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Abstract

This thesis explores the nature of the feedback process in the academic writing
syllabus of an EFL (English as a Foreign Language) context at a recently
established University ‘Prince University’ in Saudi Arabia; including how it is
provided by teachers, experienced by students, and perceived by both groups. Due
to the exploratory nature of this study, a constructivist interpretive stance was
adopted by employing an instrumental case study design to gain a holistic insight
and develop a nuanced understanding of the phenomenon of feedback practice in
the abovementioned context. In total, two instruments were used to generate data
for the current study. First, semi-structured interviews were conducted with two EFL
writing teachers, and six EFL English major students in their third and fourth year.
Second, 19 samples of written coursework were collected and analysed over one
semester. Interviews were used to investigate teachers' and students' perceptions,
experiences and perspectives on the issues related to feedback, and enhancing
and clarifying the feedback used in the written coursework. Students’ coursework
was a major source of data in itself as well as being a stimulus to capture students’
preferences and perspectives on the feedback provided by their teachers. Data
generated from the Interviews were analysed thematically while students’
coursework were analysed by using a coding scheme which was developed based

on Ferris et al. (1997) and Ellis (2008).

The findings of this interpretive study reveal a complex picture of the process of
giving feedback in this context. The responsibility for feedback provision rests
exclusively with teachers and the peer feedback model is not used. Several

contextual factors were identified as affecting EFL writing teachers’ beliefs and



practice which are: a large class size, a lack of department policy and feedback
guidelines, and assessment types. The findings also revealed that EFL students
experienced challenges in understanding teachers’ written feedback due to the lack
of engagement in the process of feedback and neglecting student-teacher dialogue.
Two different responses were found in student interviews regarding the feedback
provided: emotional and critical responses. The thesis concludes by highlighting the
need for creating feedback guidelines and training courses for EFL writing teachers.
It also concludes by suggesting a model of providing feedback and significant
recommendations to improve the policy and practice of the process of feedback at

Prince University.
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CHAPTER ONE: BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

1.1 Overview of The Topic

The ability to write appropriately and effectively is challenging, both in a
mother tongue and in a foreign language, regardless of the length of time devoted
to the development of these skills as noted by most writing scholars such as Kroll
(2003), and Tribble (1996). Writing is important in personal settings, being required
for recording information, reporting news, and completing e-mails, as well as texting,
and other forms of rapid, digital communication. It also plays a critical role in
academic settings, with Graham and Hebert (2010) viewing it as a vehicle for
increasing a student’s understanding of a topic. Therefore, learning to write in an
academic manner requires students gain mastery of the concepts and content of
the subject area, as well as developing an ability to express themselves effectively

and appropriately in the second or foreign language.

The teaching of writing has been a central element of education systems for
a considerable period of time. One of the most important aspects of such teaching
is that of feedback, which enables students to develop language accuracy and
understand how to state their ideas in a clearer and more accurate manner (Aridah,
2003). Such feedback can take the form of a teacher’s written commentary, error
correction, teacher-student conference, or peer feedback (Ferris, 2003), and is
viewed as a central aspect of both English as a Second Language (ESL) and
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) writing programmes across the world (Hyland
and Hyland, 2006). The importance of feedback is acknowledged in process-based
classrooms, where it forms a key element of students’ growing control over the
composition of their written work by means of multiple drafts, in order to develop the
capacity for effective self-expression.
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1.2 Nature of The Problem

Within the EFL educational context, and in particular that of Saudi Arabia,
written English remains a challenging and complex task, with EFL university
teachers highlighting their students’ lack of writing skills, i.e. difficulties in organising
ideas alongside a poor grasp of vocabulary (Al-Mansour, 2015). In addition,
students also tend to experience difficulties in discussing ideas with their
classmates when they asked to work in peers, difficulties with grammar
competence, difficulties with the different structure of Arabic and English, and
difficulties in difference between genres (Ankawi, 2020). Furthermore, Saudi EFL
university students have acknowledged their own inability to write effectively (Al-
Mansour, 2015). Although English has been taught as a foreign language in Saudi
Arabia since 1937, proficiency has, particularly over the previous five years,
remained at a very low level (Education First-English Proficiency Index, 2019). Most
schools and universities in Saudi Arabia are ‘teacher-centred’ and have an
examination-oriented teaching culture (Ankawi, 2020:130), resulting in a product-
oriented educational system that has influenced the teaching of many language
skills, and in particular writing. The Saudi Ministry of Education (MOE) has, over the
previous five years, invested in developing its English language curriculum to
prepare Saudi students for participation in both the job market, and the world
economy. This is particularly important as the ability to speak and write in English
is viewed as an asset in terms of career opportunities within Saudi Arabia, with one
of the pillars of the Kingdom’s 2030 vision being a determination to become a centre
of global investment. This led Mukhallafi (2019) to consider the enhancement of
English language competence as one of the most significant factors in

accomplishing this objective.
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Higher education institutions (i.e. universities) consider the acquisition of
English language skills, especially writing, as crucial, with students required to
demonstrate correct use of the language (i.e. linguistic knowledge) alongside
adequate knowledge of their subject matter (i.e. disciplinary knowledge). However,
Al Badi (2015) identified that most Saudi students struggle to compose texts in
English in an independent manner, considering writing as one of the most difficult
skills they are required to master. This has been determined as arising from: first,
inexperienced teachers; second, inadequate teaching materials; third, an
unconducive schooling environment; and finally, a lack of feedback (Al-Nasser,

2015; Alrabai, 2016).

Scholars of EFL and ESL writing such as Sommers (1982) and Ferris (2003)
considered feedback one of the most effective tools for enhancing students’ writing
competence. Feedback is also seen as an essential means of building interaction
within Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theories, particularly for individuals
working within the interactionist framework (Ellis, 2009). Furthermore, Hyland and
Hyland (2006) viewed feedback an important tool for guiding students throughout
different stages of the process-based approach (i.e. peer feedback and teacher-
student conferencing), in order to ensure an appropriate outcome for students’

written texts.

A number of second language writing researchers have undertaken studies
investigating various issues related to feedback, with significant attention being
dedicated to the examination of its efficacy, due to this being viewed as the main
component in developing writing accuracy. In addition, second language writing
researchers have also explored many associated issues, including: first, students’

reactions to written feedback (e.g. Leki, 1991; Hamouda, 2011), and second, the
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relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices in their writing classrooms (e.g.
Ferris, 2014; Junqueira and Payant, 2015). Researchers have also made a
comparison between students’ preferences and teachers’ practices (e.g. Cohen and
Cavalcanti, 1990; Lee, 2004), highlighting the need for additional studies to focus
on differing contexts, students, and teachers. Although various studies (e.g. Alharbi,
2020) have been undertaken in the context of Saudi Arabia concerning the benefits
of teachers’ feedback for the proficiency of students’ written work, little attention has
yet been paid to examining teachers’ understanding of the process of feedback

alongside the experience of their students.

The above has therefore been identified as the problem statement for the
current research. The following sections introduce; first, the rationale for the study;
second, its theoretical and practical significance; and third, the aspects explored by
the current researcher. This study offers evidence concerning the process of giving
feedback in an EFL university context, as well as teachers’ beliefs and
understanding of feedback on students’ writing, and students’ expectations and
experience of feedback in the context of a specific Saudi university (anonymised in
this work as Prince University). This research will therefore contribute to the field of
teaching and learning English language, as illustrated in detail in the following

sections.

1.3 The Study Rationale

Teachers’ instructional practices tend to be shaped by their personal beliefs
concerning the teaching and learning of languages (Richardson et al., 1991;
Johnson, 1992; Woods, 1996; Gebel and Schrier, 2002). Although there have been
a considerable number of attempts to understand these beliefs and practices in

relation to a first language, there remain limited studies exploring teachers’ beliefs
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in the EFL university context (Borg, 2006), and particularly in relation to universities

in Saudi Arabia (Alkhatib, 2015).

Although such studies examine teachers’ beliefs, they generally report their
findings as being elicited from a specific type of participant (i.e. either teachers or
students), and thus fail to give the full picture of the process of giving feedback.
Therefore, this current study examines the process of feedback from the point of
view of both EFL teacher and student, including teachers’ beliefs and practices and
students’ expectations and experiences. As a result, this study provides new
insights into this phenomena, including a clear understanding of the related issues,
leading to: first, suggestions of methods of identifying their causes; second, an
improved understanding of the issue to benefit the development of training courses
and/or designing English writing teaching models; and finally, an exploration of the
gap between students’ expectations and preferences and teachers’ practice and
perceptions of students’ needs. According to Bitchener and Ferris (2012), feedback
is generally studied as an isolated phenomenon where there are various related
factors that are neglected; however this current study explores all of the related
factors. This is undertaken by first, interviewing teachers and analysing written
feedback on written coursework, in order to explore the teachers’ beliefs and
practices, and second, undertaking multiple interviews with students to establish a
more accurate picture of the engagement between teachers and students during

the process of receiving feedback.

In addition, Alshahrani and Storch (2014) noted the failure to provide Saudi
university teachers with sufficient institutional guidelines, along with training and

development courses regarding feedback. This current study therefore examines
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teachers’ practices with a view to suggesting suitable recommendations for EFL

writing teachers, supported by an exploration of the experience of their students.

Furthermore, the product approach is considered the dominant approach in
teaching writing in Saudi contexts (Ankawi, 2020), and to have a negative impact
on engagement between teachers and students and to lack effective interaction
concerning feedback. Therefore, after exploring and fully understanding feedback
processes, this study suggests a model which is feasible for teachers, instructors,

and students as well in EFL university contexts.

The impetus to conduct this current study, investigating the process of giving
feedback, emanated from my own experience as both an EFL and ESL student in
higher education. My bachelor’s degree in EFL, and two years’ teaching experience
with young learners, led me to wish to learn about other approaches to the teaching
of English skills to young learners. My academic journey started by being accepted
onto the Master's course in teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL) in the School of Education at the University of Exeter. The year | spent
studying for my master’s degree taught me a considerable amount about teaching
methodology. However, | also experienced a number of challenges related to
academic writing. | found that the different types of feedback provided by each
faculty identified one way of tackling these challenges, particularly when it came to
formative feedback. This experience therefore helped me to consider in depth my
own educational background, i.e. in relation to a recently established university in
Saudi Arabia. This prompted me to undertake educational research focusing on this
context, exploring the teaching of writing and the process of giving feedback. As
noted above, these aspects formed the primary motivation for my research into

feedback processes within the context of EFL writing.
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1.4 Significance of The Study and Contribution to Knowledge
Prior to commencing this study, | established that there has been little
previous research empirically examining the process of giving feedback in the KSA
directed by EFL teachers and received by English major university students,
including establishing the beliefs held by teachers and students’ expectations and
experience. Thus, the significance of the current study lies in the originality of its
contribution to several areas of knowledge. Moreover, previous studies have
highlighted the need for further research into the issue of feedback on students’
writing in the Saudi EFL context (Alshahrani and Storch, 2014; Mahfoodh, 2017).
Therefore, this study offers a valuable contribution to an improved understanding of
the situation within a Saudi EFL educational institution. The study also makes a
practical contribution to enhancing the awareness of feedback practices at ‘Prince
University’ in the context of the KSA, through a case study focussed on the issue of
feedback, followed by the development of recommendations. Moreover, the few
available studies focussing on the beliefs and practices relating to feedback on
writing have tended to focus on a single type of feedback, i.e. either written or peer
feedback such as Alkhatib (2015). The in-depth analysis of students’ expectations
and experience not only provides a detailed picture of reception of teachers’ written
feedback, but also contributes to recommendations of methods to administrators

related to their practical implementation.

The current constructivist design employs three sources in its investigation
of the feedback process: first, teachers; second, students; and third, written
feedback on students’ written coursework. This therefore offers new and holistic
insights into the process of feedback. This study provides a greater understanding

of the views and reflections of both EFL Saudi teachers and students, as well as
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how their responses influence teachers’ instructional practices. This can also help
in developing improved support for English language departments and teachers,
particularly in terms of training and development. The main research questions and

objectives are outlined in the section below.

1.5 Aim and Research Questions

The aim of this study is to explore the complete feedback process at Prince
University. This includes an investigation into the actual practices of writing teachers
when it comes to the provision of written corrective feedback on students’ writing
texts through: firstly, collecting students’ written essays; secondly, understanding
Prince University teachers’ approach to feedback; and thirdly, investigating the
factors behind this practice. This study also aims to understand the expectations
and preferences of students concerning the feedback practices they find most
effective, and to compare the conclusions with their actual experience of their
teachers’ practices. In addition, it explores the impact of the related contextual,

institutional, situational factors concerning Prince University.
This study therefore focuses on answering the following four main questions:

1- What is the process of giving feedback to EFL bachelor students at Prince
University?

2- What is the understanding of feedback held by teachers of writing and their
beliefs concerning the giving of feedback in relation to their students’ written
coursework?

3- What are the EFL students’ expectations of their teachers’ feedback?

4- What is the students’ experience of teachers’ feedback on their written

coursework?

23



1.6 The Organisation of The Thesis

This thesis consists of seven chapters. The introductory Chapter, the present
one, introduces the background of the study, and explains the rationale, objectives,
and research questions of the study. Chapter two explains the Saudi EFL university
context in detail. Chapter three is divided into the following; first, historical
background to approaches of teaching writing; second, feedback in second and
foreign language writing; third, a theoretical standpoint on errors and feedback;
finally, the empirical evidence on the feedback issues in ESL and EFL contexts.
Chapter four presents the research methodology of the study. It clarifies the
research framework of this study, explains the approach used in this study (i.e.
gualitative approach) and presents the different instruments employed to collect the
data (i.e. interviews and students’ written coursework). This chapter then moves on
to explain the participants’ profile and the recruitment process. Finally, it illustrates
how the obtained data was validated and analysed and discusses the ethical issues
related to the study. Chapter five presents the findings of the qualitative data of the
study. Chapter six discusses the key findings and relates them to previous studies.
Chapter seven provides implications and recommendations for educational

institutions and concludes the study by providing suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO: CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

2.1 Overview

The background of the Saudi educational context is presented in this section.
Specifically, first, the history of introducing the English language in Saudi education
is explained, followed by how the teaching objectives have changed. An overview
of the education system in Saudi Arabia is provided. Second, Saudi educational
stages are discussed including schools and universities with a focus on teaching
and learning the English language, assessment, and requirements of English major
entry in order to better understand the place of English Language Teaching (ELT)
in Saudi Arabia. Finally, detail about the setting (Prince University) where the study
was conducted in, are presented. Information about the chosen context will be
discussed in depth. A contextual understanding is based on my personal knowledge
and learning experience as there is a lack of public information, as | was a student
at this university from 2009-2012. Further information was collected before and
during the data collection following visits to the department of English language in
the chosen university. Thus, detailed information was collected from the English
language department to give a summary of the different kinds of employment
graduates of this context are being prepared for. This chapter concludes with an
insight into the Saudi 2030 vision and how the role of this vision will help in improving
the Saudi educational system in general and in teaching and learning English in

particular.
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2.2 History of English Language Teaching and Learning in
Saudi Arabia.

It is difficult to analyse EFL in the Saudi education context without critically
examining how English is taught and practised in each classroom at each
educational level. That is because the number of studies that evaluate education
policy in the Saudi context is very limited due to the fast and constant changes in
Saudi educational policy (Barnawi & Al-Hawsawi, 2017). English as a subject has
received a lot of attention from the Saudi Ministry of Education as well as from the
Saudi community. English education in the Kingdom has undergone several
changes and modifications. The Saudi TEFL curriculum was prepared by the
department of English in the Directorate of the curriculum under the Ministry of
Education (MoE) in 1999, specifying the goals of teaching basic language skills
(listening, speaking, reading & writing) to communicate with English- speaking

people (Barnawi & Al-Hawsawi, 2017).

According to Al-Hajailan (2003), during the history of Teaching English in the
Kingdom, two curriculum documents were prepared to specify the aims and
objectives for TEFL. The first document was made in 1408H (1987) and became
the basis for all TEFL textbooks. The new books employed the latest method of
teaching “the communicative method” (Al-Hajailan, 2003). The second document
for TEFL was made and “modified by the department of English in the Directorate
of the curriculum under the Ministry of Education in 1421H (2000)” (Al-Hajailan,
2003). According to Saudi Arabian education policy, the essential ideas of education
are as follows: “Furnishing the students with at least one of the living languages, in

addition to their original language, to enable them to acquire knowledge and

26



sciences from other communities” to participate in the service of education (Al-

Hajailan, 2003:23).

In the context of the Saudi educational system, currently, the ministry of
education (MoE) is in control of all levels of education in the KSA (i.e. both schooling
and higher education). Before 2016, the MoE was divided into two separate entities.
The first one was called the ministry of education, which focused on all schools,
whereas the second one was called the ministry of higher education, which solely
focused on higher education (i.e. universities). Figure 2-1 below summarises the

history of English language teaching in the KSA.

1925 2254 1942
The general directorate (No —> Eg){p leim B (20 English removed from all
English) et ceaogbe el grades in primary stage
4-5-6 (primary stage) ’
1974 1980 2004
Six 45-mins sessions Reduced to four 45-mins English was reintroduced to
introduced for intermediate sessions for intermediate& the primary stage, only for
& secondary stages secondary stages the 6t grade
2005 2011 Present
English become a core N English was introduced from _ English is a medium of
module at all higher the 4t level in primary instruction in private and
education institutions schools public universities

Figure 2-1: Timeline for the development of the English language in the KSA

At the time of the establishment of the educational system in Saudi education
in 1925 the only focus was on Islamic law, Arabic culture, and traditions. At that
time, students were required to study for three years in preparatory school and
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moved onto four years of elementary school. After seven years of studying, students
were qualified to work in any governmental/private sector (Barnawi & Al-Hawsawi,
2017). The Arabic language was the medium of instruction in all public schools (i.e.
schools fully controlled by the MoE are referred to as public schools, where private
schools refer to ones owned by individuals although controlled by MoE regarding
schools’ regulation). The educational system at that time was “cloned of the
education system of Egypt” (Barnawi& Al-Hawsawi, 2017:202). Egypt was
considered to be a more advanced country than that of Saudi as claimed by
Habbash (2011:33). Historically, Egypt’s institutions including the education system
had been heavily influenced by the French, following Napoleonic rule, therefore
gualified teachers were recruited from Egypt to teach at this school, however,
Islamic subjects remained under the control of the Saudi Arabian Education Ministry

(Elyas and Picard, 2019)

In 1937, English as a foreign language (EFL) was introduced to the Saudi
educational system. It was taught from the 4™ grade (primary level), four times a
week, where each session was 45 minutes. English teachers were from different
Arab countries such as Egypt, Syria and Jordan, due to the shortage of qualified
Saudi English teachers. In 1942, the General Directorate of Education was renamed
The Ministry of Education. It was then given the responsibility for the entire Saudi
educational system (both public and private schools). It had control of policymaking
for all levels of schooling in both sectors. Two major changes regarding restructuring
schooling levels and the status of the English language took place at that time (i.e.
1942). The three years of preparatory and four primary years were combined to
form a six-year level called primary school. The MoE additionally added three years

of middle and another three years of secondary school consisting of two tracks,
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Science and Humanities. In other words, compulsory schooling levels changed from
only six years to 12 years (6 levels in primary schools, 3 in both middle and

secondary schools).

In terms of the changes in the English language, the English language as a
subject was removed in 1942 from all the primary grades for an unstated reason
and reintroduced to the middle and secondary schools, as claimed by Barnawi & Al-
Hawsawi (2017). Arguably, that was to enable students to learn Arabic more in-
depth and prevent any incorrect use of the Arabic language. The MoE, moreover,
added two more English classes (a total of six sessions per week) for both levels
(i.e. middle and secondary). In 1980, the MoE, however, removed the additional two
classes, reducing them to only four sessions per week, for an unknown reason as

well. Since then, the number of sessions has not changed.

There are various global and local factors, such as the 9/11 attacks, the Arab
Spring, the global financial crisis of 2008 and oil prices that are seen to have some
impact on the changes that occurred in the English language policy in the Saudi

educational system.

For example, in 2001, before those events took place, according to the
curriculum document published that year, the overall objectives of teaching English
were as follows: “to allow students to develop their intellectual, personal, and
professional abilities, acquire basic language skills. Develop their awareness of the
importance of learning the English language to enable them to present and explain
Islamic concepts and participating in spreading Islam. Another objective is to enable
them, in the future, to present the culture and civilization of their nation” (Faruk,

2014). However, after 2001, the Saudi government experienced international
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pressure, particularly from the USA, requesting a reformation of the Saudi curricula
including the English language (Habbash, 2011:34). As a result, English language
objectives were changed and developed to focus mainly on providing knowledge

about foreign cultures to promote “Liberalism” (Barnawi & Al-Hawsawi, 2017:204).

In 2004, the MoE allocated a budget to reintroduce the English language for
the 6" grade in primary school. A year later, regarding higher education, the MoE
introduced a preparatory year, offering an intensive English programme at all higher
education institutions. The main purpose of this programme is to improve students’
linguistic and communicative competence. (Refer to Section 2.3.2 for more details
about the Saudi higher educational system). In 2011, the MoE introduced another
programme, called English education development, which aimed to introduce
English as a compulsory subject from the 4" grade (primary school). It was

introduced to enhance the quality of English education at secondary school levels.

2.3 Academic Education Levels in The Saudi Context

As mentioned earlier, the Ministry of Education is responsible for developing
and managing institutional requirements such as changing policy, improving
textbooks, and providing materials (MoE, 2021). Schools in Saudi Arabia run five
days a week, Sunday to Thursday. The starting and ending dates for the academic
year are the same for all levels (primary, middle, secondary, and higher education)
in all regions in the KSA. The academic year consists of two semesters each lasting

18 weeks.
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2.3.1 School Levels

For the primary stage (1t - 6" grades), students have six 45-minute classes
a day. From the 4™ to the 6™ grades, pupils start to study new subjects such as
English and computing. At the primary stage, pupils do not have any final term
written examinations. They are assessed by continuous assessments evaluating
students’ achievement throughout the year (Alafaleq & Fan, 2014).

Furthermore, for the middle and secondary stages, students have seven
classes a day. In the middle stage (7" - 9™ grades), unlike the primary stage,
students have final examinations. Each subject has two types of assessments,
namely, during-term assessment, which includes a mid-term quiz, homework,
classroom patrticipation, and a final exam. The during-term assessment accounts
for 40% of their total mark, while the final exam accounts for 60%. To pass a unit,
students must obtain at least 50% of the total mark.

