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Abstract
Teachers’ understandings of feedback probably énite the type and quality of feedback that theyidemand
also enhances teacher-student relationship in lHesroom setting. A qualitative study design waepaed,
whereby six undergraduates participated in focusigrinterviews. Participants were first asked tatevan
argumentative essay. They then submitted the ttrathe teacher’'s feedback. After two days of catirg the
papers, conference feedback was provided by thehéeaThe focus group interview was audio-taped and
transcribed, as well as written performance scém@® students’ writing samples, and audio-tapecthesa
student writing conferences.
Teachers’ understandings of feedback were strofoglysed on enhancing relationship with the studestead
of improving learning. Similar factors are expecieather contexts, though agreement rates shefielct local
policy priorities and cultural values. Emerging rties provided insights into value of conference liee#t in
academic writing.

1. Introduction

It is worth mentioning that many researchers belifsedback to be a critical factor in Assessment.é&arning
(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2003;atke, 2003; Hattie, 2009; Sadler, 1989, 1998), @amdng
them Hattie and Timperley (2007, p. 102) pointesut as “among the most critical influences on stud
learning”. Therefore, feedback encourages studemteatment and determination (Kluger & DeNisi, 1936d
provides students to adopt more productive learsingtegies (Vollmeyer & Rheinberg, 2008)evertheless,
the meaning of ‘good feedback’ is always a questiamk (Shute, 2008With feedback considered the element
of formative assessment “most laden with a legddyanl practice and misguided views” (Clarke, 20033).
Feedback, when provided inappropriately, can leaddgative effects. Kluger and DeNisi (1996)nd that
feedback actually reduces student performancehircof the studies analysed.

Despite the power that teachers commonly exeraise the delivery of feedback, there has been littkearch
to date investigating teacher-student relationghg@t affect the quality of the feedback, with mesbrk
examining their enacted practices (e.g., Torrandengor,1998; Tunstall & Gipps,1996). Conceptionasist of
beliefs, attitudes, and intentions that people K&vewn, 2008; Thompson, 1992) and are importantrioutors
to behaviour (Ajzen, 2005)he certainty teachers have about educational pseseis significant since they
have been demonstrated to contribute meaningfoltii¢ actions that teachers take (Pajares,1994deRdvies,
Flint,&McDonald, 2011;Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, & Pap2006).

2. Literature Review

Traditionally, teachers have been accountable foviding students feedback. Conversely, througlhbetlast
two decades, with the international rise of studmmttered pedagogy and Assessment for Learningigs)i
there is a growing agreement that students areptatde sources of feedback (Andrade, 2010; Blacal.et
2003; Strijbos & Sluijsmans, 2010). Peer and ss$leasment practices help students to recognizeirigar
objectives and understand the criteria used toguilgir work, with the goal of increasing self-rigion
(Andrade, 2010). Using students as a source ofbfedd can potentially reduce teacher feedback pnuble
related to timeliness and frequency (Andrade, 2@b@)) perceived psychological risks for students @annip,
Segers, & Tillema, 2010). Although teacher feedbadkaditionally regarded as more accurate, Top2010)
on the other hand has suggested that peer andnsttekxlback is no less reliable and valid than Heac
feedback. However, students still require trainimghese practices (Andrade, 2010; Brown & Haiirispress;
Gielen, Peeters, Dochy, Onghena, & Struyven, 2@h@)the nature of this training will be influencéua part,
by the classroom teacher’s understandings of fexdba

The validity and effectiveness of feedback fromrpegnd the self is dependent on interpersonalioekttips
and psychological issues related to self-discloamea trust (Cowie, 2009; Peterson & Irving, 20080 Gennip
et al., 2010), requiring students to take on thaplex role of assessor (Topping, 2010). Researshrithcated
that some students and teachers question the tyaldd reliability of the feedback received throutiese
practices (e.g., Harris & Brown, 2010; Harris, Hettn& Brown, 2009; Peterson & Irving, 2008; Ro2606),
with studies showing that, especially among yourstigdents, peer feedback cannot be expected tedpachtly
provided to students in classrooms (Black & Wilig898; Harnett, 2007; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
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3. Methods

To contribute to knowledge about teacher-studdatiomship when feedback is provided, this papports the
results of a questionnaire survey of teachers’ gutions of feedback. A small number of participantre
chosen for this study because of the expectectdif§i of obtaining the data from the students alsd the time
constraint of this study. Therefore only six pap@nts and a lecturer were chosen to participateisnstudy.

3.1 Research question

The research question guided the development aadolushe Teacher-Student Conference Feedback survey
instrument and subsequent measurement modelsabietedefinitions and conceptions of feedback:

To what extent does the teacher-student relatignafiect ESL student’s writing using

the conference feedback?

3.2 Research Design

This study used the phenomenological approach beotahe data. The purpose of the phenomenological
approach is to illuminate the specific, to idenfiiyenomena through how they are perceived by theipants

in a situation. This normally translates into gaig ‘deep’ information and perception through intive,
qualitative methods such as interviews, discussemt participant observation, and representingoiinfthe
perspective of the research participants (Les&99)L

The most important section in this study, in terofisqualitative research was the nature of teachatemt
interaction during conference feedback. Qualitategearch “investigates the quality of relationshigxctivities,
situations or materials” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009422) and it focuses on “description, analysis and
interpretation” (Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p.11).

