NESTA SURVEY
2009,  61st HK SCHOOLS’ SPEECH FESTIVAL 
Q.1.- Which section were you involved in?

          SECONDARY          313  (62%)

                                                                                                            BAND 1       -   37 (20%)
                                                                                                            BAND 2       -   35 (35%)
                                                                                                            BAND 3       -   85 (45%)
          PRIMARY                192  (38%)




_______________   











188 (100%)       
                                          __________

          TOTAL REPLIES    505 (100%)

Q.2.-  Are you a NET or a LET?

          NET                          292  (58%)

          LET                           213  (42%)

                                        ____________

          TOTAL REPLIES    505  (100%)

Q.3.-  What type of competition/s did you/your school enter and train your students for?

          (You can tick more than one as applicable).

          SOLO VERSE SPEAKING


 387    
(40%)

          CHORAL




 255
(26%)

          WORDS & MOVEMENT


   11  
(  1%)

          PROSE READING



 126   
(13%)

          DRAMATIC DUOLOGUES


 153
(16%)

          DRAMATIC SCENE



   33
(  3%)

          PUBLIC SPEAKING



    9
( 0.6%)

          SPEECH MAKING



    7
( 0.4%)

                                                                                  _____________








981
(100%)

Q.4.-  Please rate the venue/s your students had in 2008.

          EXCELLENT




  11
( 2% )

          GOOD





227   
(45%)

          FAIR





187
(37%)

          DISAPPOINTING



  75
( 15%)

          UNACCEPTABLE



    5
(  1%)
                                                                                 ______________







          
505
(100%)
          COMMENTS: Name specific venues that were noteworthy and state the reason/s 

                                   why. (From most common to least common.)     
          (i)   St.Andrew’s Church Hall, TST – 
Convenient. Easy to find but cramped stage,






poor acoustics, noisy construction outside and







students forced to wait outside for too long!

          (ii)  Martha Boss Hall – A disappointing venue. Far from public transport. Cramped






facilities. Tiered stage steps /seating dangerously







close to performers.

          (iii) Tuen Mun Town Hall – Very good stage. Excellent acoustics. Good performing







environment.

          (iv)  Luk Kwok Hotel – Poor acoustics. Dead sound. Unhelpful assistants.  
          (v)   Sheung Wan Civic Centre – Chaotic and disorganised. Poor stage facilities. 

          (vi)   Tsuen Wan Town Hall – Good space/stage facilities/TV monitors to check progress.
          (vii)  NT YMCA – Convenient location. Good facilities.
          (viii) City Hall – Good facilities. Helpful ushers and assistants who kept good order.
          (ix)   Pui Ching Academy – Inconvenient location. Stuffy and airless facilities.
          ( x)   Regal Riverside Hotel – Convenient location but pillars block views.

          (xi) HKBU Community Hall – A new one for the festival. Good for choral classes.

          (xii) Tai Po Civic Centre – Not enough space. Students forced to wait outside at length







with nowhere to rehearse.

Q.5.-  Please rate the Adjudicator/s your students had in 2009.

          EXCELLENT



  20
(  4%)

          GOOD




182
(34%)

          FAIR




202
(35%)

          DISAPPOINTING


  90
(23%)

          UNACCEPTABLE


  20
(  4%)

                                                                      _____________

          TOTAL




505
(100%)

          COMMENTS: Name specific Adjudicators that were noteworthy and state the 

                                   reason/s why.  From most common to least common.

          A) Mrs. Priscilla Morris – “Discriminating” against girls playing boys’ roles in duologues,

    but they were from all girls’ schools. Too harsh in judgements, not accepting alternative


    interpretations. 

         B) Mr.David Fanville – More gender role trouble. He was negative, giving low marks and

  writing  “The protagonist in the poem is a male so therefore you should have used a


  deeper voice”. However, the poem had been assigned to girls!

         C) Mrs.Barbara John – Discouraged students with low marks under 75%. Very few got over

  75%. Several survey respondees identified her system (1) Students who failed all got 70-

              something. (2) Students who passed all got the same 80% mark. (3) Students who got

              first 3 places were the only ones to get specific marks.

         D) Miss Penelope Charteris – (N94) Gave a group which used movements second place
              when the HKSMSA regulations say no movement. Negative. Spoke down to students.


  seemed in ill-health. Could hardly climb stage steps or deliver comments. Wanted


  ‘Received pronunciation’ voices for HK students.

         E) Dr.Gillian Bickley – November 30th 2009, A.M. Session in City Hall – very harsh to
              F.1 girls. Said 90% had not “made the grade”. Spoke above students’ level in adjudicating

  comments. Favoured near native-speaker Canadian-schooled students, U.S. born HK

              citizens, U.K. primary graduates.

         F) Mrs. Patricia Mulligan. A LET queried why she only rewarded candidates who

              did ‘movements’.   
         G) Dr.Verner Bickley – Forbidding and disparaging in some comments to students.
         H) Margaret Gallaher – Helpful comments. Offered to email information to coaches/to help


  contestants improve the following year.