The secondary level, which consists of three years (10" - 12t grades), is the
last (pre-university) stage in education. When students complete the first grade (i.e.
grade 10) of this stage, they choose between two paths: (a) scientific or (b)
humanities, to study in their two final years. Students who selected the scientific
path study scientific subjects such as mathematics, chemistry, geology, physics,
and computers, plus some non-scientific subjects such as Arabic, English, and
Islamic studies. The humanities path, on the other hand, focuses on non-scientific
subjects such as Arabic studies (e.g., Arabic literature, linguistics, and rhetoric),
Islamic studies (e.g., the holy Qur'an and Islamic law), social studies (e.g., history
and geography), and English. As in the middle stage, secondary school students
undergo two types of assessments: during-term assessment (i.e. attendance, class

participation, homework, mid-term quiz) (50%) and a final exam (50%). Students
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pass the unit if they achieve at least 50% of the total mark, with 20/50 (40%) or

higher on the final exam.

2.3.2 Higher Education

According to the Saudi ministry of education, 29 universities in Saudi Arabia
offer several majors such as languages, computing, and medicine. Once students
complete their secondary school, they are required, if they are planning to undertake
undergraduate studies, to pass one or two exams set by the MoE, depending on
the students’ educational background. These exams are written by the National

Centre for Assessment in Higher Education called Qiyas.

The first test is called the “General Aptitude Test (GAT)” (in Arabic, Qiyas),
which “measures the analytical and deductive skills” of a student who has completed
secondary school studies (Qiyas, 2020). The second test, also managed by Qiyas,
is known as the “Scholastic Achievement Admission Test (SAAT)” that aims to test
students on “the general and key concepts in biology, chemistry, physics,
mathematics and English covered in the courses of the three grades of General
Secondary Schools” (Qiyas, 2020). Only Science students are required to take both
tests, the GAT and SAAT, whereas students from the humanities track are required
to only take the GAT. University entry requirements are dependent on secondary
school grades plus the scores of the two exams (GAT and SAAT), although this
varies from one university to another. The grades (i.e. secondary school, GAT and

SAAT) are counted as shown in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1: University Entrance Criteria

Weighting
Background
Secondary School GAT SAAT
Science 30% 30% 40%
Humanities and Social Science 70% 30% -

The general education system in Saudi Arabia, i.e. the public schools, is
centralised and administered by the MoE (Ministry of Education, 2021); however, it
has no authority in higher education institutions as each university administers its
own curricula and programs. The entry policy of Prince University where | conducted
my study, and particularly the English language major entry policy, will be presented

in Section 2.5.

2.4 The Role of the English Language in Saudi Universities
Regarding the higher education context, each university drafts its own course
plans, regulations, and criteria and is responsible for employing its staff. Most Saudi
universities use English as the language of instruction in some science courses,
such as medicine and engineering (as English is essential and the language of
these domains), while Arabic is used in non-scientific courses (e.g., courses of
humanities). However, other courses in which English is not the language of
instruction require students to complete a compulsory module in all programmes
offered by Saudi universities. For example, a student taking a bachelor’s degree in
history must complete an English Integrated Skills module, as part of their course
plan which is equivalent to basic user to independent user B1 in CEFR levels by the
time they graduate. The additional English unit is intended to improve students’
competence in English and enable them to use the language to access knowledge

in addition to Arabic. However, two prominent science universities use English as
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the sole language of instruction for all of their courses. These universities are King
Fahad Petroleum and Mineral University and King Abdullah University of Science
and Technology (Alamri, 2011). Other Saudi universities, for example, King Abdul-
Aziz University, teach the English language in the preparatory year programme (i.e.
a year studied before joining a bachelor’s program, known as Foundation year in
some contexts) for students who aim to become English language majors. Students
at the majority of Saudi universities are required to take a preparatory year before
starting their bachelor programme. Therefore, English language centres are found
in those universities, and their role is to help students transition into an English
medium instruction in their faculty (MoE, 2019). Students are required to complete
this year and fulfil the minimum requirements (minimum requirements may differ
from one university to another) for eligibility to enrol on the four-year bachelor’s

degree course.

This initial stage aims to improve students’ level of English comprehension
and spoken abilities. It also aims to further successful independent learning that
helps students to move forwards in the field they want to study in. Therefore, it is
difficult to present an overall view of all Saudi universities in terms of their use of
English because their policy may differ, as such decisions are made by the
university. In this section, the English policy of Prince University, which is the context

of my study, is described in detail as a recently established public university.

2.5 English Language at Prince University

Prince University (PU) is one of the public universities in the KSA that offers
several majors such as English language, computing and medicine. Located in the
centre of Saudi Arabia, it is one of the recently established ones. PU university was

first a college in 1983, and only became a university in 2010 (PU, 2020). Since the
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focus of my research is on students studying an English-major bachelor's degree
programme, pertinent information about this programme must be considered. Upon
completion of secondary school, students are eligible to apply to PU if they meet
the entry requirements (secondary school, GAT and SAAT), as explained above in
Section 2.3.2. The minimum entry grades may vary from year to year and from one
college to another. For example, in 2019, the minimum score required for an offer
of acceptance on the preparatory year course was 85%, which is calculated as
described in Section 2.3.2 (PU, 2019). Upon acceptance into the university,
students are required to do a preparatory year, which includes a variety of subjects
such as Arts, and Sciences. However, at Prince University, students intending to
study English language and literature as a major do not need to do the preparatory
year; they must score a more or equal to 95% in the combined total of secondary
school exams, GAT and SAAT. Students’ English proficiency level at this stage is
low, equivalent to Al in CEFR levels. Moreover, there is no specific exam in this
university, such as IELTS or TOEFL, to measure students’ level in the English
language in advance. In other words, for students to enrol on an English language
major at Prince University, they must complete their secondary school, and score
no less than 95% when their secondary school scores are combined with GAT
and/or SAAT (refer to Table 2-1 for more information). According to the Prince
University website (2020), the objectives of the English language and literature
programme are:

Offering programs in English Language, literature and translation that meet

quality assurance and standards. Providing learning opportunities that help

students promote their personal and professional skills. Training

academically qualified graduates capable of competing in the job market.

Encouraging the promotion of scientific research culture. Adopting teaching
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strategies that promote motivation and moral conduct, critical and creative

thinking. Training generations of graduates qualified in the field of English

Language who are capable of developing society. Offering in-service

academic and professional training programs for the faculty members.

The English language is the only foreign language taught at this university.

The course modules are offered by the university faculty office. As my interest in

this context is to explore how students are provided with feedback in their academic

writing classes, the contents and objectives of writing modules used in the four years

are provided in Table 2-2 to have a clearer picture about the writing modules. The

following description is taken from the Prince University website (2019).

Table 2-2: The contents and objectives of writing modules used in Prince

helps to improve upper-level English
writing skills, including compositions,
essays, and letter writing. Besides, it
is meant to enhance the students’
ability to use the language and
grammar structure in a more
complex fashion. Furthermore, it
helps improve students’ ability to
write a variety of text types and to
produce both coherent and cohesive
written works.

University
Writing Content Objectives
modules
Year One | It is an introduction to the general | It aims to develop outlining
Writing principles of descriptive writing. It | and summarising  skills,
skills provides educational models | develop general writing
inspired by the cultural reality of the | skills with particular
students and their personal | reference to spelling,
experience, which would help them | punctuation, paragraphing,
arrange their ideas in the form of | layout, etc., and develop the
valuable and coherent sentences. autonomous skill of self-
expression

Year Two | It is designed to promote students’ | It aims to get students to
Writing one | effectiveness in writing skills. It also | produce ideas by individual

brainstorming  and
consultation.
Objectives of this module
are:

1- to make students
write under time
pressure and peer
analysis of errors.

2- To focuse on the

appropriate use of

peer
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the expression of
ideas in writing.

3- to ensure the use of
appropriate grammar
and vocabulary to
consolidate  writing
skills.

Year three
Essay
Writing-2

It is designed to give students control
over their writing and help them write
precisely and  coherently. It
introduces  students to critical
thinking and the fundamentals of
essay writing. The prime purpose is
to guide students in refining topics,
developing and supporting ideas,
investigating, evaluating, and
incorporating appropriate resources;
editing for effective style and usage,;
and determining appropriate
approaches for various contexts,
audiences, and purposes.

It aims to achieve the
objectives to comprehend
the process of planning,
drafting, revising, and
editing effective essays.
Objectives of this module
are:

1- to help students
compose a precise
essay.

2- to evaluate and edit
essays for grammar,
organisation, and
content.

Year four
Essay
Writing-3

It is designed to improve writing
effectiveness and help students
develop their writing with increased
emphasis on critical essays,
argumentation, and research.
Students will learn to locate,
evaluate, integrate, and document
sources and effectively edit them for
required style and usage

It aims to enable students to
generate thought-provoking
ideas, organise thoughts
logically, and  improve
writing skills through
prewriting,  writing, and
rewriting processes.

As my focus is on the academic writing in the third and fourth year, | have

accessed the books used which are titled “Effective Academic Writing” (by Rhonda

Liss and Jason Davis, 2012) used for year three; and “Effective Academic Writing”

(by Alice Savage, Patricia Mayer, 2012) used for year four. The books provide step-

by-step Instructions that take students through the complete academic writing

process starting at the sentence level and ending with the researched essay. The

books consist of 6 units, which introduce academic content (refer to Appendix 1 fpr
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more information). The books provide students with guidance on how to start with a
low level of competence and end with the desired academic language level. In each
semester, the students are taught three units, each session lasting for three hours
per week. Regarding the teaching methods, the book includes a sheet for teachers
to follow, writing tasks, and directs students through the writing process as

highlighted and shown in Figure 2-2 to Figure 2-5.
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Tracking Sheet

Siaanes Outline Draft 1 Draft 2 Final Comment

name

Assignment
1

Assignment
2

Assignment
3

Assignment
4

Assignment
5

Midterm Comment:

Final Comment:

This at-a-glance sheet can be stapled inside a folder that contains the students’ writing. It
can be used to record grades, note strengths, or simply to keep track of where a student is
in the process. It can also be a helpful tool at the beginning of the semester because
students can see what will be expected over the course of the class.

You may also find it useful to create a course calendar that details when drafts are due and
when you are beginning a new chapter. Sometimes when students are writing multiple
drafts, it is difficult to know when to stop. A calendar can help keep everyone on track and
ensure thata good number of assignments reach completion.

The Introductory Unit (Unit 1)

Each book in the series begins with an introductory unit that reviews skills taught at the
previous level and introduces the focus of the new level. This unit is meant to provide a
general overview of the writing process and does not take the students through a writing
assignment.

Working through a Unit

Writing Process Step 1: Stimulating Ideas

The purpose of Writing Process Step 1 is to activate students’ knowledge around the topic
and get them brainstorming ideas. Use the visual that opens the unit to generate ideas and
vocabulary. Use the authentic text to point out ways that the text is successful rhetorically.
Use the follow-up questions to get students writing sentences that can become models for
their own writing.

Writing Process Step 2: Brainstorming and Outlining
Writing Process Step 2 introduces the task. The activities that follow provide information,
techniques, and practice that support the planning stages for a particular mode of writing.

© Oxford University Press

Figure 2-2: Sheet for teachers to follow (A)
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Each unit has a unique graphic organizer to support students in planning their writing as
well as exercises to get students thinking about audience and purpose. At the end of
Writing Process Step 2, students should have a plan that guides them in writing their first
draft.

Download the Assignment Rubric
GO ONLINE

Have students download the assignment rubric when you introduce the task. Go over the
rubric and make sure they understand the criteria. There are several ways you can use this
rubric as you move through the unit:

¢ Communicate your expectations for their work. Discuss the steps in the process and
match the criteria in the rubric with each particular step.

e Help them understand how the rubric applies to particular pieces of writing by
using it to evaluate the model of student writing. Practicing with the rubric helps
students practice the skills needed for peer editing and self-evaluation.

o Use the rubric to evaluate the students’ writing on drafts or the final draft.

Download the Outline Template
60 ONLINE

Have students download (or provide copies of) the Outline Template. Instruct students to
complete the outline with their own ideas at home or in class. If you are using a tracking
sheet like the one shown on page 2, add a comment in the outline column that may be
useful to the writer in moving forward.

Writing Process Step 3: Developing Your Ideas

In Writing Process Step 3, students write their first draft. Before writing, students read a
second model text and complete a series of activities that draw attention to specific
language functions. In the model text, elicit/point out ways in which the model successfully
fits the assignment specifications.

Go to the Online Grammar Practice
60 ONLINE

Direct students to the Online Grammar Practice for additional practice with the Grammar
Focus topics. Some students may need more practice than others. The online practice
allows students to work individually and focus on the areas where they need the most
practice.

© Oxford University Press 3

Figure 2-3: Sheet for teachers to follow (B)
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',» Effective Academic Writing | Teacher's Notes

Download the first Peer Editor’'s Worksheet
0 ONLINE

After students have finished writing a draft, consider facilitating a peer editing session. Have
students download (or provide copies of) the Peer Editor’s Worksheet for editing a first draft (the
first of three peer worksheets for the unit). For optimal results, take a short break between the
drafting process and the peer edit. Consider using peer editing during the next class meeting.

Introduce the role of the peer as someone who is not an expert but has value as a reader. First,
students exchange papers and read each other’s work as readers, not evaluators. Next, instruct
them to use the Peer Editor’s Questions in the book and take turns giving oral feedback to the
writer. Alternatively, have them use the downloaded Peer Editor’s Worksheet to give written
feedback. This can be done before, after, or instead of the oral session. The worksheet may be
particularly useful in helping certain students who are struggling with the underlying structure of
a rhetorical mode of writing.

Follow the peer editing process with feedback of your own on the content and organization. At
this point, you may also make choices depending on time and purpose:
e You may want to provide points or a grade for the first draft, or you may want to give
comments only.
e You may choose to give students an opportunity to revise their draft for organization and
clarity before moving onto specific sentence-level editing.
o If you are using a tracking sheet like the one shown on page 2, put a note in the column
that will help guide students moving from first to second draft.

Writing Process Step 4: Editing Your Writing

In Writing Process Step 4, students edit their first draft, focusing on errors at the sentence
level. Use the exercises in the book to draw students’ attention to specific grammar points
that will improve their writing.

Download the second Peer Editor’s Worksheet
G0 ONLINE

Finally, after the students have used the Editor’s Checklist in the book to check their paper,
have them use the second Peer Editor’s Worksheet (for editing and rewriting) to get a
second pair of eyes. Peer editing is not only useful to the writer receiving feedback, but
also for the reader who develops editing skills that are helpful in revising one’s own work.
This second peer editor’s worksheet guides students to look carefully at language and how
itis used.

The editor’s checklist and the second peer editor’s worksheet help students refocus for the
final draft. The feedback can help students decide what grammar to practice online (see below)

© Oxford University Press 4

Figure 2-4: Sheet for teachers to follow (C)
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» Effective Academic Writing | Teacher's Notes

Download the first Peer Editor’'s Worksheet
60 ONLINE

After students have finished writing a draft, consider facilitating a peer editing session. Have
students download (or provide copies of) the Peer Editor’s Worksheet for editing a first draft (the
first of three peer worksheets for the unit). For optimal results, take a short break between the
drafting process and the peer edit. Consider using peer editing during the next class meeting.

Introduce the role of the peer as someone who is not an expert but has value as a reader. First,
students exchange papers and read each other’s work as readers, not evaluators. Next, instruct
them to use the Peer Editor’s Questions in the book and take turns giving oral feedback to the
writer. Alternatively, have them use the downloaded Peer Editor’s Worksheet to give written
feedback. This can be done before, after, or instead of the oral session. The worksheet may be
particularly useful in helping certain students who are struggling with the underlying structure of
a rhetorical mode of writing.

Follow the peer editing process with feedback of your own on the content and organization. At
this point, you may also make choices depending on time and purpose:
¢ You may want to provide points or a grade for the first draft, or you may want to give
comments only.
e You may choose to give students an opportunity to revise their draft for organization and
clarity before moving onto specific sentence-level editing.
o If you are using a tracking sheet like the one shown on page 2, put a note in the column
that will help guide students moving from first to second draft.

Writing Process Step 4: Editing Your Writing

In Writing Process Step 4, students edit their first draft, focusing on errors at the sentence
level. Use the exercises in the book to draw students’ attention to specific grammar points
that will improve their writing.

Download the second Peer Editor’'s Worksheet
G0 ONLINE

Finally, after the students have used the Editor’s Checklist in the book to check their paper,
have them use the second Peer Editor’s Worksheet (for editing and rewriting) to get a
second pair of eyes. Peer editing is not only useful to the writer receiving feedback, but
also for the reader who develops editing skills that are helpful in revising one’s own work.
This second peer editor’s worksheet guides students to look carefully at language and how
itis used.

The editor’s checklist and the second peer editor’s worksheet help students refocus for the
final draft. The feedback can help students decide what grammar to practice online (see below)

© Oxford University Press 4

Figure 2-5: Sheet for teachers to follow (D)
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As shown in the sheets above, the textbook guides the students through
different stages; first, stimulating ideas; second, brainstorming and outlining where
students are required to fill in an outline template as shown in Figure 2-6 and Figure

2-7, which is taken from the year four textbook.

; ',b Effective Academic Writing 2  Outline Template

Unit 4: Comparison-Contrast Essays

Name:

Date:

Title:

Introduction (First Paragraph)

Hook: Interest the reader.
(Tip: Tell your expertise in
this area.)

Background: Give general
details that are important to
your audience.

Thesis statement: Introduce
the two places and tell how
you are comparing them.

Body Paragraphs (Middle)

Topic Sentence: Write a
controlling idea that
introduces similarities or
differences.

Details: Explain the
similarities or differences.
Write about the first place.
Then write about second place.

© Oxford University Press. Permission granted to reproduce for instructional use.

Figure 2-6: Student outline template (A)
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Topic Sentence: Write a
controlling idea that introduces
similarities or differences.

Details: Explain the
similarities or differences.
Write about the first place.
Then write about the second
place.

Conclusion (Last Paragraph)

Summary: Retell the main
similarities and differences.

Comment: Explain what you
learned from the comparison
that is interesting to your
audience.

© Oxford University Press. Permission granted to reproduce for instructional use.

Figure 2-7: Student outline template (B)
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Third, students write a first draft; fourth, students have to submit the draft to a
peer to be checked, where students in this stage should fill in the peer editor’s

worksheet as shown in Figures Figure 2-8 and Figure 2-9.

| C 7]

] ;{I Eﬁ » Effective Academic Writing 2  Peer Editor's Worksheet

(V5"

1/¢/
Unit 2: Descriptive Essays Page 42
Writing Task Peer Editing a First Draft
Date:
‘Writer:

Peer Editor:

Title:

1. What is your favorite part of the essay?

2. What details does the writer provide to describe how the food looks, feels, tastes, and smells?

3. Where does the essay need more details?

4. What is the writer’s opinion of the food?

© Oxford University Press. Permission granted to reproduce for instructional use.

Figure 2-8: Peer editor’s worksheet (A)
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.

] Qé* Effective Academic Writing 2  Peer Editor's Worksheet

)
)

5. Why is the food important to the writer?

6. What questions do you have for the writer?

© Oxford University Press. Permission granted to reproduce for instructional use.

Figure 2-9: Peer editor’s worksheet (B)
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Fifth, students edit the draft and use the editor's checklist to check their

coursework before the final submission as shown in Figure 2-10.

» Effective Academic Writing 2 Editor's Checklist

Unit 4 Online Writing Tutor Assignment:
Write a comparison-contrast essay about two places.

Content & Organization:

O My thesis statement compares two topics.
O Each body paragraph has a clear topic sentence and specific supporting sentences.
O I correctly used connectors to show similarities and differences.

Language:

O I correctly used comparatives in my essay.

©O0xford University Press. Permission granted to reproduce for classroom use.

Figure 2-10: Editor’s checklist

The textbook also includes assignment rubrics to be used by the teacher to
assess students’ writing after each coursework as shown in Figure 2-11, which is

taken from the year three textbook.
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d.
%} Effective Academic Writing 3  Assignment Rubrics

Unit 2 Writing Task Page 41

Writing Task: We often make comparisons in both our personal and academic lives. We may
compare two of our favorite movies with a friend or discuss linguistic differences among various
languages in a research seminar. Write an essay for a photography magazine. Compare and
contrast two photographs. You may choose the two photographs on page 36 or two photographs
of your choice that share common features. Discuss how these photographs are alike or
different. Organize your writing by using either block or point-by-point style.

Points
Criteria 20 15 10 5 o
The essay effectively responds
to the writing task.

The essay is well organized in
either block or point-by-point
style.

The introduction gives
background information
about the photographs and
introduces the points of
comparison.

Body paragraphs compare the
two photographs based on
common points of
comparison.

The writer uses proper
grammar, spelling, and
punctuation.

Total Score: / 100

© Oxfard lIniversitv Precs 2012

Figure 2-11: Assignment rubrics

| also visited the English department at Prince University and collected some
information from the head of department that is unavailable on the university
website. The meeting with the head of department was initially meant to facilitate
the access to participants, i.e. teachers and students. During this meeting, she was

informed about the project; its aims, methods and how they can help to facilitate the
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process of generating the dataset for my study. The head of department was then
asked about specific contextual information, such as, feedback, scoring criteria and

professional development and training for staff.

First, teachers are required to achieve the objectives of their writing module,
but free to apply their preferred teaching methods and assessment of distribution
as to how writing is assessed. In addition, teachers have 50% must be on the final

exam and the other 50% is for teachers to decide.

Second, regarding the feedback provided to the students, there are no
specific criteria for giving feedback as we shall see; the data collected regarding this
issue will be explored in more detail in Chapter 5. Feedback on writing differs from
one teacher to another. This seems to support what Alshahrani & Storch (2014)
report about the universities in Saudi Arabia, which is that there are no guidelines
on written corrective feedback. Moreover, although the book is designed for certain
teaching methods, teachers can use their preferred teaching methods; thus, they
are free to make their own choice of teaching methods, and | would therefore call

them the main decision-maker.

Third, each module is taught over 14 weeks, followed by an achievement
examination. The design of the examination, its administration and grading are all
done by the course instructors. However, if there are various groups of students
who are study the same course and taught by several instructors, the department
may ask one or more of the course instructors to design one version of the final
examination to be taken by all the students at the same time. The content of the
examination is supposed to represent most of what had been taught (See Appendix

11, for more detail regarding the nature of the writing final exam). The total score
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for any subject including English modules is out of 100 (percentage) which equals
A+. The students must achieve at least 60%, which equals D, to pass the course. If
a student fails to pass a module, they will need to retake this module in the

subsequent semester and undertake another assessment.

