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Abstract

The purposes of this research were to compare English writing efficiency, correcting
efficiency, and gain scores of students taught through process writing with feedback-plus and
process writing with normal feedback. The subjects were 21 Mathayom Suksa 5/2 students of
Sarapee Pittayakom School enrolled in English 0256 (Reading and Writing) during the second
semesler of the academic year 1997. The subjects were divided into two groups; 11 of the
experimental group, and 10 of the control group using the final scores of reading and writing
tests taken in the first semester. The two groups had comparable ability in English as a resuit
of the match pair sampling method. The experimental group was taught through process
writing with feedback-plus, and the control group through process writing with normal feedback
for 12 weeks. The two groups were tested in writing ability before and after each type of
paragraph writing had been taught. The scores of correcting efficiency were also collected
from both groups. The data obtained were statistically analyzed by means of arithmetic mean
and standard deviation.

The findings were as follows:

1. The students in the experimental group taught through process writing with
feedback-plus had higher English efficiency mean scores than those in the control group

taught through process writing with normal feedback




2. The students in the experimental group taught through process writing with
feedback-plus had higher correcting efficiency mean scores in content, organization,
vocabulary, language use, and mechanics than those in the control group taught through
process writing with normal feedback.

3. The students in the experimental group taught through process writing with
feedback-plus had higher gain scores means scores than those in the contro! group taught

through process writing with normal feedback.