In this qualitative research study, multiple casslies were used because they allowed the resedtohgtudy
on multiple cases at the same time as part of wasat study” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009, p. 431).rversely,
Creswell (1998) defines qualitative research asngniry approach useful for exploring and underdiag a
central phenomenon.

3.3 Site and Participants

The participants of this study included a lectuard six students, (3 males and 3 females) fronmAtherican
Degree Programme (ADP) Basic Composition 1 (ENL)1€lassroom from a private college in the heart of
Kuala Lumpur. A small number of participants weh®sen for this study because of the expected difficof
obtaining the data from the students and alsoithe ¢onstraint of this study. Therefore only sixtggpants and
a lecturer were chosen to participate in this study

4.0 Results

Students’ perceived the individual conference ay helpful to understanding the teacher's commentsheir
drafts and to revising their drafts. Most importgnstudents in this study seemed more responsideattentive
to their teacher’s instruction than other studemt® were not involved in this study, which mightvha
contributed to the development of a caring relaiop between them. For example, before the indalidu
conference, the teacher announced in class thatuldents should prepare a list of questions ferctinference.
However, most students showed up without makingeaige list of questions. Accordingly, the lectuhad to
explain every comment on the students’ papers wittexactly knowing what parts the students did not
understand, and the students just listened to thedher’s explanations.

In contrast, all the students’ read their draftd arade a list of questions from each draft and geded to ask
them at the conference. Their teacher was thentaldaplain the exact parts he did not understana imore
efficient way within a limited time.

As students’ demonstrated their responsiveneskeio teacher, she revealed her attentiveness to. tRather
than telling them the answers, the teacher, asra kiowledgeable person, guided them step-by-stépsie
felt they were able to revise their drafts, and shedent for the most part appreciated and trusézdBoth the
teacher and the students seemed to look at ther Ipettt of the other, which made it possible f@anthto remain
in a caring relation.

Researcher:How do you feel about your teacher’'s comments an goafts?

Student: | make the same mistakes over and over, such aligliam or run-on
sentences. She is very preciseakimg comments on these...In terms of
grading, it is not my job but hdram very satisfied with her conferencing
method, her feedback, and more mapdly her teaching methods.

Researcher:How did you interpret these comments [not cleaspewific]?

Student 2:1 visited her and asked her about these.
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Researcher:Do you think your teacher is a caring teacher?

Student 3:Yes, she is. She seems to know my writing well auadtes precise comments
on my drafts. | really appreeiaier commitment.

In teaching and learning situations, both the teadnd students might encounter more or less &tirsty
moments depending on numerous conditions and eomsty for example when the teacher provides negati
comments during the conference which might disogeirhe student and this could increase or decrib&se
students understanding of the conference feedlbémkever, the teacher and the students alwaystiviede the
better part of the other, the degree of trust icheather did not seem to diminish in any teachind Earning
situations of the semester.

Nonetheless, when the students received low graidiseir drafts after they reviewed the commentsranised
their draft with care, they could have felt fruséch Rather, they gave importance to their teashaarthority and
accepted the grades without questioning the teadtr@refore, this is one of the benefits of teaddtedent
relationship in using conference feedback to dgveldting skills.

5. Discussion

Students’ confidence in their writing ability camprove when writing conferences are provided iracher-
student approach where students are seen as patitieipants and were provided opportunities toreshand
highlight their ideas and suggestions during carfee dialogue. Besides engaging in teacher-stumbsriered
writing conferences, a student is able to gain ojmity to pay attention to their previous learnargd progress,
observes the teacher to improve writing skills, amitize verbal feedback to better recognize antkrmeine
skills and level of confidence towards writing. Th@ormation gained through these important aspefts
writing conferences ultimately may help studentevs to assess their level of effectiveness (Bamdi893).

It can be mentioned that to study the complex matdrinteraction between teacher and student dwirigng
conferences, researchers should not limit obs@mnstio only one aspect of conference interactiah & body
language, number of words produced, number of ttaken, and/or the length of conferences. Additigna
while analyzing conference interaction attentiomdw®eto be paid to both parties’ input rather thacusing
solely on either the teacher or student. As Murf#®00) highlighted, “we cannot make sense of agrawtion if
we only hear one half of the conversation” (p. 8Herefore, a rubric with multiple and specificagries can
be utilized to more fully observe details of coeface interaction which ultimately can provide aacée picture
of overall writing conference dynamics.

6. Conclusion

The results of this study indicate that the confeeefeedback approach provide students the oppiyrtt;
negotiate meaning with the teacher and also clagfymportant matters with the teacher. As pointed by
students interviewed in this study, they found wessses in their writing after the lecturer providee to one
feedback regarding their writing. Therefore itignsficant to have students draw focus on lingaistrms (Pica,
1994) from written feedback by circles or by magkitheir grammatical errors and teachers’ can pevid
conference feedback because this can offer morsikplity for students to reproduce a better writfmoduct
based on what they have learnt from the feedbale&refore, teachers of English writing should previdore
opportunities for students to receive feedback ftheir teachers and revise them accordingly.
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