Finally, the English language department at PU provides two months of
English teaching training course which is one of the requirements for obtaining a
bachelor’s degree. Students are required to teach in a middle school for four weeks,
which takes place during year three, and another four weeks in a secondary school
during year four. The teaching training course aims to provide students with
appropriate training in teaching methods, using available facilities such as
textbooks, educational technologies, audio-visual aids, and prepare them to be
gualified in their subject. This teaching training course is supervised and assessed
by the university English teachers (lecturers) who are required to attend classes to
evaluate their English major students’ performance in teaching. After graduating in
English language at Prince University, graduates are ready to apply for a variety of
employment such as English teachers in private or public schools/universities, or

translators in any institution.

For working at universities as an EFL teacher, there is only one requirement
for Saudis which is to have a bachelor’s degree with a high Grade Point Average
(from 4.5 to 5.5) in an English major (e.g., translation, applied linguistics, English
literature). Recruitment of faculty in Saudi universities follows official procedures
and involves multiple stages. A bachelor's degree is the minimum qualification
required to apply for a job at the university. If potential candidates meet this

requirement, they progress to the next stage which involves a written test and then
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they are invited to an oral interview to determine suitability for the job. Members of
the college committee determine the applications on the points obtained by each
candidate. Only the College committee has the authority to hire faculty staff in
accordance with the guidelines and policies set by the Supreme University

committee (PU, 2019).

According to Al-Nasser (2015), English language training in the Saudi context
has some limitations that might affect the status of teaching and learning the English
language in general. For example, English language teachers are generally not
trained in linguistics as they mainly focus on preparing students to pass the exam.
Moreover, there is no serious effort to improve the curriculum or syllabus and
methods of teaching in Saudi Arabia are outdated. However, it is worth mentioning
that the higher education system in Saudi Arabia has invested heavily in research
and the establishment of new and more specialised universities to allow them full
autonomy in their academic, administrative and financial way of working. Education
reform is central to Saudi Arabia’s large-scale policy initiative known as the Saudi
Vision 2030 (MoE, 2021; Vision 2030, 2021). It is an attempt in overcoming ongoing
systemic issues currently being experienced by creating new modern systems and
formulating new standards in the recruitment of academic leaders based on

competence, experience and strategic vision (MoE, 2021).
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CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW

3.1 Overview

This chapter reviews several areas of research relating to feedback in
Second Language (L2) writing classrooms, in order to create the theoretical
framework of this study. First, Section 3.2 examines the historical background to
writing and the teaching of writing. The following sub-sections present various
approaches of teaching writing and their focus: (1) the product approach (Section
3.2.1); (2) the process writing approach Section 3.2.2; (3) the genre approach
(Section 3.2.3); and (4) the process-genre approach Section 3.2.4. These also
describe the role played by feedback in each approach. Second, Section 3.3 defines
the role of feedback in L2 teaching and learning and introduces the different
approaches to the provision of feedback in writing classrooms. Third, section 3.4
presents teachers’ beliefs and practices. Fourth, Section 3.5 examines the role of
feedback from the perspective of a number of L2 acquisition theories. Fifth Section
3.6 discusses studies focusing on the effectiveness of different types of feedback,
teachers’ beliefs and practice regarding feedback on students’ writing, related
studies in the context of second and foreign languages addressing students’
experience of feedback in English writing, and studies comparing students’ and
teachers’ preference. Finally, Section 3.7 forms the conclusion, including a
discussion of the gaps in the literature and methods used, as well as indicating the

methods employed by the current study to answer the research questions.
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3.2 Historical Background to Approaches to The Teaching of
Writing

During the 1990s, research increased into the issues surrounding L2 writing
(Matsuda, 2003). Cumming (1998) stated that in L2 ‘writing’ generally refers to both
written scripts and the act of thinking, composing, and encoding language as
presented in such texts. These acts also entail discourse interactions within a socio-
cultural context, with writing viewed as a written text, a composition, and a social
connection. This indicates a number of potential difficulties in teaching (or learning)

this skill in isolation from its social role.

Writing thus consists of an act of thinking, composing, and encoding
language into text, raising the need to consider the following issues from the
perspective of L2 education. First, L2 writing occurs in a particular situation of
‘biliteracy’, and it is therefore important to note potential variations relating to
differences in: (1) background; (2) learners’ proficiency in the first and second
languages; (3) societies; and (4) the use of multiple languages for expression and
interpretation. Second, L2 writing demands significant attention from students,
teachers, curricula, as well as the overall educational contexts within which it is
performed. This indicates a need to pay attention to the views of teachers and
students, in order to create an understanding of L2 writing relevant to education
(Cumming, 1994). These two aspects also reveal the reactions of L2 instructors
when giving feedback and how this may impact on students’ writing, as well as how

these aspects can vary on an individual basis.
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Moreover, it is also important to present a deep understanding of what is
meant by L2 written work, including the forms that are currently being taught. Weigle
(2002) adapted the classification of L2 written text types from Vahapassi (1982),
summarising them into two major dimensions, i.e. cognitive processing and

purpose, as discussed below.

The first dimension, cognitive processing, is made up of three types. The first
consists of written text reproducing information, i.e. dictation or the filling in of a
form. The second is the organising and arranging of familiar information, i.e. a
laboratory report. The third includes inventing and generating new ideas or
information (i.e. expository writing), which is primarily employed in an academic

context, i.e. high school and university classes.

The second dimension is the purpose. For this, Weigle (2002) identified six
different aspects: (1) writing to learn; (2) writing to convey emotions; (3) writing to
inform; (4) writing to persuade; (5) writing to entertain; and (6) writing to keep in

touch.

The syllabus used in my study (see Chapter 2) consists of the third type of
cognitive processing, which focuses on the creation of new ideas and requires
English language students to undertake academic writing. This is the form of writing
studied by English major students at Prince University, in order to transform

knowledge and learn English through writing.

Prior to reviewing the literature focussing on the issue of feedback, this
section examines the historical background of these approaches to the teaching of

writing, in order to enable me to understand how feedback fits into each approach.
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It also introduces the advantages and limitations found in these approaches, along

with the role played by feedback.

The teaching of writing can differ between contexts, depending on factors
including students’ level of competence and background. There are several
approaches to the teaching of writing. Jordan (1997:164) who is a seminal scholar in
EAP and writing research whose work has been hugely influential, stated that these
“sometimes ... depend upon underlying philosophy, sometimes upon the starting
point of the students, sometimes upon the purpose and type of writing and
sometimes simply on personal preferences”. Jordan (1997) also stated that the initial
approach to the teaching of academic writing was controlled or guided composition,
which emphasised the use of language structures and sentence patterns and was
based on substitution tables or writing frames. The following development was the
‘functional approach’, which focused on the logical arrangement of forms of
discourse in the context of a paragraph. This subsequently transferred from the
creation of sentences and paragraphs to essay development, with its structure of

introduction, body and conclusion, known as the ‘product approach’ (Jordan, 1997).

Reid (1993) highlighted two main approaches to the teaching of written ESL
composition; firstly, the ‘product approach’, which was dominant in the 1970s, which
focused on students building grammatically well-formed sentences, imitating
models provided by their teachers. Second, the ‘process approach’, which arose in
the 1980s, which guided, rather than controlled students’ expression, using various
writing skills, i.e. planning, reviewing, and the creation of drafts. Moreover, Flower
and Hayes (1981) considered that students needed to be involved in higher levels
of thinking about the various cognitive processes that support writing. They

substantiated the argument that the focus on pre-, during-, and post-writing stages
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describes physical processes, but is unable to reveal strategies and methods used
by students to fulfil written tasks. This led Barnett (1989) to advise teachers to view
writing as a process, including allowing students to become more involved in editing
their own work, maintaining that such a student-centred approach is beneficial for
both teachers and students, because it can improve writing skills, increase students’

motivation, and save grading time.

The above approaches have been developed to teach and enhance
students’ writing competence. The following sections examine each of these

approaches in depth, including their definitions of feedback.

3.2.1 The Product Approach

A focus on language structure is influenced by a combination of structural
linguistics and behaviourist learning theory, as practiced during the 1960s (Silva,
1990). Kroll (2001) described this as a product-oriented approach, while Hyland
(2003:3) considered that it paid direct attention to “writing as a product”, which was
labelled by some researchers as the ‘Product Approach’ (Badger & White,
2000). The Product Approach to writing was described by Pincas (1982, as cited in
Badger & White, 2000) in terms of linguistic knowledge, including vocabulary,
syntax and cohesive devices. This approach consists of four main stages. First,
familiarisation, which develops students’ awareness of features such as grammar
and vocabulary from a given text, generally provided by the instructor; second,
controlled writing, which gives learners more freedom to write, i.e. practising
aspects acquired during the previous stage; third, guided writing, in which students
imitate model texts; fourth, free writing, for which students produce a letter or essay

based on the patterns previously practised (Badger & White, 2000). Ramies (1983)
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illustrated these final three stages (i.e. controlled writing, guided writing and free
writing) as forming a sequential technique or the controlled-to-free writing approach,
i.e. giving the students sentences as exercises, including changing questions to
statements or moving from the present to the past tense. After mastering this level,
students move to the higher level of guided writing, i.e. describing a picture. Finally,
students are allowed to try free compositions expressing their ideas. The main
purpose of teachers’ feedback is grading or testing (Raimes, 1983). Therefore, the
product approach places considerable importance on the written text and linguistic
knowledge. Badger and White (2000) viewed this as a writing approach resulting

from the input of teachers.

However, Hyland (2003) drew attention to a number of drawbacks associated
with this approach, including restricting students’ creativity, as students may not be
able to produce appropriate writing about a topic in which they are interested,
because they are merely imitating the model text, or they may feel the particular
writing structure cannot be applied in other situations. He further added that,
although this approach focuses on syntax and grammar, these are not the only
parameters by which good writing is measured. Ferris and Hedgcock (2005) noted
that this approach ignores the writing process, focusing on structure and the use of
vocabulary as the main indicators of writing development. Sun (2009) added that
this approach may be more suitable for low-level learners, as it relates to linguistic
knowledge rather than linguistic skills. This approach can be seen to offer students
an assumption that ‘good’ writing can only be produced by means of imitation

(Badger & White, 2000).
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Teachers following the product-based approach tends to place their
emphasis on correcting forms without providing feedback encouraging students to
revise their texts, making this grammatically focused correction thus the only source
of feedback received by students. This removal of the opportunity to redraft and
reassess tents to result in students becoming passive recipients of feedback
(Zamel, 1983). This indicates that the feedback used in the product approach
focuses on the accuracy of students’ writing in the form of written or oral feedback.
Ellis (1994) noted that the focus on form in the product approach can be undertaken
through Corrective Feedback (CF), either direct correction of students’ texts or
indirect guidance by underlining or circling the incorrect forms, leaving them to be
resolved by the student. An alternative method features error codes, i.e. ‘S’ to

indicate a spelling error (see Section 3.3, for more detail).

Therefore, an investigation of the EFL context in this approach is crucial to
an understanding of how teachers implement such an approach, along with
exploring students’ preferences and teachers’ beliefs in relation to this form of

feedback.

3.2.2 The Writing Process Approach

Murray (1972) drew up a strategy encouraging teachers to teach writing as
a process rather than a product in secondary and postsecondary composition,
known as the Process Approach. Murray (1972:4) believed this is to be a process
of “discovery through language [and] exploration of what we know and what we feel
about what we know through language”. Process writing was defined by Tribble
(1996:160) as “an approach to the teaching of writing which stresses the creativity
of the individual writer, and which pays attention to the development of good writing
practices rather than the imitation of models”. This infers that the focus is transferred
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from the students’ final product to their approach to the writing of text. This
emphases the learners (i.e. the writer) rather than the text itself (Tribble, 1996).
Students go through four main stages in the Process Approach: (1) pre-writing; (2)
drafting; (3) reviewing; and (4) editing (Tribble 1996: 39). Teachers of written work
were also advised by Barnett (1989) to view writing as a process, in particular by
allowing students to become more involved in editing their own work. Barnett
maintained that ensuring writing becomes a student-centred learning approach is
beneficial for both teachers and students, as it can improve writing skills, increase

students’ motivation, and saves grading time.

o Pre-writing °

Generating Organising
ideas ideas
Brainstorming  Visual aids H
Wh-question  Quick-writing Drafti ng
Discussion Note Taking
List making
Planning

Focus on Content

o Editing o Revising
Presentation, organisation, < ey
- Teacher Feedback.

- Self-reflection.
- Checklists.

layout, linguistic knowledge
(grammar, spelling and
punctuation) and
coherent/cohesive devices

- Has the question been
answered?

Figure 3-1: Writing Process Approach, adopted from Curry (1996, cited in Curry
and Hewings, 2003:34)

The above figure shows the following: first, pre-writing, which includes
brainstorming, i.e. students consider the subject of their written piece (Curry &
Hewings, 2003). Hyland (2003) also noted that during this stage students undertake

note-taking, data collection and create an outline. Badger and White (2000) stated
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that when students collect information, they can organise it and plan their
draft. Second, drafting, during which students commence putting their ideas down
on paper in order to create the first draft (Badger & White, 2000). Third, reviewing,
in which students are provided with feedback on their first draft by their teacher,
peers or both (Badger & White, 2000). Students can also leave the draft for some
time before returning to it for self-reflection (Curry & Hewings, 2003). Finally, editing
and proofreading, when students correct, polish, and improve the form and layout
of their final draft, benefiting from the feedback provided to them in the previous

stages.

Badger and White (2000) indicated that the correction processes undertaken
during this stage should include improvements in spelling and addressing grammar
errors. In addition, Curry and Hewings (2003) stated that, if necessary, students can
revert to previous stages, and that the writing process is not linear but recursive (as
illustrated in Figure 3-1, above). For example, after completing a second draft,
learners can consult a friend for feedback, even if they have been previously
provided with feedback on the first draft. This peer feedback can be oral or written
feedback. Zamel (1983) claimed that this approach helps students to explore their
thoughts and presents them with the best possible readable form. Furthermore,
Hyland (2003) highlighted that this approach focuses on the writer as an
independent producer. The Process Approach focuses not only on how students
apply their writing skills (i.e. exploring, planning, and organising ideas) but also on
improving their linguistic knowledge, i.e. grammar and spelling (Badger & White,
2000). In this approach, the teacher acts as the facilitator between the learner and
the text, encouraging learning rather than simply providing input (Badger and White,

2000). This role of the teacher is thus consistent with sociocultural theory, which
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sees learning as socially constructed as a result of this interaction between teacher
and learner (Nassaji, 2017). Hyland (2003) posited the role of the teacher in the
process approach as being to help students develop their cognitive processes of
writing through several pedagogical techniques, rather than to emphasise form,
while at the same time guiding the writing activity to focus on the audience, the
generation of ideas, as well as the organisation of text and the writing purpose
(Badger and White, 2000). This demonstrates that, in the process approach, the
teachers’ role is to support students in assembling their knowledge and provide
learners with opportunities and encouragement. The teachers are thus guides,
supervising students during the stages as well as facilitators providing feedback to

support students’ texts.

However, Badger and White (2000) stated that the Process Approach
focuses primarily on how students go through the set of processes, but not on the
kinds of text to be produced, and that it lacks the provision of sufficient input,
resulting in students failing to obtain sufficient linguistic knowledge. Hyland
(2003:13) concurred, stating that the Process Approach fails to provide learners with
the ability to develop different types of texts, instead exploring learners’ internal

meanings.

Therefore, this approach supports not only teachers’ written feedback but
also different types of feedback which include the one-to-one conference and peer
feedback (Hyland, 2003). In the teacher-student conferencing feedback, the teacher
can meet their students individually, or in groups, to discuss any issues related to
writing or clarify comments, and students can evaluate each other’s work and make
changes to their writing and/or write suggestions (see Section 3.3, for more detail).

To summarise: Hyland and Hyland (2006:77) defined feedback in the process
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approach as “an important developmental tool moving learners through multiple

drafts towards the capability for effective self-expression”.

3.2.3 The Genre Approach

The Genre Approach, like the Product Approach, focuses on a particular
purpose of writing (Badger & White, 2000), which Tribble (1996) stated as
highlighting the role of the reader, therefore introducing a social feature engaging
the writer with the reader in the production of a written piece of work. In addition,
Tuan (2011) emphasised the relationship between genres and content, e.g. letters,
recipes and reports. Cope and Kalantzis (1993:11 cited in Badger and White, 2000)
noted that this approach: “has three phases: modelling the target genre, where
learners are exposed to examples of the genre they have to produce; the
construction of a text by learners and teacher; and, finally, the independent

construction of texts by learners”.

Hyland (2004:10-16) highlighted many benefits of genre-based L2 writing
instruction, including: (1) explicitness; (2) systematic; (3) needs-based; (4)
supportive; (5) empowering; (6) critical; and (7) consciousness-raising. In addition
to addressing the needs of ESL writers, genre pedagogies also draw attention to
how text can work as a communication tool (Hyland, 2007). However, there has also
been some criticism of the genre approach, with Byram (2004) stating that it
underestimates writing skills and overlooks existing knowledge students may need
to complete their task. Given that teachers are responsible for selecting the models
for their students to follow, this inhibits any free expression of ideas (Caudery,
1998). A final criticism of the genre approach is that it views learners as passive

(Badger and White, 2000).
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3.2.4 The Process-Genre Approach

The process approach arose in the 1980s, as a reaction to the limitations of
the product approach of the 1970s, while the genre approach was a reaction to the
limitations of the process approach (Gee, 1997 cited in Badger and White, 2000).
As noted above, the genre approach has been criticised for underestimating
students' knowledge and viewing them as being passive learners (Badger and
White, 2000). The Process-Genre Approach emerged out of these criticisms,
drawing together the key features of each, arguing that the writing class should
involve three types of knowledge: first, knowledge of language from the Product and
Genre approaches; second, the knowledge of context and the writing intentions
from the Genre Approach; and third, the use of language from the Process
Approach (Badger & White, 2000). This approach is described from the point of view
of writing and writing development. By recognising all this knowledge, learners can
improve their writing and increase their input (Badger & White, 2000). Therefore, it
is not possible to separate writing from a specific social situation, or when written
with a specific purpose. In addition, teachers can provide support to those lacking
sufficient subject knowledge by; first, providing instruction and clarification; second,
organising students to work in groups; and third, providing samples of model texts
for students to follow (Hyland, 2007). This suggests that this is a flexible approach,
capable of responding to the aspects a teacher believes to be vital: “what input is
needed will depend on their [the teachers’] particular group of learners” (Badger &
White, 2000:158). This implies feedback to be a significant aspect of writing
pedagogy (Hyland & Hyland, 2019a), indicating the importance of considering the
differing types required depending on the pedagogical purpose of a piece of writing.

According to Hyland (2003), feedback can involve the consideration of a number of
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guestions (i.e. Who can provide feedback? To whom should feedback be provided?;
and In what contexts should feedback take place?). These concerns are discussed
below in the review of the historical background in the following section, which

focuses on characteristics, advantages, and drawbacks of this approach.

3.3 Feedback in Second/Foreign Language Writing

. After reviewing the historical background of the main approaches to the
teaching of writing, this section defines the feedback employed in L2 teaching and
learning. There have been several previous definitions, with Lalande (1982:141)
noting that “feedback is any procedure used to inform a learner where an
instructional response is right or wrong”. In addition, Keh (1990: 294) stated that
feedback can be defined as “input from the reader to a writer with the effect of
providing information to the writer for revision”. Furthermore, Kepner (1991: 141)
defined feedback as “any procedure used to inform a learner whether an
instructional response is right or wrong”. Moreover, different terminology has been
used for feedback, i.e. ‘comments’, ‘response’, or ‘correction’ (Kepner, 1991: 141).
These definitions indicate that each definition has a number of similarities, in that
they relate to the need for teachers to point out the weaknesses and strengths of
students’ written texts, by indicating and/or correcting errors and providing new
information or correction. As discussed in detail below, feedback on L2 writing takes
many forms, including: (1) Written corrective feedback (WCF); (2) oral-conferences;

(3) peer feedback; and (4) computer-mediated feedback (Hyland & Hyland, 2006).
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3.3.1 Written Corrective Feedback

Written feedback from the teacher is considered the most effective form of

corrective feedback and, as such, plays an important role in the ESL and EFL

English writing classroom (Hyland, 2003; Hyland and Hyland, 2006a) for

encouraging the development of students’ writing. Hyland and Hyland (2006b: 206)

noted that it can play a part in bringing “a heavy informational load, offering

commentary on the form and content of the text to encourage students to develop

their writing and consolidate their learning”. Therefore, the main function of such

feedback is to focus on promoting the linguistic accuracy of written texts, i.e.

grammar and vocabulary (Ellis, 2005) and/or written commentary, which emphasise

language form, organisation, and content (Goldstein, 2004). Teachers of writing

therefore use different techniques and areas of focus to support their students.

Table 3-1 below presents written feedback strategies adapted from Ellis (2008).

Table 3-1: Written corrective feedback strategies and description

Strategies for providing
Teacher’s Written
Feedback

Description

1

. Direct Feedback

The teacher provides the student with the correct
form

2

. Indirect Feedback

The teacher indicates that an error exists but does
not provide the correction.

a. Indicating + locating
the error.

This takes the form of underlining and the use of
cursors to show omissions in the student’s text.

b. Indication only

This takes the form of an indication in the margin
that an error or errors have taken place in a line of
text

3.
Feedback

Metalinguistic

The teacher provides a metalinguistic clue as to the
nature of the error.
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a. Use of error code

The teacher writes codes in the margin.

b. Brief grammatical
descriptions

The teacher indicates errors in text and writes a
grammatical description for each numbered error
at the bottom of the text

4. The focus of Feedback

This concerns whether the teacher attempts to
correct all (or most) of the students’ errors or
selects one or two specific types of errors to
correct. This distinction can be applied to each of
the above options.

a. Unfocused Feedback

Unfocused feedback is extensive.

b. Focused feedback

Focused feedback is intensive.

Written feedback usually takes the form of direct correction, focusing on

editing or correcting the text by supplying the correct answer (Sugita, 2006).

Bitchener and Ferris (2012) stated that direct Corrective Feedback (CF) aims to

help students edit and improve their writing when undertaking subsequent

assignments. In direct or explicit feedback, the correct form is provided near (or

above) the linguistic error (Bitchener et al., 2005; Ferris, 2003) and includes

crossing out errors. In rewriting, the teacher rewrites the incorrect word/sentence in

a correct manner, which can also include correcting spelling and tenses. In addition,

the teacher adds missing words or letters, i.e. a prefix, suffix, preposition, or word

(Bitchener, 2008). Table 3-2 summarises these forms of direct CF, including

illustrative examples for further clarification.
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Table 3-2: Examples of direct feedback

Direct corrective feedback Examples
forms
Crossing out at-9:00-the-shep-will-epen- - the shop opens at
9:00
Rewriting arrived

We arrive » home yesterday

Addition read swim a

| always reading books and swimming twice "
week.

