PR DAL S A 50N 2 (AT N BB RS, I AL BT b R 2 AR S E R R A E 1, s
HH B I AR At

B HIEGE(ENA 3), TATRIN, 24— B0 NLESS I HAh R 2= 1 SC 2k, iR % - EI11R
Z 5N (M =3.96, SD = 0.680). [FIIf, “FAIL e R I H T HAR R AR SO SRR o), IF3RA3 280
FOMAERR A EUHR A 22 AE SO 2 I 0L .

Table 3. Students had increased learning chances
3. MARRIEMFEINE

B H A P A 22
55 51 L IR A M5 W 22 T (B B 20) 2 TR FLA ) 27 A /R SC b 2 BAS D i 3.96 0.680
5 52 LA 23 VR R4 (R SCRNBR IR SCAZAE AR 1) . 3.79 0.757
3 53 LT HARE] 2 (1 SC oA 2 TAE TR B T 2 Mk 22 AR S 3.80 0.799

B TGN LA, AN PR REARREINA: BBl o 1K — SR PR ] 2 (10 = i R [ 25 rh 4 DL Sk
BT A MEOT IR B, NS RIEAA RIS 5 EUT —RIT IR SRR S W 4 IS RER, K
ZHCEEAEN TAES R 5 HUM (S B BOREAT H AR EE, 23T ME ) 3.81. EAERME, M
BB AR S AR R B AR, AU R R AR IA A ORI AEAM = 4.02). BLAh, SAELESS
W 4 O3 ) 2RIt S R (P BB R S e o ERARZ T (E D 3.55, WA T HLAhpymil, (EVyREM] A4
FEAY Rz 8 o R RIS 5 5.

Table 4. The chance to interact with the feedback provider
4 REAMBBENB) EHIHN S

I FME h A 22
16 8L R ERER RN S5 ). 3.81 0.932
55 31 . 2 M (B BL ) R R S 1E MR, e Bt B S Ak, 4.02 0.816
55 32 8. 32 M (BBN ) PP AL AR SO, IR 1, S EAR k. 3.55 0.906

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2023.1391106 7117 HHHRE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2023.1391106

T

4.2. FHEFNMASIRYR

A H R A AN S RBCR B i I S RS R T, BA TR At A g/
HRTEIR M SIERE S WSRO MRS R i) A5 5 TH A RN R .

4.2.1. IMARWKTFEEE{ERESRIF M

M R ] LA, NSRS AR SRR A B IR ER . A1 0T T35 59 225 65
LA, XS R AR N RERR = SRR T ARSI SR AG TES Ry
L. %5 BoR TX-GA WP E AR w2, 45 SRR W22 A0 /N SR TE AR THS M B 7 THI )
P, FYMEIIAE 3.8 UL, ARUE(RZEIIZE 0.7 LAR.

B S B ER, BATRI NSRRI 24 BAR SRR 17 HHUS T 538 . 1
w1, 562 R[] Z 2 B /INH 23 O 5 AR IRV RIE A I B 07 AR T AR RZ (M = 3.80, SD = 0.687).
55 63 R 45 A WoR /N 2 A BT 5 AR T A M B AR A LS5 R (M = 4.14, SD = 0.620). [RIINF, 55 64 @)%k
PR/ INH 2Rk 24 AR R SR RS TH 24 7 B 52(M = 4.15, SD = 0.627). £ 65 /i )45 R /N
SARINE T AR SR BB (M = 4.01, SD = 0.627).

Table 5. The perceived impact of GWC on students’ writing skills
F 5. MASRMFEBIERENIHIFNT

B HE FIME i 22
o5 59 LN iRk E T IR BIERE . 3.96 0.680
5560 NS WAEIRI B B CESET R 3. 4,05 0.634
55 61 /N 2R LB A dn T & ek CIE S 413 0.613
o5 62 LA N AR T IR RITE R R A BE T 3.80 0.687
55 63 LA S /N 2 R TR A S A A R A ST A 4.14 0.620
55 64 LA /N S A BRAT S AR B 4R 5 T A D 4.15 0.627
55 65 LA IR /NS WIAE T RN BB 4,01 0.627

4.2.2. INALRMFEBIEFEORRE

MR [ 12 o AT TR T A BN 2 RO 22 A S ARSI B AR5 A B2 5T HEM . Befllor
Hr ¥ 56 2 58 ML =ANHEL, X Y KA R N SR B EORIE A B S L OT I A . K 6 SR
TR A RS SRR AE R 22, 45 RS AR AR N S R A R S S HLRME O T T R AN AL
FEMEYIAE 3.5 DAL, ARifE(RZEEIAE 0.8 LA,

Table 6. The perceived impact of GWC on students’ confidence
6. NMAKBRWFESEE LRSI

B H SFIME Pt 22
356 W MH AR EMERSELT . 3.58 0.807
57 @l NH AR EMEEBSEL T . 3.91 0.766
2 58 ML /NHSHRIE I T X BIERIE Lo 371 0.687