         I) Hilary Chidlow – Cited for amusing comments/open attitude to contestants.

         J) Gary Harfitt – Cited as a good adjudicator.

          GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT ADJUDICATION –( From most common to least

                                                                                                      common.)  
          a) Massive Judging inconsistencies. Some think hand gestures are marvellous; others
              don’t and punish students accordingly. ‘Winning’ or ‘losing’ depends on which venue

              a contestant is at and which Judge they have.

          b) The Judges’ writing on the comment forms is most often illegible. 
          c) Not paying sufficient attention to contestants. Blind students were told to use more

              facial expressions. Students were told to use eye contact when they had been doing so

              but the Judges weren’t focusing their own eye contact on students . Girls were told not

              to play boys’ roles when they were from single sex schools and were told to use


‘masculine deep voices’ when the poem had been assigned to girls in the first place!

          d) Some Judges gave demonstrations how to do the poem. Most respondees saw this as too

              subjective. Some found it valuable. All recommended that standardised judging criteria
              be given out beforehand, for each poem/competition class e.g.; gestures v. no gestures,

              emphasis, meaning construction, tone and “acting out”.
         e) Marks inconsistent. Some too “generous”. Most too “harsh” which discouraged students.
         f) Most Judges’ comments went over their audience’s heads. They spoke down to or spoke
             unintelligibly to HK students whom they did not seem to culturally understand.

         g) Some Judges are rewarding elaborate properties/costumes (a 7 foot dragon in Tsuen Wan)
             Not in the regulations!  

Q.6.-  Please rate the material your students had to deliver in 2008.

         EXCELLENT



  25
(   5%)

         GOOD




182      ( 36%)

         FAIR




202 
( 40%) 
         DISAPPOINTING


  90
( 18%)

         UNACCEPTABLE


    6 
(   1%)

                                                                     ______________

         TOTAL




505
(100%)

         Name specific material that was noteworthy and state the reasons why.

         From most common to least common.
        I) “Wild Swans” by Jung Chang. Prose reading. The extract was too long and complex.
             They could have chosen a shorter, simpler extract from the same book.
        II) “Magic Cat” – Primary level poem, very suitable.
       III) “Great Expectations” by Charles Dickens. The selected extract was too long, dense,
              obscure and foreign to HK boys’ experience.

       IV) “Kidnapped” by Robert Louis Stevenson. The extract was too short/flat. A more exciting
              adventure section could have been selected.

       V) “An Omen” Level of verse for Solo Verse Reading way too high.
       VI) “The Furry Ones” amusing poem good for P.1 level.
       VII) “Tuen Ng” the culturally relevant Dragon Boat poem was very suitable in terms of
                actions/local content.

       VIII) “Lost Garden” P.5 girls’ solo verse too conceptual and too complicated.
       IX) “Louder!” by Roger Stevens. Superb choice for S.1 boys. Kinetic and exciting verse.

              All choices should be like this.    

       X) “The Wobbling Rainbow” by Pie Cobet. Some said it was a great choice. Others were
             indifferent about its quality of verse.
       GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE MATERIAL

       ( From most common to least common.)
       i) Duologue scripts were too difficult to find. The HKSMSA should go back to providing these.

       ii) The prose passages were seen as uninspired, in general.
      iii) Higher-interest, more age, culture or gender- specific poems needed for Junior forms.
      iv) More modern, HK-based poems, for example “Tuen Ng” required.
      v) The standard of verse selection too variable. It’s hit or miss. Some poems are very 
           appropriate while others are inappropriate for HK schools.

Q.7 – Do you have other comments or suggestions to pass on to the HKSMSA?

1. There must be standardized criteria and consistent judging.

2. There need to be written and published Judging criteria e.g.; gestures or no gestures. Make

    these marking schemes widely available.

3. Materials need to be more readily/easily available from the HKSMSA.

4. Be careful with comments to students. Some Judges adopt a harsh tone and discourage or

    wound the sensibilities of ‘lower-banded’ English students. 

5. Take more care with regard to gender issues. Don’t allow Judges to interpret roles/poems as

    gender specific and therefore unable to be essayed by the opposite sex.

6. Look out for disabled/Special needs students. Some were gratuitously hurt/insulted over the

    2009 season.

7. Don’t allow students from international schools/native English backgrounds to dominate the

    Non-Open groups. Make alternative arrangements eg; Put them in their own group.

8. Streamline the marks’ allocations so Judges cannot be so idiosyncratically “generous” or

    “niggardly” with marks. There should be a healthy cohort of Proficiency marks (75-79%) and

    Merit marks (80% plus).

9. Stick to the HKSMSA regulations or else change them. At the moment Judges regularly flout them .

10. All officials at venues need to be able to call an attended hotline linking the venue with

    HKSMSA officials to attend to the complaint (e.g.; stage problem – dangerous steps).