In addition, WCF can also take the form of an indirect correction, indicating
an error by actions such as circling or underlining, without presenting the correction
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This form differs from direct feedback, in that the teacher
only indicates errors, with students required to provide the correction (Ferris, 2002).

Table 3-3 illustrates examples of indirect feedback.

Table 3-3: Examples of indirect feedback

Indirect feedback Example
Underlining errors We arrives home yesterday.
Circling errors We/arrives home yesterday.
Highlighting errors We arrives home yesterday.

One type of written feedback is that of error codes which is metalinguistic, in
which teachers use correction codes to indicate the location and the type of error
(e.g., S for spelling and T for tense) without making the correction. In addition, error
codes can be used to identify the nature of errors, with Ferris (2002) highlighting

that teachers benefit from this method as they can write the codes rapidly, thus
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saving time and effort. Examples of the coding technique are listed in Table 3-4,

below.
Table 3-4: Coding feedback
Symbol | Meaning Example of error Corrected sentence
WWwW Wrong The food is delicious.
word . L WW .
The food is delicious. Besides, | Therefore, the restaurant is
the restaurant is always | always crowded
crowded
Ref Pronoun | The restaurant’'s speciality is | The restaurant’s speciality
reference | fish. is fish. It is always fresh.
error ref
They are always fresh.
Conj Conjuncti conj Garlic shrimp, fried clams,
on and broiled lobster are the

Garlic shrimp, fried clams, *
broiled lobster are the most
popular dishes.

most popular dishes.

Thus, the diagnosis and correction of the error are left to the learner. A

distinction in the indirect feedback strategy is that between coded and uncoded

feedback, with the former indicating the exact location and type of the error, while

the latter omits to specify the type of error.

Written commentary was defined by Goldstein (2004, 2005) as a method of

providing learners with a written response that allows them to recognise whether or

not they have achieved the aim and purpose of the text. This can be viewed as a

written interaction between teacher and student (Goldstein, 2005), with learners

encouraged to edit and improve their text based on their teacher's comments

(Goldstein, 2004) in order to develop their writing skills. It also raises students’

awareness of writing as “a social act involving the author and readers” (Goldstein,

2005: 5). Written commentary can take a number of different forms. Ferris et al.
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(1997) developed a model (see Table 3-5) for analysing teachers’ written comments
on the written essays of ESL university students. This model classifies teachers’
comments under two main categories, first, the aim or intent of the comment and
second, the linguistic features of the comment. Each heading has its own forms and

functions, as presented in the table below.

Table 3-5: Categories for comments Analysis, adapted from Ferris et al. (1997)
The aim or intent of the comment | Linguistic Features of the Comment

Directive Syntactic Form

Ask for information. Question

Make suggestion/ request. Statement/ Exclamation

Give information. Imperative

Grammar / Mechanics Presence/ Absence of Hedged language
Positive Comments items

Text-specific/ Generic

The above categories were applied to a sub-sample of papers, and further
refinements made to the model. Once a scheme was finalised, the remainder of the
sample was analysed. The first category focuses on understanding the purpose of
the teachers’ comments, while the second identifies the linguistic feature of the
comments. Ferris et al. (1997:177) considered that this analytic system can help
teachers and their students to become more “aware of both the intent and the forms

of their (the teachers’) written comments”.

However, this model has been criticised by Hyland and Hyland (2001:190),
who felt that, although it addresses the aims of the teachers’ comments: “they
contain rather over-complex lists of text variables, which may be too detailed to be
used by teachers wanting to examine their own feedback”. This led them to develop
their own coding categories, consisting of praise, criticism, and suggestion. First,

they defined praise as “an act which attributes credit to another for some
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characteristic, attribute, skill, etc., which is positively valued by the person giving
feedback. It therefore suggests a more intense or detailed response than simple
agreement” (Hyland and Hyland, 2001:186). Second, they defined criticism as “an
expression of dissatisfaction or negative comment” on a text (Hyland, 2000a: 44).
Third, they considered that suggestion contains “an explicit recommendation for
remediation, a relatively clear and accomplishable action for improvement, which is

sometimes referred to as ‘constructive criticism’™ (Hyland and Hyland, 2001:186).

Written commentary includes comments specifically targeting a sentence
(e.g., ‘what do you mean in this sentence?’), or the structure of the writing, or more
generally the whole text or essay (e.g., good conclusion) (Ferris et al., 1997; Ferris
& Hedgcock, 2005). Furthermore, Ferris and Hedgcock (2005) suggested that
positive and negative written commentaries are vital to develop students’ writing.
However, some researchers have pointed out the challenges encountered by

learners when receiving written feedback.

Table 3-6 summarises the description of teachers’ feedback potentially

resulting in difficulties of understanding.

Table 3-6: Description of teachers’ written feedback

The researchers Describe some teachers’ feedback as

Sommers (1982:152) “Vague directives that are not text-specific’; “most
teachers' comments are not text-specific and could be
interchanged, rubber-stamped, from text to text.”

Zamel (1985:79) “Confusing, arbitrary, and inaccessible.”

Cohen and Cavalcanti | “Unclear, inaccurate, and unbalanced.”
(1990:155)

Leki (1992:122) “Sometimes students are not sure exactly which part of
their text a comment is addressed to. Sometimes the
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gist of the comment itself is unclear ... Sometimes the
comment seems inapplicable to the student.”

Ferris and Hedgcock, | “lllegible, cryptic (e.g., consisting of symbols, single-
(2005: 188-189) word questions, comments), or confusing (e.g.,
consisting of questions that are unclear, suggestions
that are difficult to incorporate into emergent drafts)”.

My research therefore explores and analyses teachers’ written feedback on
students’ written coursework, as well as the aims and purposes of their commentary.
At the same time, | investigate the way students deal with the written feedback, in
order to understand how such a feedback is used in an EFL university context in

relation to the reactions of students.

3.3.2 Oral Feedback

Oral feedback is also known as teacher-student conferencing, with Hyland
(2003:194) listing many forms additional to classroom activities. This includes
teachers talking to students in groups, a brief discussion, workshop, or monthly

meeting with each student.

Therefore, it can be defined as a discussion about graded or corrected
compositions between the teacher and individual students or a group of students.
This type of feedback has both advantages and disadvantages. For example,
Patthey-Chavez and Farris (1997) stated that, during such conferencing, L2
students can ask questions capable of improving their subsequent performance.
Zamel (1985) also believed that oral feedback offers a detailed discussion allowing
L2 students to obtain more comments than in written feedback. She also claimed
that students faced difficulties in understanding ESL teachers’ written comments,
while teachers can often misinterpret intended meanings, thus indicating the need

for this to be negotiated in face-to-face conversations.
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However, Goldstein and Conrad (1990) raised the potential drawback for
those students lacking the relevant skills, particularly if they have little prior
experience of meetings and oral communication. Hyland (2003) also claims that
some teachers find it a challenge to provide oral feedback with written feedback due
to time constraints and/or because of a lack of sufficient skills of interaction. In
addition, their students may have expectations that the teachers will proofread,
rather than providing feedback on their writing (Hyland, 2003). In addition, a
significant factor that needs to be recognised is the power equation between the
teachers and their students. Goldstein and Conrad (1990) argued that this could
present obstacles, particularly if, for cultural or personal reasons, students
experience difficulties in requesting further clarification or asking questions. This is
one of the essential factors | considered while collecting the data for the current

study.

3.3.3 Peer Feedback

Peer feedback was defined by Liu and Hansen (2002) as:

The use of learners as sources of information for each other in such a way
that learners assume roles and responsibilities normally taken on by a
formally trained teacher, tutor, or editor in commenting on and critiquing each
other's drafts in both written and oral formats in the process of writing. (Liu

and Hansen, 2002:1)

This indicates that peer feedback requires interaction, a type of feedback
advocated by socio-cultural theory, which focuses on learning as a social (Vygotsky,
1978). This theory’s perspective on each type of feedback is presented in detail in

Section 3.5.4 .The definition above indicates that peer feedback offers a number of
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benefits for learners, including increasing their awareness by engaging peer
comments in revision and editing, thus facilitating improvement (Liu & Hansen,
2002). This infers that peer feedback can prove beneficial for L2 students, in
particular those who are ‘novice writers’, enabling them to understand how readers
see their work and to revise, rethink, and rewrite their ideas. This helps L2 writers
to understand whether their ideas are clear and well presented (Hyland & Hyland,
2006:90). Section 3.2.2 discussed how students’ planning, writing, and reviewing
forms one of the main practices of the Process Approach, which can be undertaken

through several feedback tools, such as peer feedback (Hansen and Liu, 2005).

A number of researchers in different contexts have reported the affective
benefits of peer feedback when properly implemented. It is beneficial not only for
the development of second language writing and the language-learning process,
but also provide cooperative and collaborative learning supports and social

interactions.

For example, Leki (1990a) stated that peer feedback improves critical and
analytical skills, in particular through responding to multiple drafts from different
students. This enables students to develop their self-confidence by comparing their
abilities to the strengths and weaknesses of their peers, so encouraging them to
review and evaluate their work (Tsui & Ng, 2000). Hyland (2000b) also supported
the use of oral interactions with peers during the writing process, as this can
facilitate social and affective learning. Furthermore, Ferris (2003a:175) advocated
the benefits of peer feedback, stating: “I personally cannot imagine a writing course

without using it extensively and regularly”.
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Recent research has identified peer feedback as a fertile context for
enhancing student learning through feedback processes. For example, a study by
Nicol et al. (2014) investigated the different learning benefits that arise when
learners receive feedback reviews from their peers, and when they prepare
feedback reviews for their peers, to gain in depth insight into the cognitive processes
that are activated. This research reports on the peer review strategy when adopted
in a first-year engineering design class at the University of Strathclyde. The study
involves 82 students, each of whom produced a draft of written work individually.
The peer review task involved two review activities. First, each student reviewed
and provided feedback comments on the written work draft produced by two of their
peers. Second, each student reviewed their own draft using the same criteria
provided for the peer reviews. All the review activities were conducted online and
supported by Peer Mark software. An updated draft was required as part of the final
submission for this design class. The level of participation in the peer review task
was high. Of the 82 students, 62 completed all three reviews — two peer reviews
and a self-review. In addition, 15 students completed two peer reviews without a
self-review, and five students completed only one peer review. Notably, this study
did not involve students marking or rating other students’ work in an assessment
format; rather, it specifically focused on peer review and feedback. The findings
reveal that producing feedback reviews engages students in multiple acts of
evaluative judgement, both regarding the work of their peers, and, through
reflection, about their own work. Thus, it involves them in both invoking and applying
criteria to explain judgements, shifting control of feedback processes into students’

hands, thereby reducing the requirement for external feedback.
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Another recent study in a university context conducted by Lei (2017) with
EFL English major students in the third year. The study aims to investigate the
incorporation and effectiveness of student written feedback and their attitudes
towards peer feedback in writing class. A qualitative case study approach was
adopted including composition drafts, student written feedback and interviews. The
findings show an acceptance of peer feedback, and that peer feedback provides
them with more chances to discuss their writing with their peers and understand
their peers’ suggestions on the composition improvement. However, it was found
that more feedback is given on form rather than content which reveals that students
are less capable of giving content comments than giving form critiques, as Keh

(1990) claimed.

Another recent mixed methods study, conducted by Alsehibany (2021) in
EFL at a Saudi university, aimed to examine 30 students’ attitude toward peer
feedback activities in writing classes and investigate the challenges that may
prevent the use of such activities in Saudi EFL writing classes. The study collected
data over a period of eight weeks via written essays, a writing checklist, a
guestionnaire and semi-structured interviews. The essays involved different types
of paragraphs throughout the course such as descriptive, comparative and
informative paragraphs, whereas the focus of this study is on descriptive essays
only. The study checklist was adopted from Merriam’s (2009) study, and was
explained by the teacher to the students before they were asked to prepare and
deliver peer feedback. It contained questions that encouraged the students to
analyse, evaluate and comment on their peer's work. An example of such a list
question was “Did the writer start with a topic sentence?”, if “Yes,” underline it, and

if “No,” suggest one. The checklist comprised three parts: Content, Organization,

75



mechanism. The study results indicated that students had a positive attitude toward
peer feedback, and a checklist was provided for the EFL writing class. For example,
their second written essay (post) had improved, including fewer mistakes than the
first one. Interestingly, the majority of the participants stated that peer feedback had
improved their writing quality and enhanced their writing and awareness of their
weaknesses and errors. Moreover, the interviews had highlighted the chief
challenges that may affect the use of peer feedback in EFL writing classes; i.e.
students’ level of English proficiency, time constraints, nervousness about
correcting one another's essays, and reluctance to correct all of the errors.
Moreover, some students did not take peer feedback seriously, and did not work

consistently with their peers.

To date, a number of benefits have been established as deriving from such
an approach (Nicol et al., 2014; Lei, 2017; Alsehibany, 2021). These include, for
example, developing analytical skills, clarification of the required level of work,
maximizing students’ levels of responsibility and involvement, and enhancing
learning and confidence. The students developed their analytical ability, first by
evaluating knowledge, and then through the process of giving and receiving
criticism. Drawing on the studies above, peer review practices were found to
potentially benefit learning, not only because of the quantity and variety of feedback
the students receive from their multiple peers, but also because the provision and
use of feedback are temporally more tightly coupled. Therefore, peer feedback
practices are especially effective in bringing into play the constructivist learning

principles advocated by feedback researchers (Nicol et al., 2014).

Despite the many English writing teachers and course practitioners

integrating peer feedback into their courses who have reported positive experiences
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on the part of students (Hyland & Hyland, 2006), a number of concerns also exist.
These include first, that some students can find it challenging to identify the errors
made by their peers and so may struggle to offer valuable feedback (Leki, 1990),
and second, that peer feedback addresses surface-level errors rather than advice
to improve the clarity of meaning (Keh, 1990). There are also studies that show that
several difficulties need to be overcome if peer response is to prove effective in the
classroom. One of the chief concerns expressed by students is that their peers are
not proficient enough to provide useful feedback, and that time constraints affect
their effectiveness (Rollinson, 2005). Therefore, such interventions are often
associated with a significant increase in academic staff workload, which is
problematic given current limitations on resources and the rising student numbers

in higher education.

| personally believe that the success of this type of feedback, particularly in
my own culture and context, depends on the level of trust students have in their
peers. For example, some Saudi university students only wish to receive peer
feedback from those they perceive to have a higher level of proficiency, evidenced
by their grades (Alsehibany, 2021). Equally, others are reluctant for their work to be
reviewed by any of their fellow students, due to being unwilling to reveal their own
weaknesses or from a dread of being judged as found by Alhomaidan (2016). This
implies a fear of negative evaluation as a main reason for students resisting
engaging in peer feedback. Consequently, Ferris (2003) claims that teachers have
a great responsibility to make peer feedback successful in their writing classrooms
as they need to understand that careful planning of applying peer feedback in the
writing classrooms is the key for the success of this approach. On the other hand,

researchers (e.g. Stanley, 1992), state that enough training would help students
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provide feedback to their peers and to be aware that their feedback should not only

focus only on local issues, but also on global issues of their peers’ written texts.

Having myself studied in such a context, | have also raised the issue of peer
feedback, discussing this issue with the participants of the current study, in order to

reshape and update perceptions of this type of feedback.

3.3.4 Computer-Meditated Feedback

As technology continues to develop, and becomes increasingly accessible,
the role of computers in feedback may grow in significance. The advance in
educational technologies, and the increase in online educational provision, has
already led to delivering and mediating feedback through a computer becoming a
customary practice (e.g., online courses, online supervision). Such online feedback
is often remotely provided by a tutor, peers or is computer generated. There are two
ways in which computers are employed in language teaching. Firstly, synchronous
writing, which enables students to communicate with each other or their tutor
through Local Area Networks or online chat forums in real-time and secondly,
asynchronous writing, which includes communication by means of emails between

students and tutors (Hyland and Hyland, 2006).

Ware (2011) defined the use of the computer as a tool for writing assistance
as “web-based and offer(ing) a core set of support features, including a writing
manual, model essays, and translators” (Ware, 2011: 770). These programs allow
students to submit their written texts and to “receive several different types of
feedback, including holistic and analytic scores, graphic displays of feedback such
as bar charts tabulating problematic areas, generic feedback on revising strategies,

and individually tailored suggestions for improving particular aspects of their writing”
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(Ware, 2011: 770). Such tools also allow students’ writing to be available to their
teacher and peers, enabling the learner to benefit from teacher and peer feedback
by means of an online platform. Computer-mediated feedback has both benefits
and limitations, with one advantage being that comments are stored electronically
and can thus be accessed both by students and teachers, and, when printed, can

also facilitate in-class discussions.

To summarise: this section has demonstrated that the response to students’
writing is not represented by a single scheme or method, but by a range of ways in
which teachers can improve understanding of their texts either by the teacher,
peers, written, oral, and/or via a mediated tool. The following section discusses
teachers’ beliefs concerning feedback, in order to understand the phenomenon from

their perspective.

3.3.5 Students’ Engagement with Feedback

In recent years, student engagement has increasingly attracted the attention
of researchers examining the field of ESL and EFL teaching and learning because
it plays a vital role in the English language learning process and the development
of learning outcomes. Providing feedback on the linguistic errors that inform L2
learners’ writing is one of the central objectives of L2 teachers. In view of the large
amount of time they spend offering written corrective feedback (WCF) on L2
learners’ written texts, and its benefits, the majority of teachers expect their students
to engage deeply with that feedback (Lee, 2008a). However, this expectation is not
always met (Ferris et al., 2013) due to the low engagement of students with peer
feedback. For example, students may only respond to some of the peer feedback

they are provided with (Min, 2006). To assist teachers with enhancing their practices
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when delivering different types of feedback, we need to develop a more thorough
understanding of what encourages learners’ engagement with the different types of
feedback they receive. Undoubtedly, learner engagement plays a central role in the
feedback process by mediating teachers’ provision of feedback and learning
outcomes (Ellis, 2010). A well-articulated definition of learner engagement is
provided by Ellis’s (2010:342) componential framework for corrective feedback, in
which learner engagement requires they “respond to the feedback they receive” and
learners’ engagement is described as influenced by “CF type, individual difference
factors, and contextual variables together”. According to Ellis’s framework, learners’
engagement with corrective feedback can be examined from three different
perspectives.

First, the cognitive perspective refers to “how learners attend to the CF they
receive” (Ellis, 2010: 342). Moreover, Han and Hyland (2015) subdivided cognitive
engagement into three components regarding WCF, namely awareness of
feedback, cognitive operations, and meta-cognitive operations, which are explored
based on the level of understanding about the feedback given. Second, the
behavioural perspective refers to the “way learners uptake oral corrections or revise
their written texts” (Ellis, 2010: 342). In other words, focusing on students’
behaviours after receipt of peer feedback involves how students incorporate
feedback when revising their writing (Zheng & Yu, 2018), and the observable
strategies they adopt to revise and improve their written drafts (Han & Hyland,
2015). The third, affective perspective refers to “how learners respond attitudinally
to the CF” (Ellis, 2010: 342). This perspective is sub-constructed by Han and Hyland

(2015:33) to explain “the immediate emotional reactions upon the receipt of WCF
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and changes in these emotions over the revision process and attitudinal responses
toward WCF”.

Students’ engagement with the feedback varies between individual learners.
For example, Zheng et al (2020) found that students’ individual beliefs and goals,
alongside contextual factors, such as student-teacher relationship, contribute to the
variability in students’ responses and their engagement with WCF. In line with this,
Ferris (2010) and Hyland (2011) also found that such individual differences
influenced students’ development of linguistic accuracy through writing, including
how they engage with their course in general and WCF in particular.

In addition, some learners are also highly committed to using WCF to
improve their drafts, and even their subsequent writing, while others are reluctant to
accept or utilise the feedback they receive to improve their texts (Hyland,
2003, Storch and Wigglesworth, 2010). Moreover, individual learners’ affective
responses to WCF also vary subject to individual factors (Hyland, 2015).

Henderson et al. (2019) propose that an understanding of feedback needs to
incorporate issues such as feedback policy, culture and practices, alongside an
awareness of the attributes of the individual, as they found that the most prevalent
types of comments among staff respondents concerned students’ desire to engage
with feedback. They found that feedback is a complex process, influenced by an
ecology of practices, individual factors and contextual constraints, which influence
student engagement and involvement with feedback provided. Clearly, an
understanding of learners’ attitude towards feedback on their written coursework,
and the way they respond to this feedback will reflect their interactions and
engagement with feedback and will be a crucial component in understanding

feedback processes in the EFL university context. Therefore, one objective of the
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current study is to understand how students engage with and utilise the feedback
they receive, and so it explores the processes of feedback between writing teachers
and their students, and students’ alterations to their future writing based on

feedback.

3.4 Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices

The examination of the literature revealed a tendency for educational
researchers to focus on beliefs (Borg, 1999a, 1999b, 2006; Pajares, 1992; Mansour,
2009; Savasci-Acikalin, 2009). They tend to recognise the importance of such
beliefs for teachers’ behaviours and for improving their professional development
and practices. Pajares (1992:307) stated that “the difficulty in studying teachers'
beliefs has been caused by definitional problems, poor conceptualisations, and
differing understandings of beliefs and belief structures”. Pajares (1992) argued that
educational inquiry should focus on teachers’ beliefs, but also highlighted a demand
for clearer conceptualisations, and consideration of the key assumptions, as well as
the need for a more consistent approach to the use of meanings and an evaluation
of the constructs of belief, including an assessment of teachers’ verbal expressions,
behaviours and predispositions. Borg (2001: 186) offered a detailed definition of the
term ‘belief’ as being “a proposition which may be consciously or unconsciously
held, is evaluative in that it is accepted as true by the individual, and is therefore
imbued with emotive commitment; further, it serves as a guide to thought and
behaviour”. He also defined teachers’ beliefs as “a term usually used to refer to
teachers’ pedagogic beliefs, or those beliefs of relevance to an individual’s teaching”
(Borg, 2001:187). Consequently, educational researchers view teaching as a

thinking activity, for which teachers construct their own workable and personal
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theories of teaching, rather than applying predetermined principles and rules (Borg,

2003).

This importance of teachers’ beliefs has therefore shaped my own focus
when investigating EFL teachers’ beliefs towards providing feedback on EFL
students’ written coursework. Despite the numerous studies related to teachers’
beliefs, many educational researchers remain focused on examining their definition
and nature. Thus, | consider it vital to clarify the terms, and offer a definition of such
beliefs, in order to better understand the association between teachers’ beliefs and
practice. From the definitions above, | have understood that teachers’ beliefs are a

combination of elements that reflect the following:

The values, ideas, feelings and attitudes expressed from the point of view of
teachers of writing in relation to the learning and teaching context, including
what should be done and what is preferable in teaching writing and in giving

feedback on students’ writing.