4.3. MBS WA RIPRE RN BT I
S AR AR (R Ay B R [ 2, A DAL A A/ N 2 RO R P T I — 5 Pk
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oo, B R NSk AR IR, KT AR B A R R, T IR
FRIH ). /N2 R S B N S IR ), AR R A AR S . JUoh, — R tedis]. <2
YR )4 B SRR (e, T ELAL AR 2 bR PR — 8, AR b 7 5 — s
A ST RMMMA: T RKNZE R A i, AN LA RABS I Sk, 7

IR, — A FR RS T AL FOE SN, SRR LSO 2 1S o AT 3402
A 5 T FL B R 3, A TR AT 52 2 M RO (0 P A5 A . Mo, A2
RE BRI REE, PRI A R B, 7 AR, T I
He, BTOME LR BTk 2R k. 7

B, AT AR R, HA TR B, SR R 2, LR B
USRI TR K . KT, e i B IR T 22 5N S T T kR

BEXS ER L, SRR T A AT B RO B, B2, 9 T R T AR DRI 6] 5 2 R T
SRRV, ARSI ROE . 3E, ST BT S A B SR ST R 5 S A R
Bk, AR E SV P R R B

5. Wi S54iL

AHFFARGT T [ P — A A ER S KR 85 il —iBE X N SR B . W RE
W, AN SRR BAGSE, YONHAERYERAE P I SCia IR AT . [FIR,  224 B /N 2R I TR
DA 25 ARG 3 2 ST L AR A6 5 S st B fit 2 (UM AN Bh 30 B ELsh ML 2, A Bh T4 s ft AT 100 5 /R g
MAGL. PAGEREAEZ SRS, XWAMIRAMAIVR SN 2. R, BFRRAAEE
PN RRYE . B 28, REASHUB AN, AT BERR B T B 7o 4h A d k. EARIRATFEA 7 85 4282k,
B R ] LA R KRE A RUASE DA I 78 i ARER M . LR, AR TV b 2 AR ) ey 0 RN B 280 S vt 114 7
HERMNE L. ARIIBE AT DLE— 0 LLBOX AP U /N 251K

AR TR R R B A St N IR FFA RRGSE, X —451 5 Yeh 017)HIWtsissi R —3. %
WA, R —Se 2 AT 5 Al N 73 BT B TR DG SR G BT, (B R ZHCF AR T —X =1
INH SR FRFE R E . 4RI, 5 Maliborska f11 You (2016)FIHT7E4s ANE], AbATTHIHE 50 K Bl A
BRI AR NS IR T35k, AR R KA AEREFSTE L RIS, RIEERE
KPR B T S N H 23R O o 3 R AR B IV 2 R I R Rl 2 — PR TE AN R BER A R
WX 2R BRI S, X RIE N S IRTE S B R 77

S5 HENN B R, SRS NON SR, X Lam (2013) (R FU 4k FAH— 2 [21].
Lam HIWF 58K 1 VRS 71K 8 25 414 R4k (portfolio assessment) X} S i A& 27 4= B 1E it 1 A I ikt () 5%
Wi BB, A A RUE 2 AL, H 2 AR A e G B S A T SR AN 20T 4 S i L i =l [ 1
I RUX — R JE R ] B 2 AR AR L T RIE, M B AU, SMESIEKFRE & . Al Tsao 55 A
(2017) FRIF 78 285 SRAS K — 50, AT P e 12 (RO BIE 0 7 V28 90 2 A SO RN [R) A S i PR B0 o BT 92 485 SR R I
4 T A BE R (R I SR A IR B AR S 5t DR AT D R I 4 A LA A FH G AR — PSR B ) IR B
o

AW T I AT B 2 PR ORIE, a0 E BV . R BRI SR . X R R R
TR AR 25 AR, DR 24 2 5 3 51E A5t 51 L R AE S0 2 H (Tian & Zhou, 2020 [22]; Zhang &
Hyland, 2022 [23]). XFIZRETTEBERELFA NPT ONBABEHEE, 1L EFHS 5 ReIRE, A
H O SIE. RN RS S KEENAMER: 88—, FEMR— SRR EE
BRGNS SR BN N T B 2] S5, HAHBGESOAR, Mimifem T/MASIRNS 51,
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RUE AR T O AR R DN TE RIER A i /N 22 I, EZARF TS B T — 2Bk ik
B, 2EA I AR TR RN/ IN A 2R e HER S, I EL/NAL P9 22 AR 1 25 R TR B3 AN R o i 7 o H B
(1 53— ) j e — Be 2 A ORI 18 S T A ESCN A, SEURA UM RARA I ST 2 . b4t
— UGS AR R SN A A RE R B R, X ST R RISK A NSO B S AR O AR
BN, ASBORHBATT A 1] R 5 & (Liu, 2009; Scollon & Scollon, 1995 [24]). 4 ix st i, 224
PR TN B, BB E, DMk R B EcE . R, AR N SR AT AR
H AN 53 AR S

SE K
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