This definition therefore covers all aspects of belief and practice, including
their interrelationship, which will be reported by the teachers in the current study
during the data collection process. Understanding teachers’ beliefs and all aspects
of their role is a significant area of research. Phipps and Borg (2009: 382) believed
that “a more realistic understanding of the relationship between teachers’ beliefs
and practices can emerge when the analysis of what teachers do is the basis of
eliciting and understanding their beliefs”. Therefore, the current study explores
teachers’ beliefs in relation to their practice when giving feedback on students’

written coursework.
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3.5 Theoretical Standpoints of SLA on Corrective Feedback

It is crucial to discuss L2 acquisition (SLA) theories after first defining
feedback and discussing the role of written feedback in second and foreign
language learning, in order to obtain an understanding from various differing
standpoints. Guo (2015) pointed out that theories may guide research in CF, while
WCF studies may contribute to theory-building by revealing how L2 develops. In

this section, | examine the different SLA standpoints relating to WCF in L2 learning.

Before the 1980s, L2 acquisition theorists and researchers put forward a
number of views concerning the role of CF. Early perspectives on CF in L2 learning
considered that errors interfered with L2 development and should therefore be
eliminated completely. In particular, during the 1950s, and for part of the 1960s, two
of the major concerns of language teaching consisted of error prevention and
correction, heavily influenced by the behaviourist perspective on language learning.
Correction was considered the exclusive preserve of teachers, who were expected
to show no acceptance of errors (Oladejo, 1993). Due to the dominance of the
behaviourist perspective in language teaching and learning, models such as the
monitor model of Krashen (1982) tended to guide languages teachers’ perspectives
of CF, particularly in viewing correcting errors as a deficiency potentially hindering

L2 development.

Krashen (1982) introduced his Monitor Model to explain the relationship
between learning and acquisition and define their mutual influence. This consisted
of five hypotheses, which Brown (2000:274) stated: “are really an interrelated set of
hypotheses and/or claims about how people become proficient in a L2”. The first

consists of the acquisition-learning hypothesis, which considers learning and
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acquisition as mutually exclusive, i.e. there is no place for explicit instruction or CF.
The second hypothesis is the Monitor, which shows that acquired knowledge serves
as a monitor to correct or treat the output of the system, so implying a role for CF in
learning. Thirdly, the natural order hypothesis states that the rules and features of
the target language are acquired in a predictable order, even with the inclusion of
CF, and do not change. The fourth is the input hypothesis, which is considered the
central component of the overall theory. This hypothesis claims that there is no need
for CF or grammar instruction, due to learners’ exposure to comprehensible input,
which contributes to language acquisition. Consequently, it is linked to the final

hypothesis, which is the affective filter.

The ‘affective filter’, posited by Dulay and Burt (1977), acts to prevent input
from being used for language acquisition. Acquirers with optimal attitudes are
hypothesised to have ‘low’ affective filters. Classrooms encouraging such filters are
considered to promote low levels of anxiety among students, ensuring they remain
"off the defensive" (Stevick, 1976, cited in Krashen, 1982: 32). The concept of the
affective filter defines the language teacher as “someone who can provide input and
help make it comprehensible in a low anxiety situation” (Krashen, 1982: 32). This
hypothesis therefore assumes that input may not be processed if the filter is too
high. This led Krashen (1982) to note that CF may delay L2 development, as it may

impact on the learners’ confidence and raise the affective filter (Chen et al., 2016).

To summarise: previous decades have tended to neglect the role of
feedback, being criticised by L2 researchers and theorists, psychologists, and
linguists, such as Gregg (1984:94), who claimed that Krashen’s hypothesises were
“‘undefined terms, unmotivated constructs, lack empirical content and thus

falsifiability, lack explanatory power”. However, perspectives arising from the
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cognitive and sociocultural viewpoint subsequently began to address the role of

feedback from the opposite direction, as discussed in the following section.

Several types of research have focused on the cognitive and sociocultural
value of CF in language acquisition, depending on a wide range of arguments
supporting the inclusion of feedback and the importance of its role in the process of
second and foreign language acquisition. It is therefore important to examine these
viewpoints in detail, including: (1) the output hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995); (2)
the noticing hypothesis (Schmidt, 2001); (3) the interaction hypothesis (Long, 1996);

and (4) sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978).

3.5.1 Interaction Hypothesis

The interaction approach considers the activity (i.e. input, output, and
feedback) occurring during interaction (Long, 1983, 1996). This approach fully
examines the role of feedback and argues that language learning is stimulated by
communicative pressure, determining both the association between communication
and acquisition and the factors mediating this association (Gass, 2003). Feedback
takes place as a result of this communication, assuming two roles in language
acquisition. Long (1981, 1996) stated that the interaction hypothesis views the
interaction between learner and teacher in terms of the oral feedback as a facilitator,
assisting in the achievement of a mutual understanding of the input. Although this
hypothesis is based on an oral interaction, this does not mean that it fails to support
the role of feedback on written errors, which can be provided orally by means of
discussion-scaffolding between teacher and learner. Moreover, written feedback
can be provided in a combined manner, i.e. the learner first receives written

feedback on their texts, followed by oral feedback (Hyland and Hyland, 2006).
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3.5.2 Output Hypothesis

Regarding the output hypothesis, Swain (1985, 1995) noted that students in
immersion classes develop and receive comprehension skills (input) with a
minimum focus on production skills (output), which led her to conclude that, for the
effective acquisition of language and grammatical accuracy, input alone is
insufficient. According to the output hypothesis, CF plays a role in promoting
students’ learning when they process written input, in particular by highlighting the
gaps between their interlanguage and the target language. Feedback thus enables
the learner to become aware of his/her errors, enabling them to undertake
appropriate  modifications and subsequently consider the relevant linguistic

structures in any subsequent input (Van Beuningen, 2010).

3.5.3 Noticing Hypothesis

The noticing hypothesis was proposed by Schmidt (1990, 1994), who
claimed that “input does not become intake for learning until it is noticed” (Schmidt,
2010: 721), i.e. in order to process input, learners need to be able to recognise such
input, resulting in it becoming intake. Schmidt defined intake as "that part of the
input that the learner notices” and stated that the process is one that is conscious
(Schmidt, 1994: 139). Therefore, any language form that is not noticed fails to
become intake and or processed for learning, i.e. students are unable to learn from
their grammatical errors and structures unless feedback enables them to recognise
them. Schmidt (2010) proposed that noticing is a conscious process necessary for
learning. He suggests that, in order to “notice the gap” and resolve errors, learners
need to make a conscious comparison between their output and the input of the
target language. This indicates the vital role played by feedback, with CF offering

learners opportunities to recognise the gap (or mismatch) between their own output
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errors and their teachers' input feedback, so encouraging them to modify their
erroneous output (Bitchener and Storch, 2016). Thus, noticing, triggered by CF,
promotes self-correction and facilitates language development (Bitchener and

Storch, 2016).

3.5.4 Socio-Cultural Theory

A further interactionist perspective is socio-cultural theory, which was based
on the work of Lev Vygotsky (1978), and further developed by Leontiev (1978) and
other scholars, within the discipline of L2 acquisition (e.g., Lantolf, 2000 and Swain
et al.,, 2011, cited in Bitchener and Storch, 2016). Vygotsky (1978) stated that
humans require mediation, in the form of specific tools, to develop learning, i.e.,
humans’ relationship with the world is mediated by tools and symbols. Aljaafreh and

Lantolf (1994) stated that:

Affective error correction and language learning depend crucially on
mediation provided by other individuals, who in consort with the learner
dialogically co-construct a zone of proximal development in which feedback
as regulation becomes relevant and can therefore be appropriated by
learners to modify their interlanguage systems. (Aljaafreh and Lantolf, 1994:
480)

For example, in an educational context, feedback in terms of L2 writing can
be considered as one tool for the development of writing. In Vygotsky’s (1978)
theory, the main key consists of language development taking place during
interaction between teacher and learner. This Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)
is defined as "the distance between the actual development level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined
through problem-solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable
peers." (Vygotsky and Cole, 1978:86).
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Negotiation is an important factor of language learning in ZPD, particularly
as it facilitates learners in developing aspects they have not yet mastered
independently, i.e. through negotiation. Thus, becoming aware of a learner’s
developmental ZPD level enables experts to provide more appropriate feedback
(Nassaji and Cumming, 2000). In addition, ‘scaffolding’ forms an alternative concept
indicating forms of guidance to support learners in their progress through ZPD. This

concept was introduced by Wood et al. (1976:90) as:

(A) process that enables a child or novice to solve a problem, carry out a task or
achieve a goal which would be beyond his unassisted efforts. This scaffolding
consists essentially of the adult ‘controlling’ those elements of the task that are
initially beyond the learner's capacity, thus permitting him to concentrate upon and
complete only those elements that are within his range of competence. The

task thus proceeds to a successful conclusion.

This also captures the sense in which a learner can be supported in
mastering a task (or achieving understanding) by means of: (1) encouragement; (2)
focusing; (3) demonstrations; (4) reminders; and (4) suggestions. However, the role
of this scaffolding is temporary, i.e. the adult’s intellect provides a temporary support
for the learner until he/she has achieved a new level of understanding and develops
their knowledge. In addition, effective scaffolding reduces the scope for failure
during the undertaking of a task, while at the same time encouraging the learner’s
efforts to advance. Moreover, Bruner (1978) emphasised the social nature of
learning to develop skills through the process of scaffolding, noting that “scaffolding
refers to the steps taken to reduce the degrees of freedom in carrying out some
tasks so that the child can concentrate on the difficult skill she is in the process of

acquiring”. (Bruner, 1978: 19)

89



Although the literature concerning scaffolding tends to focus on oral errors,
teachers can also provide learners with scaffolded feedback on their writing errors,
by means of direct or indirect WCF (Nassaji, 2017), with scaffolded WCF optimising
L2 learning (Nassaji, 2017). In sociocultural theory, the third important concept
consists of regulation, which refers to how individuals manage their learning
(Bitchener and Storch, 2016). This regulation from the Sociocultural theory
perspective is a process of learning moving from other-regulation to self-regulation
(Nassaiji, 2017). ‘Other’ regulation refers to the needs of the learner for support from
others, whilst ‘self-regulation’ refers to the learner’s skill to act independently and

so become autonomous (Nassaji, 2017).

Based on the definitions above, we can see that this theoretical standpoint is
not limited to offer one-time assistance to learners, because it views learning as a
systematic process through which different periods of development of individual
learners occur. For example, in an EFL writing context, the teacher can assess
students and develop their understanding and knowledge regarding peer feedback
and involve them in the process of teaching writing to create socialisation and
scaffolding. Teachers can also assist through the different types of written corrective
feedback provided to the students so that they can develop their new understanding,
new concepts, and new knowledge. When students’ learning is acquired, teachers

then can gradually stop that assistance so that they can write by themselves.

To summarise: in cognitive theories, CF is considered as making a significant
contribution to interlanguage development, as it promotes learning by stimulating
noticing, including any gaps. However, this current study adopts the sociocultural
perspective, considering that there is no single type of effective feedback capable

of being studied through a teacher’s interaction with his/her students, but rather that
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it is effective if tailored to the current developmental stage of the learner. Scaffolding
interaction assists learners in producing linguistic features they are unable to handle
independently, so enabling them to produce utterances in the target language they
would be unable to perform without assistance. This perspective indicates that a
specific form of feedback may not prove beneficial for all learners, resulting in

differing theories regarding the specific type of CF required.

In the above section, | have introduced the theoretical perspective which |
consider the most relevant to the role of WCF in the SLA process. Therefore, the
following section presents an overview of key research empirically investigating
these perspectives and their associated pedagogical applications to feedback in the

teaching of writing.

3.6 Empirical Evidence on Feedback in Writing

In this section, | present the empirical evidence concerning feedback in ESL and
EFL writing, which is crucial to determining the gap addressed by this current
research. In order to gain a broader insight into the feedback issues within a number
of different contexts, | identified the existing empirical literature related to feedback
by searching multiple databases (i.e., Education Resources Information Centre
(Eric) and Journal Storage (JSTOR)), and journals (i.e., Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) Quarterly, English Language Teaching
(ELT), and Second Language Writing). In addition, | searched the Arab Journal of
Applied Linguistics to highlight similar issues within the EFL context. Moreover, |
also searched a Saudi Digital Library (SDL) in order to explore the feedback process
within the Saudi context, utilising a number of similar Saudi resources to understand

the context under examination.
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The literature shows that the empirical studies increased as a response to
the theoretical debate between Truscott (1996) and Ferris (1999) concerning the
effectiveness of feedback, in which they both raised the issue of the importance of
conducting studies to examine the effectiveness of feedback on students writing in
the ESL and EFL context. In addition, both agreed that more research is necessary
(Ferris, 2004:50). Moreover, further research into the feedback related to errors is
required to determine whether this is an acceptable method, before an alternative
can be suggested (Ferris, 1999). This debate fuelled the growing interest of second
and foreign language researchers in studying several topics in relation to feedback

in writing.

The subsequent sections examine these themes based on several empirical
studies focusing on the impact of different types of WCF on student writing, along
with teachers’ beliefs and practice concerning feedback, and students’ own
responses and preferences.

3.6.1 The Effectiveness of Different Types of Feedback in Different

Contexts

A number of studies have explored the effectiveness of various types of
written feedback in different ESL and EFL contexts. These studies were
experimental in nature and included a hypothetical assumption that certain types of
feedback (i.e. direct or indirect) would have a positive impact on students’ writing
accuracy. However, this evidence was neither conclusive nor consistent. Therefore,
this section examines the available evidence concerning the effectiveness of

different types of feedback within different contexts.

Chandler (2003) employed an experimental design to address the following

question: “Does error correction improve accuracy in student writing?” (2003:270).
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The students in this study were all music majors, with the goal being to improve their
ability when it came to English reading and writing. However, they were required to
have either scored between 540 and 575 on the Test of English as a foreign
language or completed a year-long intermediate English as a L2 course with grade
B or above, after scoring at least 500 in TOEFL. The control group consisted of
sixteen students from East Asia, while the experimental group consisted of fifteen
similar students, with both having been taught by the same teacher-researcher. The
results demonstrated a significant improvement in the accuracy of the written work
of the students in the experimental group over fourteen weeks, while the members
of the control group (who were given no error correction between assignments)

demonstrated no improvement.

Ferris (2006) conducted a study with ninety-two ESL students attending a
composition class at freshman college level, with three teachers gathering
additional evidence on the nature and effects of error feedback in L2 composition
writing classes over a period of fifteen weeks. The data was collected through
guestionnaires, as well as essays from 146 students and interviews with twenty-five
students and the three teachers. During the semester, the students completed three
draft essays on topics based on assigned reading, with the findings demonstrating
that approximately 80% had the ability to successfully correct language errors
highlighted by their teachers and make the appropriate revisions. The study found
that students showed significant progress in reducing the number of errors, as well

as in written accuracy.

A further investigation conducted by Bitchener et al. (2005) focused on the
influence of different types of feedback. This study was comprised of fifty-three post-

intermediate  ESOL (migrant) learners, who had recently entered a post-
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intermediate ESOL programme. Nineteen participants received direct WCF and a
five-minute student—researcher conference after each piece of writing, with
seventeen receiving explicit direct WCF only, and seventeen receiving no CF. For
one semester (i.e., sixteen weeks) the students followed a competency-based
curriculum to improve their communicative ability in the four macro-skills (i.e.
reading, writing, speaking, and listening). During a twelve-week period, the
participants submitted four 250 word written tasks. Direct written feedback took the
form of full and explicit corrections above underlined errors, while conference
sessions were held to discuss such errors and the corrections, as well as giving the
students an opportunity to receive additional explanations and examples. The
findings revealed that CF was effective in improving learners’ use of articles and the
past simple tense, but not when it came to the use of prepositions. The provision of
full and explicit written feedback, together with individual conference feedback,
resulted in significantly higher levels of accuracy when the past simple tense and
the definite article were used in new pieces of writing. This demonstrates that the
accuracy of written work can be improved if students are regularly exposed to oral
feedback and WCF. However, when the three targeted error categories were
considered as a single group, the type of feedback provided did not have a

significant impact on accuracy.

Moreover, Bitchener and Knoch (2009b) carried out a ten-month study
investigating the influence of three different types of CF on students' writing
accuracy. The experiment involved a pre-test, post-test and three delayed post-
tests. The subjects consisted of fifty-two low-intermediate ESL students from a
university in Auckland, who were randomly assigned to one of four treatment

groups, each made up of thirteen students. Throughout the experiment, the
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students were required to write a total of five compositions describing a given
picture. The results were measured by the handling of two functional uses of the
English article system (i.e. the definite article 'the' and the indefinite article 'a’). Once
each experimental group had received feedback and considered the corrections, an
immediate post-test was undertaken in an identical manner to the pre-test, as
outlined above. The control group took the post-test immediately after receiving the
uncorrected compositions they had created in the pre-test, which were returned one
week later. A first delayed post-test was administered in week eight and the
compositions were returned one week later. A second delayed post-test was
administered after six months, and a final delayed post-test was administered after
ten months. All the compositions were subsequently analysed by calculating their
level of accuracy based on a percentage of the correct usage of the two articles 'the’
and 'a.’ Inter-rater reliability calculations revealed a 95% agreement on the
identification of targeted errors and a 98% agreement on assigning errors to the
targeted categories. Although the three experimental groups outperformed the
control group in the use of the articles 'the' and 'a’, the study identified no significant
difference between the experimental groups. The authors concluded that WCF,
accompanied by either an oral or written meta-linguistic explanation, helped
students to improve their writing accuracy in the use of 'the' and 'a’ over the long-
term and that they benefited from CF. However, they failed to identify any significant

advantages of one type of feedback.

To summarise: the studies discussed above (i.e. Chandler, 2003; Ferris,
2006; Bitchener et al. 2005; Bitchener and Knoch, 2009b) have demonstrated the

impact of different types of WCF on students’ writing accuracy. Furthermore, a
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number of studies in different contexts have examined the impact of direct and

indirect feedback on students’ writing accuracy, as shown in Table 3-7 .

Table 3-7: The effectiveness of direct and indirect feedback

Study

Participants

Methods

Types of

correction

Duration

No significant difference

regarding the effect

of direct and indire

ct feedback

Bitchener | ESL, A comparison | Group 1: Direct | Ten weeks
and advanced L2 | between the | meta-linguistic
Knoch writers, impact of four | explanation.
(2010b) | university, types of feedback . _
USA. on students’ Qrogp 2: Indirect
writing. circling.
Three  treatment G“’UF’ 3:_ .Dlrect
groups  and a meta—llngwstlc.
control group. explanation _ and
oral explanation.
Group 4: Control
Hosseiny | Pre- Two experimental | Focused Five
(2014) intermediate groups and one | sessions
students in an | control group. Direct  feedback
Iranian EFL group.
institute. Indirect feedback
group.
No feedback
group.
Indirect feedback is more effective than direct feedback
Ferris Ninety-two No control group A mix of direct, | One
and Helt | advanced ESL indirect (coded and | semester
(2000) learners at a uncoded); notes
) USA university (marginal and end-
Ferris .
of-text); and text
(2006) revision.
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Eslami Students Two tests were | Focused direct | Twelve
(2014) following low- | employed: (1) the | correction and | weeks
intermediate Cambridge indirect feedback.
EFL courses Preliminary
English Test and
(2) a writing test
package, which
included a pre-test,
an immediate post-
test, and a delayed
post-test in order to
measure the
participants'
achievement.
Direct feedback is more effective than indirect feedback
Alharbi Sixty EFL | Two experimental | Direct, indirect, | Thirteen
(2020) undergraduate | groups and one | and minimal WCF. | weeks,
English major | control group. during
students which they
having a high were asked
level of to write one
proficiency. essay each
week.

Some of these studies show no significant differences regarding the impact of

these two strategies on the development of the written work of EFL and ESL

students (Bitchener & Knoch 2010b; Hosseiny, 2014). On the other hand, a number

of studies (e.g., Ferris and Helt, 2000; Eslami, 2014) found indirect feedback to

prove more effective than direct feedback, although another very recent study has

reported the advantages of direct feedback, highlighting that it demonstrates a more

positive impact than indirect feedback (Alharbi, 2020).

This indicates that there is no one correct answer, in particular as studies for

or against the benefits of feedback have been conducted with students at different

levels and within different contexts. However, it needs to be acknowledged that
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students can have various levels of language knowledge due to: (1) individual
differences; (2) different teachers; (3) different textbooks; and (4) differing teaching
methods and strategies. Thus, applying one claim as to whether the feedback is
helpful or harmful is to over-simplify the matter, indicating the need for additional
research into the complex process of giving feedback on students’ writing, including
teachers’ beliefs and practices, as well as students’ expectations and experiences.
3.6.2 Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices Regarding Feedback in

Students’ Writing

The literature concerning teachers’ feedback is diverse, with the majority of
studies exploring the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices based
on qualitative evidence, including analysis of students’ written work and interviews
with teachers. Two observations stand out from the conclusion of these studies. As
shown in Table 3-8 below, the first is that when the data is gathered through
teachers’ self-reporting, it often provides positive views of the teachers’ practice,
while the second shows a mismatch between teachers’ beliefs and practices,
particularly when observed by researchers. These studies frequently attribute this

mismatch to a number of factors, as discussed below.
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Table 3-8: Studies relating to teachers’ beliefs and practice

The author The aim of the study Context and methods and participants | Main findings

Montgomery To examine how teachers | Questionnaire with ninety-eight | Teachers’ practices of giving written
and Baker | provide and self-assess | university students (high-level beginners | feedback were found to differ considerably
(2007) their use of feedback. to advanced), and thirteen ESL writing | to their self-reported practices. The

teachers in an English Language institute
in the US, as well as Teachers’ WCF on

seventy-eight texts from six students.

teachers were found to focus more than
they claimed on language errors in both first

and second drafts.

Lee (2008a)

To examine teachers’
beliefs and the extent to

which these influence their

Written feedback collected from twenty-
six EFL secondary school English

teachers relating to the written texts of

The teachers’ feedback practices were
found to be influenced by many contextual

factors.

practice. 174 students. Interviews with six of the
writing teachers.
Lee (2009) To investigate the EFL | 174 texts were collected from twenty-six | Ten mismatches were found between

beliefs and practices of
teachers in Hong Kong and
report the extent to which
teachers’ WCF practices

aligned with their beliefs.

teachers, along with follow-up interviews
with seven teachers. Questionnaires
were sent to 206 secondary teachers and
follow-up interviews undertaken with

nineteen of these.

teachers’ beliefs and their practices

regarding written feedback.
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Evans et al.| Todetermine whyteachers | A large-scale study of teachers’ | The key findings were that 92% of the
(2010b) chose/did not choose to | perspectives concerning WCF. The | teachers reported using WCF in their
provide WCF. participants consisted of 1053 English | teaching practices, due to viewing it as
language teachers from sixty-nine | beneficial for students.
countries, with the data collected through
an international online survey.
Ferris et al.|To explore the | 129 writing instructors who usually taught | ESL teachers were found to value feedback
(2011b) perspectives of college | either first-year writing courses, or the | and recognise its importance, although they
writing teachers when | developmental or basic writing course. A | often felt frustrated and dissatisfied with

responding to L2 students.

twenty-five-item online item survey was
employed, along with interviews with
twenty-three  participants and a
discussion of written commentary on

between three and five of their texts.

their feedback practices.

Shulin (2013)

To

teachers’

determine how
beliefs
influenced their practice of

peer feedback.

Data was collected through semi-

structured interviews with twenty-six
Chinese EFL teachers of writing to

university students.

There was found to be a mismatch between
teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding

peer feedback.

Ferris (2014)

To

philosophies and practices

investigate teachers’

The study included an online survey of

129 college and university instructors

The teachers were found to believe that

peer feedback consumed much of their
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feedback,
feedback,

and written feedback.

of peer

conferencing

from Northern California, along with
interviews with twenty-three of these
participants and an analysis of their
their

written feedback on students'

written texts.

class time, and that students were
incapable of providing valuable feedback.
They also stated that conferencing was
impractical, due to a lack of time. However,
they applied written feedback directed by

the students’ needs.

Alshahrani
and Storch

(2014)

To

WCF practices in relation

examine teachers’
to institutional guidelines,
along with their own beliefs
the

concerning most

effective forms of WCF.

The participants of the study were three
EFL writing teachers for EFL Saudi
university students. Data included
feedback given by three teachers on their
students’ writing (i.e. fifteen students for
each teacher), along with follow-up

interviews with the teachers.

The study found that, although the teachers
followed the strict guidelines and provided
comprehensive indirect feedback, these
practices did not always accord with their

beliefs.

Al-bakri (2015)

To explore EFL teachers’
beliefs and practices when
providing students with
WCF and to investigate
whether their beliefs and
stated practices matched

with their actual practices.

An exploratory case study with six
teachers of academic writing for EFL
Omani college students.

Semi-structured interviews were

conducted with the teachers, along with

The teachers were found not always to be
able to give WCF that matched their beliefs.

101




an examination of the written

assignments of eighteen students.

Junqueira and
Payant (2015)

To explore the beliefs and
feedback
to ESL writing

practices  of
relating
teachers.

A reflective journal, two semi-structured
interviews, analysis of the teacher's
written comments, and a member-
checking meeting with the teacher after

the data had been analysed.

A number of discrepancies were identified
between the teacher’s beliefs and practice
regarding the focus and the type of
feedback.

Rajab et al.
(2016)

To explore EFL teachers’
views and practices when
it came to WCF in the
Saudi context.

An exploratory interpretive case using a
184 EFL

writing teachers responded to an online

mixed-methods approach.

survey, while open-ended questions and
semi-structured interviews were used

with seven EFL teachers.

All the participants were found to believe
that WCF is vital for improving writing and
preferred the use of indirect coded WCF,
followed by selective and comprehensive
WCF. No significant differences were
identified between teachers’ views and

practices.

Sakrak-Ekin
and Balgikanl,
(2019)

To investigate EFL
teachers’ beliefs
concerning WCF and

whether they were similar

to their own practices.

The written texts of 175 randomly chosen
EFL students corrected by the same

teachers. A questionnaire  was

administered to twenty-five English

The findings identified some mismatches in
the teachers’ beliefs (as stated in the
guestionnaire and interviews) compared
with the analysis of their WCF practices in

students’ written texts.
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teachers and interviews undertaken with

five teachers.

Mao and
Crosthwaite
(2019)

To investigate the match
and mismatch between
teachers’ beliefs and their

practice of WCF.

Five EFL writing teachers, and 100
second year non-English major students.
A questionnaire and interview with five
English writing teachers in a Chinese
EFL context. 100 student essays

provided with WCF by the five teachers.

Most of the teachers were found to believe
that they primarily provided direct feedback,
although they practised indirect feedback.
The teachers also believed that they often
wrote marginal correction, despite never
doing so in practice. In addition, they
believed that they mainly provided WCF in
relation to content and organisation, while
their practice showed that language errors

received more correction.
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The above review of research studies about teachers’ beliefs and practices of
feedback has generated valuable findings regarding the relationship between
teachers’ beliefs and practices of feedback in writing classrooms and the factors that

hinder teachers from practising their beliefs about feedback.

The first factor concerns contextually related aspects. For instance, the impact
of the examination culture was reported by the majority of Lee’s (2008a; 2009)
participants, who attributed this mismatch between their WCF beliefs and practices to
the fact that the focus of their feedback was guided by the examination. A further three
related contextual factors consisted of: firstly, time limitations; secondly, the need to
cover the textbooks; and thirdly, heavy teaching loads (Rajab et al., 2016). Teachers
in Al-bakri’s (2015) study also reported that they were unable to re-check students’

drafts, indicating that this was due to a lack of time. Lee (2008a:69) claimed that:

Teachers’ feedback practices are influenced by a myriad of contextual factors
including teachers’ beliefs, values, understandings, and knowledge, which are
mediated by the cultural and institutional contexts, such as philosophies about
feedback and attitude to exams, and socio-political issues pertaining to power
and teacher autonomy. (Lee, 2008a:69)

The second factor concerns teacher related aspects (i.e., subject knowledge),
as reported by Shulin (2013). He also noted that teachers may not be aware of the
potential value of peer feedback, resulting in students being prevented from engaging
in, and benefiting from, peer interactions in writing. In addition, Shulin (2013) and
Ferris (2014) found that the practical experience of teachers regarding the focus and
types of feedback tended to influence their practice. Furthermore, Al-bakri (2015)
identified the impact of teachers’ educational beliefs on their WCF practices.

Moreover, Evans et al. (2010) reinforced the global use of WCF by teachers, based
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on their belief that students both needed and expected such feedback, and its use was
justified by L2 acquisition theories. However, Ferris et al. (2011: 223) concluded that
the challenges faced by teachers when responding to L2 writers indicates the “need
for changes in teacher preparation programmes, in hiring practices, and in in-service
support and supervision”. This view was supported by Lee (2009), who stated that
teachers need further training and empowerment to remain innovative in their
provision, thus enabling them to deal with factors influencing their feedback practice

such as their educational beliefs and teaching and learning background.

The third factor included a number of further aspects influencing teachers’
beliefs and their practices which are related to students. These included students’ level
of proficiency, which, as noted by Ferris (2014), has been found to influence how
teachers respond when giving feedback. For example, the teacher in Ferris’ (2014)
study was found to give positive comments exclusively to students at a higher level,
while giving directive, mechanical, and negative comments to low-level students. The
teachers in the studies of Lee (2008c) and Junqueira and Payant (2015) reported
similar reasons for the discrepancy between their beliefs and practices regarding the
focus of their feedback. Thus, most noted that their focus was directed by their
students’ level of proficiency, as well as their needs. The studies found a discrepancy
between teachers’ beliefs and practices in the type of feedback given in both the EFL
context (e.g., Shulin, 2013) and the ESL context (e.g., Ferris, 2014), as well as a failure
to apply peer feedback due to a belief that students are unqualified to provide valuable

feedback to their peers.

The findings from these studies indicate that teachers’ beliefs and practices
related to feedback tend to be influenced by several factors, which can differ in

response to different contexts. These factors are classified into three major groups:
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(1) contextually related factors; (2) teacher-related factors; and (3) student-related
factors. Contextually speaking, despite a number of studies on WCF conducted in
various ESL/EFL contexts, this area of research remains somewhat unexplored in the
Saudi university context. This indicates the need for the current study to be undertaken
to fill the gap in the existing literature, in particular by obtaining an in-depth insight into

this specific context.

The majority of the above studies have attempted to address one or more
issues related to teachers’ beliefs and practices, but have focussed only on WCF
(Alshahrani & Storch, 2014; Al-bakri, 2015; Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019), while a small
number examined the issue of peer feedback or oral conference feedback (Shulin,
2013; Ferris, 2014). However, this current study aims to focus on teachers’ beliefs
concerning the process of giving feedback on academic writing. Studies concerning
teachers’ beliefs and practices of feedback in writing classrooms in a variety of
contexts, particularly in the KSA, remains limited, indicating the need for more studies,
in order to obtain an in-depth understanding of this phenomenon (Lee, 2008a; Ferris
et al, 2011; Ferris, 2014; Junqueira and Payant, 2015). Therefore, this current study

intends to contribute to this area.

Methodologically speaking, the majority of the studies reviewed above
employed fixed designs, which aimed to test hypothetical questions in relation to
teachers’ practices and beliefs related to giving feedback. The only exception is Al-
bakri (2015), who employed qualitative methods to generate data concerning teachers’
beliefs in relation to WCF in the Omani context, as well as the reasons for their

practice.
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Therefore, the gaps in the literature concerning the process of giving feedback
in the Saudi context highlight the need for further qualitative studies to generate a
nuanced understanding of this process. Hence, this current study focuses on
developing an intensive and holistic picture, including a consideration of the particulars

of each process of awarding feedback.

3.6.3 Students’ Experiences of Feedback in English Writing

As well as reflecting on previous research into teachers’ beliefs and practices,
it is vital for this study to consider the nature of students’ experiences in many contexts.
When it comes to giving feedback on writing, several researchers, including Hyland
(2003) and Storch (2010), have asserted the importance of studying the attitudes and
experiences of L2 learners. The review of the academic literature highlighted
considerable interest in the experiences of students in relation to feedback in English
writing, in both ESL and EFL contexts. The majority of such studies employed
guantitative and mixed methods to investigate the student experiences of receiving
feedback, while focusing on either: (1) the preferences and perceptions of students or

(2) their responses and challenges when confronted with different types of feedback.

3.6.3.1 Studies of Students’ Preferences of Feedback on Writing

Classic studies regarding the value of feedback from the student perspective
have generally employed surveys of ESL students. For instance, Leki (1991)
investigated students’ attitudes towards their writing errors, and their opinions
concerning the most effective ways for teachers to give error feedback. The study was
conducted using a survey with 100 ESL students in a freshman composition classes.
The students demonstrated considerable interest in the identification of their errors,

while also revealing that they preferred to be given comprehensive correction, with
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67% preferring their teacher to correct their errors in an explicit manner. In addition,
Ferris (1995b) investigated the attitudes, preferences and reactions to multiple
feedback from teachers on written drafts. The study employed a survey of 155 ESL
college students in a US university following a composition programme. Similar to Leki
(1991), the study found that students valued their teachers’ feedback as helpful for
improving their writing. They also reported that they benefited from their teachers’
WCF and showed a preference for feedback focusing on language form, as well as a

mixture of praise and constructive criticism.

In more recent studies, researchers have continued to focus on students’
experiences of feedback in English writing, including using a survey method to
measure attitudes and preferences. For example, Diab (2005) explored students’
opinions of WCF by recruiting 156 EFL university students enrolled in English
language courses at the American University of Beirut and employing a modified
version of Leki’s (1991) instrument (‘Survey of ESL Students’ Preferences for Error
Correction’). The findings of this study were similar to previous research, in that most
students were found to value the feedback they received on their written texts from
their teacher. Similarly, the students preferred their teachers’ WCF to focus on: firstly,
language form; secondly, organisation; thirdly, the ideas expressed in the text; and
fourthly, the writing style. Furthermore, the students preferred their teacher to correct
all of their errors, with most demonstrating a preference for the correction technique

that gives hints for the first draft and indirect feedback for the final draft.

Researchers have recently begun to employ mixed methods to research
students’ attitudes and preferences concerning feedback on their English writing. For
example, Srichanyachon (2012) studied the attitudes of 174 EFL undergraduate

students enrolled in English course, which lasted fourteen weeks, towards two types
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of feedback (i.e. peer and teacher), using a survey and interviews with eighteen
students. The students were asked to read and offer written feedback on their partners’
written work, while the teacher wrote feedback on the scripts and provided oral
feedback. The findings from the analysis of the questionnaire and the interview data
revealed that these students preferred the feedback from their teacher to that from
their peers. The findings from the interviews identified the major disadvantages of peer
feedback as including a lack of language knowledge and confidence in giving
comments and suggestions. The students regarded teacher feedback as the most
successful revision method, due to their confidence in their teacher's knowledge and

skills in English.

Nguyen and Ramnath (2016) also explored students’ reaction to written teacher
feedback using a mixed methods approach, including a questionnaire and group
discussion. The participants were second-year English-major university students in
the Vietnamese context. The compositions of fifty participants were given feedback
from the teachers, while the students also answered questionnaires (with ten out of
fifty being randomly chosen) for group discussions of their reaction to the teachers’
written feedback. The findings indicated that 90% of the students considered their
teachers’ feedback to be legible, and 70% understood the teachers’ written feedback,
while 30% indicated that they understood most of the comments. The group discussion
revealed that all of the students felt their teachers did not offer sufficiently clear
explanations to enable students to understand their errors when it came their choice
of vocabulary. The discussion revealed that students reported that teachers did not
understand their ideas and failed to correct spelling and grammar errors, which had

left them to assume that their spelling and grammar were correct.
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A further example of a mixed method study in the EFL context is that of Chen
et al. (2016), which investigated learners’ perceptions and preferences when it came
to written feedback in an EFL setting. The study included sixty-four intermediate,
advanced-intermediate, and advanced EFL English learners, who were majoring in
English and in their third year at a university in Mainland China. Quantitative data was
collected using a closed-ended questionnaire, while the qualitative data was
generated using open-ended questions. The students expressed a favourable attitude
towards the correction of their errors, but also held a strong preference for lengthy
written commentaries on the content and grammar of their texts. The qualitative data
demonstrated that participants desired to be more independent during the revision
process, with less interference from their teachers. In general, the findings confirmed

that the EFL learners tended to value WCF.

This subject has also been investigated using qualitative methods, including a
study by Diab (2005), who examined EFL university students’ beliefs concerning
various types of WCF, as well as comparing these beliefs with those of their
instructors. This involved a case study of ESL instructors, who is a native speaker of
English teaching English as a foreign language, and two EFL students, who were
studying English as a medium of instruction at the university. Two students were
selected to be interviewed on randomly chosen assignments following feedback. Data
was collected through asking an instructor to mark two randomly drafts of an essay
assignment and to think aloud while she performs the marking. These think-aloud
protocols were followed by semi-structured interview, which was held with the
instructor two days after the marking task to explore her preferences for feedback
techniques and the rationale behind her feedback strategies. Another semi-structured

interviews were conducted with two students in the instructor’s class to examine their
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beliefs about learning to write and their perspectives on what kind of feedback they
considered beneficial. Both of these participants viewed their teachers’ feedback as
essential but expressed different opinions concerning the types they found beneficial,
i.e., while one student found all comments to be important, the other preferred to
receive more detailed written commentaries, in order to understand what she should
do, and what she was currently doing wrong. One conflict between the beliefs of the
students and their instructors found in this study was that the latter believed in offering
minimal feedback in final drafts, due to believing that students would not pay as much
attention as in the earlier drafts. However, one of the students reported that they would

prefer to receive detailed feedback, even for the final draft.

A further example of a qualitative study was conducted by Mustafa (2012) to
capture the opinions of Saudi students concerning feedback. This employed informal
unstructured and semi-structured individual interviews with Saudi students in a private
ESL writing classroom in Canada. The students held predominantly negative attitudes
regarding the efficacy of feedback, with all of the interviewees indicating that the
feedback they received failed to improve their writing skills, or give them any new
knowledge. The responses revealed the students’ discontent about the feedback they
were given in terms of efficacy and practices, which they viewed as failing to help them
achieve their long-term aims, as they consisted of simply underlining and/or labelling
errors. Generally, the students preferred direct feedback, with the findings revealing

that they were only learning to recognise that an error had been made.

This section has demonstrated that, although the majority of studies reviewed
for this research drew on a variety of methods, they reached identical conclusions
regarding the value students placed on the feedback received on their English written

texts in the ESL and EFL university contexts (Leki, 1991; Ferris, 1995b; Diab, 2005;
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Srichanyachon, 2012; Nguyen and Ramnath; 2016; Chen et al., 2016). However, it is
significant that there remains very little research featuring corrected students’ texts
along with interviews, which could assist in gaining insights into students’ preferences

in terms of their teachers’ practice when it comes to written feedback.

3.6.3.2 Students’ Responses to Teachers’ Feedback

Several researchers in the ESL and EFL contexts examined students’
responses to teachers’ feedback, while also considering learners’ potential challenges
when reading and/or responding to written feedback. These researchers collected
gualitative data, with the exception of Chiang (2004), who conducted a study with EFL
secondary school learners, using a questionnaire and interviews with three

participants to examine students’ responses to teacher feedback.

Chiang (2004) concluded that:

Learners “did not understand the correction codes and symbols..., they did not
agree with their teacher comments... students had difficulties understanding
their teacher’s handwriting ..., students did not understand their teacher’s

comments about ideas and organisation”. (Chiang, 2004: 104)

A further finding related to difficulties concerning teacher feedback was
reported by Mustafa (2012), who employed informal unstructured and semi-structured
individual interviews with Saudi students in a private ESL writing classroom in Canada,
reporting predominantly negative responses regarding indirect feedback, with all
student interviewees indicating that they did not believe this improved their written
skills or allow them to acquire any new knowledge. The findings demonstrate that they
both failed to understand, and also criticised, the type of feedback they received, i.e.,
indirect and error codes. This indicates that learners can encounter difficulties in

understanding some teachers’ written feedback, which may relate to individual
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practices. However, | believe that these two studies could have proved more robust if
they had included a sample of teachers’ written feedback, so enabling readers to gain
an enhanced understanding of the teachers’ method of providing feedback. Moreover,
this would have enabled readers to understand in more depth why students reported

such negative attitudes towards the written feedback provided by their teachers.

The current study will therefore fill this gap in the literature by including the
students’ written texts, as well as their teachers’ written feedback, hence leading to a
deeper understanding of the reasons behind the challenges experienced by students

in understanding such feedback.

A recent study of students’ responses to feedback on their writing was
conducted by Mahfoodh, (2017), to examine the emotional response of EFL university
students to their teachers’ written feedback. Data collection for this study includes first
students’ think-aloud protocols while referring to the first commented-on drafts, they
were informed to focus on their reactions to teacher written feedback they were
reading. Second, students’ written texts, and third, semi-structured interviews, with the
findings demonstrating that the EFL university students preferred to receive feedback
from their teachers more than other sources of feedback (i.e., peer feedback and
teacher-student conferencing). However, there was a varied range of emotional
responses to the teachers’ written feedback, including: (1) acceptance; (2) rejection;
(3) surprise; (4) happiness; (5) dissatisfaction; (6) disappointment; (7) frustration; and

(8) satisfaction.

However, none of these studies investigated students’ prior expectations of
feedback, or their subsequent responses. Therefore, the current study aims to cover

the expectations of students when it comes to their teachers’ feedback on their written
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texts, as well as their experiences of such feedback. This will be vital for obtaining an
improved understanding of how teachers’ practice shapes students’ preferences and
responses. Additionally, such feedback, when used as a stimulus for interviews, can
help provide insights into this phenomenon from various perspectives.
3.6.4 Studies Comparing Students’ and Teachers’ Preferences and

Beliefs about WCF

In addition to the empirical studies reviewed above (which focused either on
firstly, teachers’ beliefs and/or their practices of giving feedback on written work, or
secondly, students’ preferences and beliefs concerning such feedback), there is also
a body of literature focusing on comparing the preferences and beliefs of teachers and
students. These studies have been conducted in both ESL and EFL contexts,
employing either quantitative or mixed methods. Unlike the evidence discussed above,
these studies demonstrated consistency in terms of the conflict between teachers’
beliefs and those of their students, in terms of considerable discrepancies regarding
the focus of feedback. A further discrepancy was found in relation to the type of WCF
employed, with teachers showing a preference for indirect feedback with metalinguistic
comments, while students tended to prefer direct feedback accompanied by a
metalinguistic comment. When it came to the amount of feedback employed, some
studies showed similar practices, with students preferring the comprehensive
approach (e.g., Amrhein and Nassaji, 2010) while other studies (e.g., Hamouda, 2011)
revealed the opposite for the amount of WCF. Thus, while most students preferred
receiving feedback in a comprehensive manner, their teachers believed that they
should adopt a selective approach. Therefore, these studies showed that students and
teachers agree on some aspects of feedback, with some discrepancies regarding a

number of other aspects.
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One example of these studies is the research conducted by Amrhein and
Nassaji (2010), who compared teachers’ beliefs and students’ preferences towards
WCF using questionnaires administered to thirty-three ESL students and thirty-one
ESL teachers at two different private English language schools in Canada. The
findings revealed that both students and teachers shared beliefs concerning the
appropriate amount of WCF, believing that it is beneficial for teachers to provide
feedback on as many errors as possible. However, they disagreed when it came to
the focus of WCF, with the students showing a preference for various aspects in

writing, while most teachers preferred to attend to language form.

Another example of a quantitative study was conducted by Hamouda (2011) in
a Saudi university EFL context, investigating students’ and teachers’ preferences
when it came to written error correction in relation to a course in Effective Academic
Writing. The study included 200 EFL undergraduates who were native speakers of
Arabic and twenty teachers. The author employed a questionnaire to measure the
preferences of both students and teachers, as well as their attitudes to feedback in
English writing. The students preferred teachers to give them comprehensive
feedback that was direct and/or took the form of statement commentaries, while
teachers preferred to use the error codes technique. This study also revealed a
discrepancy between teachers and students’ preferences when it came to the focus

and source of feedback.

A further important point arising from the review of these studies concerns the
absence of qualitative studies taking a holistic approach to enhancing an
understanding of the process of feedback from the perspectives of teachers and

students. The use of different data sets (i.e. students’ texts provided with teachers’
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feedback and interviews with students and teachers) is crucial to an understanding of

such aspects, which is the focus of the current study.

3.7 Conclusion

The studies in this review have revealed the current lack of qualitative studies,
particularly in an Arab context, examining: (1) the process of giving feedback; (2)
teachers’ beliefs and understandings; and (3) students’ expectations and experiences
relating to WCF (Mahfoodh, 2011). A number of previous studies into teachers’ written
feedback in EFL contexts (e.g., Leki, 1991; Chiang, 2004; Diab, 2005a; Hamouda,
2011) have employed a survey design, using questionnaires for data collection to
explore students’ experiences of teachers’ WCF. However, this current study employs
a qualitative case study design using semi-structured interviews to assess students’
expectations and experiences. Moreover, | consider that surveys are unable to probe
deeply into teachers’ and students’ thinking when it comes to teachers’ beliefs in
relation to WCF as stated by Lee (2004), while questionnaires may prove inadequate

for capturing the complexity of teachers’ beliefs as claimed by Borg (2006).

Therefore, this current study aims to generate qualitative data to provide further
insights into the feedback process in an EFL context. It also includes an exploration of
students’ perceptions and engagement in the process of feedback, which Hyland
(2010:177) highlighted as “deserv(ing) further investigation through qualitative
studies”. In addition, it identifies potential factors impacting on learners receiving CF
on their writing, along with their previous experiences of CF. Furthermore, this study
employs interviews to facilitate learners’ reflections on their knowledge of errors and

the strategies they use when responding to feedback.
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Additionally, this review has highlighted a lack of focus on context, in particular
the Saudi context. To the best of my knowledge, those studies conducted in the Saudi
context have focused on either students or teachers, or have lacked any investigation
of students’ written texts (i.e., Alshahrani & Storch, 2014; Hamouda, 2011; Mustafa,
2012; Mahfoodh, 2011). Although several studies of WCF have been conducted in
differing ESL/EFL contexts, this area of research remains less explored in the Saudi
university context. Only a small number of studies, such as that of Rajab et al. (2016),
have been conducted in Saudi Arabia and provided actual examples of feedback from
English writing teachers or investigated the extent to which these practices were
aligned with teachers’ own beliefs and students’ preferences. Hence, the current study

addresses this research gap in the Saudi Arabian university context.

Most of the existing studies have attempted to tackle one or more issues related
to teacher beliefs and practices by targeting only WCF (Alshahrani & Storch, 2014; Al-
bakri, 2015; Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019) while few have concentrated on peer feedback
or oral conference feedback, apart from Shulin (2013) and Ferris (2014). Therefore,
my own study covers teachers’ beliefs and understandings towards different types of
feedback on academic writing. Moreover, most of these studies refer to the limited
attention given to teachers’ beliefs and practices when it comes to feedback in writing
classrooms, so indicating the need for further research required in differing contexts,
in order to gain an in-depth understanding of this phenomenon (Lee, 2008a; Ferris et

al, 2011; Ferris, 2014; Junqueira and Payant, 2015).

In addition, several authors who have previously discussed existing research
into responses to student writing in general, and WCF in particular, have called for
more attention to be paid to individual student responses (Alshahrani & Storch, 2014;

Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Hyland & Hyland, 2006a; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010).
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Therefore, in order to address the identified gaps in the research, the current study
does not only discuss EFL English major students’ responses, but also explores
students’ expectations, preferences and experiences of different types of feedback on
their academic writing. Specifically, it considers forms of error correction (i.e. direct,
indirect, and written commentary), peer feedback and student-teacher conferences.
Moreover, this study explores factors shaping teachers’ beliefs and practices of
feedback in an EFL university context by means of interviews. It also explores
teachers’ practices as discussed in the students’ interviews and written coursework,
in addition to the interviews with teachers. | believe that the triangulation of the data
generated through these methods can provide a holistic view of teachers’ and

students’ perspectives regarding the phenomenon under investigation.

To conclude, this review of previous research has informed and shaped the
aims and design of the current study. A common recommendation made in previous
studies is the need for greater emphasis on exploring the nature of feedback in an EFL
context and teachers’ beliefs and practices, as well as students’ perspectives towards
the feedback provided by their teachers. This study is unique in comparison to the
research discussed above in that it includes EFL writing teachers with their EFL

English major students and written texts provided with teacher written feedback.
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The research questions guiding the design of this study are the following:

Research Questions

1. What is the process of giving feedback to EFL bachelor students at Prince
University?

2. What is the understanding of feedback held by teachers of writing and their
beliefs concerning the giving of feedback in relation to their students’ written
coursework?

3. What are the EFL students’ expectations of their teachers’ feedback?

4. What is the students’ experience of teachers’ feedback on their written

coursework?
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CHAPTER FOUR: METHODOLOGY

4.1 Overview

This chapter presents the research framework (Section 4.2) which includes the
educational research paradigm, theoretical assumptions, and the methodology used
in this study is discussed and justified. Participants and recruitment strategies are
presented in Section 4.3. In addition, the instruments used in data collection Section
4.4, which are semi-structured interviews, and students’ written coursework plus
participants’ information are illustrated. Moreover, Section 4.5 presents the procedure
of the data collection which includes the process of inviting participants, interview
protocol, and my role as a reflexive researcher is also presented. After presenting how
the data was collected, Section 4.6 illustrate how the data was analysed. This chapter
also considered the quality of the research in Section 4.7 and ethical considerations
in Section 4.8. The chapter concludes with the challenges and limitations Section 4.9

that | experienced during the data collection.

4.2 Research Framework

To achieve the objectives and answer the research questions | introduce the
framework used in the current research. Creswell’s (2014) framework is used to
illustrate the relationship between the four components discussed in this section which
are research approach, research philosophy, methodology and methods. Figure 2-1

below shows the framework of the current study.
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Figure 4-1: Research framework, adapted from Creswell (2014)

This research is framed on the basis of my ontological and epistemological
worldview that there is no best paradigm. In order to understand the phenomenon of
this current study, | adopted the interpretivist paradigm in order to convey the realities
explored in this study. | employed a case study design to answer the research
guestions. | used qualitative methods for the data collection and analysis in this
research. In the following sub-sections, each component of the current research

framework, presented in the figure above, is discussed in detail.

4.2.1 Paradigm in Educational Research

Paradigm in educational research is a common term used in social science
research, which Guba and Lincoln (1994:107) define as “a set of basic belief systems
... based on ontological, epistemological and methodological assumptions”. Creswell
(2003:6) also refers to the term ‘paradigm’ as the philosophical assumptions, which

are ontology, epistemology and methodology.
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Willis (2007:8) states that a paradigm is “a comprehensive belief system, world
view, or framework that guides research and practice in a field”. Therefore, it is a
perspective about research based on a set of assumptions, beliefs and/or concepts.
This can help to highlight several factors, which are the researcher’s position towards
the nature of his/her awareness and understanding and secondly, ‘how’ and ‘what’

knowledge obtained is observed and explored (Lincoln, Lynham and Guba, 2011).

Educational researchers may have different beliefs about the nature of reality;
these beliefs are classified into two paradigms which are positivist and interpretive.
Positivism and interpretivism are the two different theoretical stances that reflect the
way of looking at and interpreting social reality (Cohen et al., 2000). Positivist
researchers do not consider themselves as significant variables in their research,
because they do not directly engage with participants and/or interpret their meanings.
They instead claim to investigate reality as it is. This scientific research paradigm
(positivism) attempts to "investigate, confirm and predict law-like patterns of
behaviour” (Taylor & Medina, 2011:2). It is commonly used to test theories or
hypotheses, particularly in natural, physical and social sciences. It is likely to be used
when the size of the sample is large, where such a paradigm is mainly depends on
“the objectivity of the research process” (Creswell, 2008:2). Positivism, furthermore,
involves quantitative methodology, utilising experimental methods that require
researchers to be external to the research site. Therefore, as my research involves
people in a real context, the positivist paradigm would have been unsuitable for this

current study.

As stated by Cohen et al. (2011: 7):

Positivism [scientific paradigm] is less successful in its application to the study

of human behaviour where the immense complexity of human nature and the
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elusive and intangible quality of social phenomena contrast strikingly with the

order and regularity of the natural world. This point is nowhere more apparent

than in the contexts of classroom and school where the problems of teaching,

learning and human interaction present the positivistic researcher with a

mammoth challenge.

Although | have not adopted a positive paradigm, it is useful to introduce its
characteristics in order to highlight how it contrasts with my choice of paradigm. The
following section presents my viewpoint as a contrast to the positivist paradigm. Since
my study aims to investigate a phenomenon by exploring reality from the participants’
view and seeks to understand how teachers perceive and provide feedback and how

EFL students experience feedback in their writing, its philosophical underpinnings are

consistent with the interpretive paradigm.

According to Creswell (2007), the interpretive paradigm aids researchers to
understand and interpret participants’ responses in regard to the issues explored and
investigated. However, findings obtained from following such a paradigm are usually
difficult to generalise. Instead, they are used to explore reality which is dependent on
the participants’ views, experiences and perceptions that are collected via data
collection methods such as interviews (Stake, 1995). Therefore, the interpretive
paradigm enabled me to understand the phenomena more deeply and gave
intensive knowledge about the context | studied. The theoretical stance of the
interpretive paradigm, as explained by Beck (1979, cited in Cohen et al., 2000: 20) is

as follows:
to understand social reality as different people see it and to demonstrate how
their views shape the action which they take within that reality. Since the social

sciences cannot penetrate to what lies behind social sciences, they must work

directly with man’s definitions of reality and with the rules he devises for coping
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with it. While the social sciences do not reveal ultimate truth, they do help us to

make sense of our world. What social science offers is explanation, clarification

and demystification of the social forms which man has created around himself.

Therefore, the purpose of interpretive research is achieved in my study by
developing knowledge when | described and interpreted the phenomena of the context
and attempted to share meaning with others. Hammersley (2013:26) also states that
interpretive researchers should discover human experience “from the inside” rather
than “the outside”. In other words, interpretive research helped me to position myself
as an insider in the study to investigate the nature of how teachers perceive and
provide feedback and how EFL students experience feedback in depth. Furthermore,
interpretive research is distinguished by its flexibility and potential to examine the
complexity of a constructed reality (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). This allowed me to produce
substantial contextualised information of the phenomenon studied, while at the same
time reflecting the rigour of interpretive research. Hence, the adoption of the

interpretive paradigm is compatible with the aims and objectives of my study.

In short, the interpretive paradigm can be summarised as follows. It helps to
study individuals, small-scale research, and human actions continuously. It also
involves understanding an individual’s actions and meanings. Therefore, in this study,
| followed such a paradigm, in order to understand the phenomenon deeper and be
an insider by collecting the data in person and engaging with the participants. This
resulted in interpretive philosophical assumptions being considered the most

appropriate to inform the methodology and designs of this study.
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4.2.2 Theoretical Assumptions

According to Willis (2007: 194), “different people and different groups have
different perceptions of the world”, Based on such a claim, reality may not seem
singular. Thus, knowledge may be obtained via different paths; hence there may be
multiple paths to the same type of knowledge. A researcher’s interpretation of one
phenomenon may therefore differ from that of another’s, even if the phenomenon is
the same. This may be due to how this researcher views such a phenomenon, or to

the data collected by the researcher to construct their interpretation.

Since this study is interpretive in nature, it seems crucial to define qualitative
research. Qualitative research, according to Bryman (2012:379), is “a research
strategy that usually emphasises words rather than quantification in the collection and
analysis of data”. Thus, my study seeks to investigate the phenomena which are the
nature of how teachers perceive and provide feedback and how EFL students
experience feedback, through semi-structured interviews and WCF on students’
written texts. Details of the tools used in my study are presented in the Methods
section. In qualitative research, researchers need to illustrate how to achieve and
acquire knowledge by means of identifying their ontology, epistemology, and
methodology. As described by Hammersley (2013:21), these three elements are
“philosophical ideas that have shaped the practice and development of qualitative

research [and] they continue to do so”.

4221 Ontological and Epistemological Assumptions

Ontology and epistemology are seen to be interrelated, and, to some extent,
dependent on each other. They can both lead to a particular methodology, where the
appropriate methods fit for the research purposes can be defined according to the

researcher’s belief and understanding of both ontology and epistemology (Braun and
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Clarke, 2013: 31). It is essential, therefore, to identify the ontological and
epistemological stance of this research that led to the choice of the methodology and

methods in the study.

Ontology is defined by Crotty (1998:10) as “the study of being”, meaning that
reality is reported by the participants or observed in the field, but reality may not always
be consistent. Onwuegbuzie (2000) also states that research is influenced by the
investigators, where interpretivists believe that the interpretations of all researchers
are valid since there are multiple realities. Lather (2006), in addition, states that reality
reported by researchers is what they have understood about the contexts.
Furthermore, Patton (2002) recommends that researchers should be aware of the
cultural and linguistic structures, as reality may be shaped and developed based on

them.

Ontology has different assumptions which are realism and relativism. The
former refers to the “view that there is a reality, a world, which exists independent of
the researcher, and which is to be discovered” (Pring, 2000:59). It is related to the
scientific paradigm of positivism which views the world in terms of causes and effects.
On the other hand, the latter is the assumption that relates to interpretivism. It sees
reality as “socially constructed” and the more social constructions, the more “multiple
realities” there are (Pring, 2000: 60), which this study followed in order to explore
reality. The ontological assumption of this study is that EFL teachers and EFL
university students relate their own beliefs, experiences, and opinions to feedback in
writing. Therefore, my role as researcher is to interpret the meanings of the EFL
teachers and students in order to give meaning and a comprehensive interpretation to

the phenomenon (Crotty, 1998).
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This research takes the stance of the relativist that multiple realities exist based
on the participants’ minds and beliefs. Therefore, the perceived reality is also as varied
as who has participated in this study, and the context in which this study was
conducted. Perceived reality is constructed based on my understanding as a
researcher and portrays social settings or events (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015:17). In
other words, phenomena can be seen to vary with the interaction of each participant
with reality and how they see and believe it. This, therefore, can lead to subjective
knowledge which could consist of various interpretations, but for one single
phenomenon, which can simultaneously represent and determine the research

epistemology.

Epistemology, which Crotty (1998:8) describes as “how we know what we
know”, refers to the philosophical assumptions behind the decisions we make about a
phenomenon. Crotty (1998:9) also states that knowledge we present about a
phenomenon is not “discovered but constructed”, which can only be obtained through
interaction. This means that such knowledge is constructed upon the interpretations
of the researcher based on what they collect, see or notice, which may differ from one
researcher to another. It also seems that researchers need to consider how to
communicate with other humans and discover relations between the selected factors
in the world. Therefore, a researcher’s values and background cannot be independent
and separated from facts of knowledge (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015:18). The interpretive
approach, as a result, facilitated my interaction with my participants to gain a deeper

understanding of the phenomenon investigated in this study.
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Epistemological assumptions have different research paradigms; the first one
is objectivism which is aligned with the scientific paradigm and leads to a variety of
methodologies such as experimental research and survey research (Crotty, 1998).
The second one is constructivism, which is equivalent to the interpretive approach,
which identifies something in its context. This assumption rejects objectivism and
supposes that meaning comes when we engage with the realities in our world. Thus,
we construct meaning rather than discover it (Crotty, 1998). Therefore, my study
follows this type of epistemology as it is qualitative in nature. |, therefore, adopted a
subjectivist-constructivist epistemological stance, in which knowledge is gained and
constructed through interaction. This was due to the assumption that communication
would enable me to gain access to participants’ actions, experiences, and
interpretations. As mentioned earlier, this study seeks to understand how teachers
perceive and provide feedback in the current context and how the students
experienced feedback. | needed to understand why teachers used a specific type of
feedback and how students experienced the provided feedback and why some of them
found it challenging to benefit from different types of feedback. My adoption of this
subjectivist-constructivist epistemological position explains my selection of the

methodology for this research, which is presented below.

4.2.3 Methodology

Research scholars such as Creswell and Clark (2011) refer to methodology as
“the philosophical framework and the fundamental assumptions of research” (p. 4).
There are three most common methodologys, namely qualitative, quantitative, and
mixed methods (Creswell, 2014). As has been discussed, the purpose of qualitative

research is to understand and explore the meaning and the means by which people
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make meaning (Braun and Clarke, 2013). It is thus clear that this study is a qualitative

where such a choice is made for several reasons.

First, it provides the opportunity to the participants “to talk about a topic in their
own words, free of constraints imposed by fixed response questions that are generally
seen in quantitative studies” (Guest et al., 2013: 11). Second, a qualitative
methodology is appropriate due to the nature of the research problem which this study
aims to investigate, which is the nature of the feedback process in the writing
classroom at Prince University in Saudi Arabia and how EFL students experienced the
provided feedback and how teachers perceive it. Thus, employing this methodology
enabled me to answer the questions that begin with how and/or what, so that an in-
depth understanding of the topic, setting, and context can be achieved (Guest et al.,
2013). Third, qualitative research is also conducted to discover the phenomenon and
obtain more in-depth knowledge about it. The participants were encouraged to share
their beliefs and make their voice heard. Fourth, the choice of constructive interpretive
methodology allowed me to have an in-depth understanding of the EFL university
context, including the teachers’ beliefs and practice of feedback and students’
expectations and experience of the feedback on their coursework. It also allowed me
to explore the phenomena, such as feelings and thoughts that are difficult to obtain
through conventional research methods. Fifth, qualitative research emphasises the
researcher’s responsibility as an active participant in the study (Creswell, 2005). In my
research, | was the main instrument in data collection and the interpreter of the data
findings. Thus, an ongoing interpretive role of the researcher is prominent in the

gualitative study (Stake, 1995).

To conclude, as noted previously, the current research project is informed by
interpretive features. This led me to adopt a case study methodology which helps
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researchers “understand and explain the meaning of social phenomena with as little
disruption of the natural setting as possible” (Merriam, 1998:5). More specifically, this
study aimed to use qualitative case study methods to understand and explain how
EFL teachers of writing provide feedback and explore their purpose of providing
feedback. It also seeks to understand how students experienced feedback in an EFL
university context. This case study can investigate “multiple bound systems (cases)
over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of
information (e.g., observations, interviews, audio-visual material, and documents and
reports), and report a case description and case-based themes” (Creswell, 2007:73).
My study, therefore, aims to understand an issue which is feedback on an EFL
university context through cases within a bound system. In this study, the matter is
investigated through students of two levels (i.e. year three and year four) who were
studying academic writing, WCF provided on students’ written coursework, and two

EFL teachers.

4.2.3.1 Case Study Design

The case study has been defined from different perspectives held by three
prominent methodologists who provide procedures to follow when conducting case
study research, namely Robert Yin, Robert Stake and Sharan Merriam. Yin and Stake
seek to ensure that the topic of interest is well explored, and that the essence of the
phenomenon is revealed (Baxter & Jack, 2008), but the epistemological orientation
that they employ are quite different (Yazan, 2015) and are worthy of mention in order

to decide which one is appropriate for this study.

First, the case study is the study of the particularity and complexity of a single
case, coming to understand its activity within important circumstances (Stake, 1995:
xi). According to Stake (1995) and Merriam (1998) case study is epistemologically
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constructivist and “there are multiple perspectives or views of the case that need to be
represented” (Stake, 1995:108). It is “not an objective entity; rather, there are multiple
interpretations of reality” (Merriam, 1998:22). In comparison, Yin (2018)
conceptualises a case study from a positivist orientation. In the current study, |
adopted Stake’s (1995) assumptions of the case study because it concurs completely
with those underpinning interpretive research which is closely aligned with the
constructivist and interpretivist orientation | have adopted. Stake identifies three types
of case study- intrinsic, instrumental, or collective. According to him, if the case is a
unigue situation, it can be an intrinsic case study. This simply means the case findings
have limited transferability. Second, if the case study is to understand a situation or
phenomenon, then Stake suggests that the case is instrumental. The final term is the
collective case study, which allows the researcher to examine more than one case. In
my study, | adopted an instrumental case study. This decision was made with a view
to gaining insight into and understanding the phenomenon of feedback practice in EFL
university students’ writing. This choice of case played a supportive role in facilitating

my understanding of such a phenomenon (Baxter & Jack, 2008).

The case in the current study was then developed through answering questions
about what | intended to investigate and analyse such as whether | wanted to “analyse”
the individual or whether | wanted to analyse an individual or a programme. These
guestions helped in determining the case and ensured that it was not too broad (Baxter
& Jack, 2008). | followed suggestions made by Stake (1995) that boundaries be put
on a case. The boundaries “indicate what will and will not be studied in the scope of
the research project” (Baxter & Jack, 2008:547). Suggestions on how to combine a
case include time and place (Creswell, 2003); time and activity (Stake, 1995) and

definition and context (Miles & Huberman, 1994 cited in Baxter & Jack, 2008) were
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considered in order to narrow the topic and prevent the common drawbacks
associated with case study which is the tendency for researchers to attempt to answer
a question that is too broad or a topic that has too many objectives for one study.
These boundaries allowed me to scope my study. | have chosen a bounded context
which contains two writing classes in an EFL department including specific participants
and followed a timeframe for investigating the case which helped me to narrow my
study and make it more manageable and relevant to what | am trying to demonstrate.
In short, these boundaries enabled me to define the scope of the study and its focus.

| found that using case study supported using multiple data sources as
presented in Figure 4-2. These data sources enhanced my understanding of the
phenomenon and the credibility of my data by supporting my findings with substantial
evidence such as the students’ written coursework. Thus, the use of multiple
gualitative data methods contributed to the validity of the data obtained from this case

study by complementing and triangulating the results (Creswell, 2017).

The data sets

Semi-structured
interviews with writing
teachers

Semi-structured Students’ written
interviews with students coursework

Figure 4-2: The data sets used in the current case study

The case study method seems to be optimal for this study for several reasons.
First, according to Cohen et al., (2000) case study helps in investigating cause and
effect in a real context. Therefore, this study aims to investigate the feedback applied
to EFL university students’ writing and understand what is going on regarding its cause

and effect from claims reported by participants.
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Second, Hartley (2004:32) claims that case study research is “a detailed
investigation, often with data collected over a period of time, of phenomena, within
their context”. Therefore, the current study investigates and reports the complex
context and illustrates the interaction between people, events, and other factors in the
context being studied. Therefore, it helped to explore feedback methods used in the
context of teaching academic writing in two different year groups, and to what extent
feedback provided by teachers impacts students’ preference, and how they respond
to it. Therefore, for my research topic, which is the process of feedback in students’
academic writing, it was appropriate to adopt an instrumental case study approach by
collecting data over a period of time. During the semester, this data was collected from
teachers’ and students’ interviews and students’ written coursework. Details of data
collection procedures are presented in Section 4.5. In this case, | investigated
students’ experiences with teachers’ written feedback on their written coursework to
find out whether they respond to or ignore the feedback. This helped me to build
knowledge of the feedback used in the current context and to discover how students

responded to it, and in addition, the teachers’ perception of their choice of feedback.

Third, according to Stake (1995:16), “for instrumental case study, issue is
dominant; we start and end with issues dominant”. Therefore, as this current study is
an instrumental case study, it helped to provide a broad insight into a particular issue
which is the feedback process in an EFL university context. Feedback was studied in
the context of teaching academic writing at two different year groups to answer my
research questions, which helped to structure my interviews with participants and
analyses coursework. Therefore, case study offered a variety of methods that can
simplify the data collection that are related to a wide range of research questions that

are relevant to the nature of the issue. It helped to find out what is common and what
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is specific about the investigated issue. It also allowed a careful and in-depth
consideration of the nature of the case, historical background, physical setting, and

other institutional and political contextual factors.

Finally, | found that this design facilitates using multiple data sources to
understand the phenomenon. Section 4.4 illustrates the choice of data collection
methods which are defined as the “range of approaches used in educational research
to gather data which are to be used as a basis for inference and interpretation,

explanation and prediction” (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007:47).

4.3 Participants and Recruitment Strategies

Qualitative research tends to use smaller samples than quantitative (Braun &
Clarke, 2013); however, choosing samples is affected by the purpose of the enquiry
of the data, what is useful, what we want to know, and what will have credibility (Patton,
2002). Therefore, the sample approach in this study was “purposive” with the aim of
generating “insight and in-depth understanding” which involves participants and texts
to be able to provide “information-rich” data (Patton, 2002: 230). Convenience
sampling was used in this research which is a common approach based on certain
practical criteria, such as easy accessibility, availability at a given time or a willingness
to participate (Patton, 2002). The participants in this study were chosen based on the
aim of the study, access, convenience, and willingness to participate. The procedure

of accessing participant is explained in detail in Section 4.5.2.
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4.3.1 EFL University Students

In case study research, participants can be an individual, a group such as a
family or a classroom of students, or an institution (Cohen et al., 2000). In this study,
participants are EFL English language major students who were studying in the third
and fourth year of their English bachelor’'s degree programme. Only third and fourth
year students were chosen because they were at the levels where writing with an
academic purpose is taught, and written feedback is provided according to the course
description presented earlier in Chapter 2 (the context). Three students from each year
with different levels of proficiency (i.e., Excellent, Very Good, and Good/High Pass) in

academic writing were chosen, whose profiles are presented in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: Students' profile

Year Pseudonym Outcome of the final Level of
exam in the first proficiency
semester
Jodi 92% Excellent
Three Kloud 83% Very Good
Lina 74% Good
Maha 94% Excellent
[ Hana 73% Good
Asma 69% High Pass

Students’ overall English level of proficiency in year three and four is equivalent
to CEFR A2 and B1, respectively. Choices were determined by the students’ English
language teachers, due to her knowledge of the students’ proficiency level based on
the final writing exam outcome of the first semester. Figure 4-3 below shows the
marking criteria employed in the current context written in Arabic, and translated in

Table 4-2.
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Figure 4-3: Marking criteria taken from the website of Prince University

Table 4-2: Translated version of the marking criteria shown in Figure 4-3

Description Marks Grade Points GPA
Exceptional 95.00 - 100.00 A+ 5.00 4.76 — 5.00
Excellent 90.00 - 94.99 A 4.75 4.51-4.75
Superior 85.00 - 89.99 B+ 4.50 4.01 -4.50
Very Good 80.00 - 84.99 B 4.00 3.51-4.00
Above Average | 75.00 - 79.99 C+ 3.50 3.01-3.50
Good 70.00 - 74.99 C 3.00 2.51-3.00
High Pass 65.00 - 69.99 D+ 2.50 2.01-2.50
Pass 60.00 - 64.99 D 2.00 1.01-2.00
Fail 0.00 - 59.99 1.00 0.00 - 1.00

Chosen participants for this study had different levels of competence in
academic writing in order to obtain different expectations and experiences of their

teachers’ written feedback at different levels of study. It also helped to show how
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students’ preferences and responses were influenced after feedback had been given

throughout the ten-week semester.

4.3.2 EFL Writing Teachers

Two English writing teachers were invited to the interviews. They were currently
working at the English Language Department at Prince University and taught the same
students who had already participated in the first part of the interviews. They were
invited individually to an interview in order to gain different perspectives, knowledge
and information on their feedback on students’ writing. In other words, teachers’
interviews focused on writing criteria and scoring, attitude towards students, how
teachers view feedback in terms of improving students’ writing, and teachers’
purposes in providing feedback. This provided me with the larger picture and an
understanding of the topic from different views by teachers and their students in the
context. These two teachers were selected purposively by email through the head of
department, in order to ensure that they were knowledgeable and capable of providing
sufficient amounts of information regarding their writing modules and feedback. The
head of department then asked me to meet them in order to discuss the nature of my

study and access to the students. Table 4-3 below outlines the teachers’ profile.

Table 4-3: Teacher information

Teachers Teaching Experience | Qualification Textbook
Sara, 11 years (five years of | Master's in “Effective Academic
teacher teaching writing in the | English Writing” (by Rhonda Liss
(year three) | current context) Literature and Jason Davis, 2012).
Noor, 12 years (three years | Master’s in “Effective Academic
teacher of teaching writing in Applied Writing” (by Alice Savage
(year four) the current context) Linguistics and Patricia Mayer, 2012)

137



4.4 Data Collection Methods
This section presents in detail the instruments used when collecting the data

and justification for using each method is also presented.

4.4.1 Interviews

According to Berg (2009:101), interviews are “a conversation with a purpose”,
where the purpose is “to gather information”. Interviews are not only a data collection
tool that enables us to obtain information, but they also offer a variety of ways to deeply
explore interviewees’ experience, knowledge and perspectives of the topic
investigated. In other words, they enable participants to express their own views on

the issues investigated (Silverman, 2017).

Using interviews in the case study is preferred by Stake (1995), as he states
that although observation and interviews are used to find out what happened, what is
observed is not controlled by the researcher. In observation, researchers go to the
contexts with the hope to find things which happen, whereas in interviews, researchers
can cover more and deep information by relying on what different participants have
seen. Interviews, moreover, can allow the researcher to obtain historical information
about the context from the participants. According to Cohen et al. (2000), interviews
have several purposes, such as to evaluate a person or select an employee. However,
research interviews have different purposes, as Cohen et al. (2000) state, which can
be summarised as follows. First, they can be used to gather information or to observe
attitude and obtain opinions to achieve the research objectives. Second, they can be
used to test hypotheses or to suggest a new hypothesis. Third, interviews can be used
in combination with other methods of research if further information is required. These

appear to be the three main purposes of any interviews conducted in research. In my
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case, interviews were used to investigate teachers' and students' perceptions,
experience and opinions of issues related to feedback in writing and enhancing or

clarifying the feedback used in the written texts.

Furthermore, in research concerning writing, Hyland (2015) states that
interviews enable interaction and offer flexibility. This enabled me to explore aspects
of the writing practices in depth: how writing is taught, and how students write essays.
It also helped in investigating how students experience problems in their teachers’
feedback (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). In addition, there are three types of interviews,
namely structured, unstructured, and semi-structured (Berg, 2009). Each type has its
own tasks and aims. | discuss below these interview types, exploring the aims of each

as well as my study choice, the justification for which is explained.

The first type is the "structured interview", where the researcher prepares a set
of focused questions to be answered by the participant. The researcher in this type of
interview cannot ask questions from outside the prepared list, and the participant will
focus only on these pre-prepared questions. The second type is "unstructured"
interviews in which the researcher gives maximum flexibility to the participant to speak
freely in a friendly atmosphere. The researcher prepares a shortlist of questions only
to begin the interview, while any other necessary questions can be addressed to the
participant during the interview. The third type is the semi-structured interview which |
applied in this study. It is usually applied when the researchers have a clear picture of
what topics need covering and what questions need to be answered (Richards, 2009).
According to Brinkmann and Kvale (2018) the semi-structured interview is described
as “a planned and flexible interview with the purpose of obtaining descriptions of the
life world of the interviewee with respect to interpreting the meaning of the described
phenomena” (p. 327). This is akin to the situation in my study, where the topic and the
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research questions which | seek answers to are known in the field of EFL writing. In
this interview form, the researcher has a set of pre-determined questions to ask the
participants, which is similar to the structured interview. However, their sequence may
vary from one interview to another, as is the case in an open interview. The researcher
can also ask the interviewees sub-questions, known as follow-up questions, used by
researchers to probe the conversation to seek further and deeper information and
explanations. This type of interview has several advantages, which is why | prefer to
apply it in this study. First, it enabled me to compare the participants’ responses
because of the pre-determined questions used. Second, | was not limited to using only
the pre-determined questions. It allowed me to ask follow-up questions to enable
participants to illustrate their answers in greater depth and detail. Richards (2009)
recommends that researchers applying this interview type follow these suggestions;
first, interviewers should keep track of what is being discussed in the interview. This
helped me, not to make the mistake of going off-topic. This | did by following the
interview guide. Second, researchers should allow sufficient time for participants to
answer and not interrupt them, which also allowed me to gain sufficient information

from the participants.

| designed three interview schedules, two for students and one for writing
teachers. The first student one consisted of twelve questions gathered under five
different themes which were developed to elicit students’ views, preferences and
expectations. The second student one consisted of 19 questions gathered under four
different themes and one theme that | had identified during my data collection which
were developed to elicit students’ experience and feelings towards different types of
feedback that they received. The third interview schedule consisted of 19 questions

under six different themes to elicit teachers’ views, feelings and experiences regarding
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their teaching of writing and their actual practice of providing feedback on their

students’ written coursework.

These interview schedules were developed from the literature on teachers’
beliefs and practice of different types of feedback, for example, some questions (i.e.,
‘What aspect of writing do you focus on when giving feedback? Why do you think this
aspect is essential?’) were adapted and modified from, for example, Alshahrani and
Storch (2014). While some questions that are related to students’ preference and
experiences were developed from Hamouda’s (2011) study and students’ responses
towards teachers’ written feedback questions were developed from the study of
Mahfoodh (2017) (see Appendix 2). All these studies were conducted in EFL
university contexts which help when identifying the common issues in EFL university
writing classrooms.

More importantly, while | developed my interview schedules by drawing on
previous researcher’s instruments from the literature, | considered the larger research
guestions of the current study and outlined the broad areas of knowledge that were
relevant to answering these questions which was an important factor to shape my
interview schedules in addressing these research questions. For example, the
guestions related to the students’ understanding of teachers’ written comments.
Moreover, some of interview schedules were also developed during the data collection
due to the need of further exploration, for example ‘Have you tried to correct the
errors?’. In the following section, the design of the interviews conducted in this study

and piloting interviews are illustrated.
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4411 Semi-structured interview with students

Before starting to collect the students’ writing coursework with their teachers’
feedback, the students were interviewed first in order to gain information about their
expectations in line with research question three (What are the students’ expectations
of teachers’ feedback?). Then | developed a set of questions based on their answers.
This set of questions were to be asked in their next interview to answer research
guestion four (How do students experience teachers’ feedback on their written

essays?)

These interviews included students’ responses to several questions about
feedback, such as which types of feedback they preferred, how they dealt with some
types of feedback and what difficulties they faced when receiving the feedback. They
were interviewed four times, once before they received the feedback and three times
after each feedback was provided. Such a process is followed to obtain a
comprehensive view of the topic being investigated. The purpose of the interviews was
to gain an insight into students’ experiences and obtain answers to questions that
could not be answered through other types of data collection methods such as
observation. These interviews also gave me answers to how and when feedback was
given, the process of submitting the coursework, and how they respond to the

feedback provided. The interview schedule is attached in Appendix 2.

44.1.2 Semi-structured interview with teachers

Another semi-structured interview was conducted individually with two faculty
members who taught those students. Therefore, an answer to the first research
qguestion (What is the process of giving feedback to EFL bachelor students at Prince
University?) was obtained. In addition, a set of questions were added based on

students’ coursework. Thus, I could answer Research Question Two; (What is the
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understanding of feedback held by teachers of writing and their beliefs concerning the
giving of feedback in relation to their students’ written coursework?). Teachers were
asked questions on the teaching of writing and the use of feedback (see Appendix 3,
for a copy of the interview schedule). The aim of the interviews was to gain further
insights into their beliefs, the types of feedback the teachers gave to their students
and their perceptions of their students’ response to the feedback. The interviews also
aimed to find out factors behind the teachers’ beliefs and practice regarding the

feedback.

4.4.2 Students’ Written Coursework

As case study research allows the strategy of using multiple data sources, it
enhances data credibility (Patton, 2002) and allows me to provide evidence from the
students’ coursework. Collecting students’ written coursework after the teachers’
feedback was done in this study as it is one of the methods recommended by Hyland
(2015) when conducting research concerning writing. He considers text data as a
major source of data for researching writing. Therefore, students’ written coursework
was obtained in my study in order to observe the teachers’ written feedback. This type
of data was chosen to enrich my findings as it shows how the students’ experience
and response are influenced by teacher feedback. Moreover, text data shows how the
teacher uses feedback, and which type they use. It also helped me to understand the
purpose of teacher feedback. In other words, | pointed out a comment from the teacher
and asked her about her purpose of giving such a comment. For example: ‘what do
you expect from your students in reply to this comment?’. Text data also enabled me
to realise students’ problems in understanding teacher feedback. insights into
students’ responses were obtained while the interview was being conducted as | had

asked them to bring their coursework to each interview. The students’ written
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coursework was photocopied and returned to them at interview. My main focus during
the interview was on the types of feedback used in responding to students’ writing and
on the students' reaction towards the feedback. From these copies, | gathered data
on the types of feedback given by teachers and how students dealt with it in the next
coursework. Therefore, using such a method allowed me to investigate the issue
deeply and enhanced my interpretation and understanding of what the participants

meant.

4.5 Data Collection Procedures

In this section, a detailed description of the data collection procedure is
presented. | start with the process of inviting participants to participate in the current
study, then | describe the procedure around interviews. | end with my understanding

of my role as a reflexive researcher.

4.5.1 Process of Inviting Participants and Data Collection

Within nine weeks of the second semester of 2019, | started the process of data
collection at Prince University. In order to simplify the description of the process of the
data collection, | will present it in a number of stages. First, describing the process of
accessing the participants; second, identifying the process of inviting teachers and

students to participate; and finally, collecting the data.

In the first stage, accessing the participants, | contacted a gatekeeper, who was
the Head of Department, to simplify the process of accessing the participants. An email
written in Arabic was sent to the Head of Department seeking permission to conduct
a study in the context. When approval was obtained (Appendix 10), an email
containing the information sheet and consent form, written in Arabic (Appendix 8), was

sent by the Head Department to the writing teachers. The teachers then contacted me
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to begin accessing the students; they helped me in distributing copies of the Arabic
version of the information sheet and consent form to year three and four students. The
teachers were asked to select students of different levels of English language ability.
The reasons for this were in order to get different views from different levels and to
gain insight into how the feedback process was implemented with different levels of
students. Only students who were willing to participate were asked to share their
contact number for further communication. In the second stage, teachers and students
who were willing to participate in my study were invited by WhatsApp. The Arabic
language was used to arrange one-to-one interviews at their convenience. Interview
protocols were followed with everyone (refer to Section 4.5.2, for interview protocol).
Each interview was conducted in the Arabic language (both with the teachers and
students) to encourage participants to talk comfortably, freely and fluently in their first
language and to ensure full understanding. In terms of the third stage, the data
collection process, the first interview was conducted with students individually before
they received the teachers’ feedback. In this interview, | orally presented the
objectives, aims and procedures followed in this study to ensure they fully understood
what the purpose of this study was although they were expected to read the
information sheet prior to signing the consent form. Then | commenced questioning
them about the module, writing skill, their understanding and attitude towards the
feedback before they received it, and how the process of submitting drafts took place.
Once students had received feedback from their teacher, another interview was
conducted to understand their experience of teacher feedback and how they
responded to it. As students submitted three different assignments, a total of three
post feedback interviews, following each assignment, were conducted with each

student. During the interview, a photocopy of the assignment was presented to discuss
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the feedback provided by the teacher. Once | completed all students’ interviews,
another interview was conducted with their writing teachers to understand their
practice, beliefs and understanding of the process of feedback. Figure 4-4 below

shows the data collection procedure.

o . . Second interview Third interview with
Fgﬁ} érétﬁtrsva/\]{ov;/gh with stude_nts with students with their
receiving the their first _ seco_nd coursework
feedback coursework V\_/I'[h with feedback
feedback provided provided

) ) Fourth interview
Teacher interview with students with

with samples from jaen
students’ their third

coursework coursework with

feedback provided

Figure 4-4: Data collection procedure for each year

4.5.2 Interview Protocol with Students and Teachers

The following are steps followed while conducting the interviews; | adopted
these suggestions from Gaudet & Robert (2018). Some steps have been modified

based on my context.

Step One: Preparing for an interview

While preparing for the interview, the following were considered. | reviewed my
research project, outlined and studied its aims and objectives and conducted the
literature review on my topic, which allowed me to examine the interviews questions
analytically. The interview questions were then modified and improved in English and
then translated in Arabic. Ethical issues (Section 4.8) were also considered. | also

prepared notes on how to start the conversation, including a brief about me and about
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the research project and interview guide. | then familiarised myself with the technical
aspects of the recording devices (phone application and recorder) | was going to use.
Creating students’ profile sheet was also a good suggestion by Esterberg (2002 cited
in Gaudet & Robert, 2018). This sheet included information about the interview such
as the date, time, pseudonym, and notes (Appendix 4). This suggestion helped in
organising and managing my data while preparing for the analysis. | also create a
sheet for task completion in order to manage each task and ensure that everything
was done (Appendix 4). | used two separate high-quality digital recording devices: (1)
an iPhone, Recoding Memos application; and (2) Digital Voice Recorder. | chose two
devices to allow me to conduct more than one interview in a day, thus ensuring that
there was a backup device. It was also helpful because it allowed me to store and
share the recordings through both email and iCloud accounts, thus facilitating their
transfer to my computer. After each interview, | renamed the recording using the

interviewee’s pseudonym to ensure anonymity.

Step Two: Setting up the interview.

The interviews were scheduled at the participants’ convenience and in their
mother tongue (i.e., Arabic). All students and one teacher were interviewed face to
face in an allocated office at Prince University, while one teacher preferred to be
interviewed by phone. A sufficient gap between each interview occurred. Before
starting the interview, all interviewees were informed that they would be recorded for
the research ethical purposes. A practical challenge was met during the data collection
which was that two participants (i.e., students) preferred not to be recorded. Although
they were clearly informed about the anonymity and the privacy of their records as

stated in the information sheet and orally in the beginning of the first interview, they
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felt uneasy about being recorded due to their unfamiliarity with interview procedure.
Choosing other participants would have been very difficult, because participants were
nominated by their teachers based on the level of proficiency. This means | would
have needed to contact teachers to nominate other student participants. Following the
advice of BERA ethical guidelines (BERA, 2018), | did not insist on participants to be
audio-recorded and | followed another approach (i.e., note-taking). Therefore, due to
the time limitation | decided to continue with these participants after | had agreement
with them that | could contact them on the phone after the interviews if | needed more
information for further clarification. However, | did not need to phone any of these
students for clarification. Therefore, during the interviews, | decided to collect their
responses by note-taking, which they had no objections to. This approach was
followed because there were four interviews per student, which allowed the provision
of intensive conversations, and further communication was possible (i.e., via phone).
As a result, note-taking provided rich data and did not compromise the findings. In
addition, it clearly helped and increased participants’ willingness to share their
experiences, but it also posed challenges when writing while the participants were
talking, because | had to pay attention to what they said in order to take satisfactory

interview notes. This led to slightly longer meetings with those two participants.

| tried to make the interviewees feel welcome and relaxed by engaging in some
small talk to put them at ease. Some of the questions they were asked were: ‘How are
you today? How are your studies going?’. Then, | discussed the objectives of the
interview and made everything clear, such as the topic and the areas that would be
addressed. | motivated the interviewees by explaining how the information would
invaluable and relevant to the educational contexts. The recording device was

switched on and remained on for the whole duration of the interview.
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Step Three: Getting the interaction right.

| attempted to be a good listener and paid attention to what each interviewee
was saying as recommended by Gaudet & Robert (2018) as they believe it is an
essential part of the interview process. | also asked follow-up questions. In this stage,
| experienced some challenges when interviewing students. For example, first, some
students asked if any of their critical responses towards the teaching and feedback
would be shared with their teacher. | had to explain again that any information obtained
during interviews would solely used for research purposes, and if they were still not
comfortable, the recording was optional. Second, some students agreed to participate
only because they had been nominated by their teacher. When we first met, they did
not seem to have read the information sheet, which made me ask them again to read
and sign the consent form before participation. This process took time away from the
scheduled meetings. Third, some students also seemed to wonder why | was
interviewing them. | therefore had to clarify the importance of their participation and
clear up all doubts they had regarding the process of data collection. To allay their
fears and concerns, | sought their approval again for the following interview. Each
interview ended with a summary of the main issues discussed during the interview and
the interviewees were also asked if there was anything else that they thought would
be helpful for me to know. These clean-up questions gave the participants the
opportunity to raise issues that were important to them, which therefore yielded very

useful unanticipated data (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
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Step Four: After the interview.

The main points were summarised, and key information was recorded. A self-
report and reflection were written to address how the interview went. This step helped
me to improve the next interview in terms of content as well as my interview
techniques. | created a file for each participant with all the key information such as
date, time and a tick column to indicate that the participant had been interviewed. Their
written coursework was collected and copied. After finishing the data collection, the
key parts in the interviews were then transcribed in Arabic, and a copy of the
transcription and notes were attached to the participant’s file. Hence, each student’s
file included information about the conducted interviews, copies of written texts and
the transcription. This step was very helpful in organising the data to be ready for data

analysis.

4.5.3 My Role as a Reflexive Researcher

In the initial stages of conducting this research, | felt certain that | was positioned
as a complete insider. Subsequently, | came to understand that my position as a
researcher is flexible rather than static, as | shifted from insider to outsider. There were
three ways that facilitated in identifying and developing my positionality (Savin-Baden
& Major, 2012). The first involves the acknowledgement of any personal biases that
may impact on the research. Secondly, researchers should consider how they view
others and how they are perceived, acknowledging that sometimes individuals may be
unaware of how they and others have constructed their personal identities. This would
involve considered in-depth thought and critical self-analysis which may not commonly
occur. The final step involves researchers locating themselves within the research

context and process and this would include an acknowledgement that they may
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influence them. In this section, | refer to my experiences as | adapted my conceptions

regarding my positionality as a researcher.

According to Banks (1998:7), the true “indigenous insider researcher” shares the
values, perspectives, behaviours, beliefs, and knowledge held by the
indigenous/cultural community under study. Despite my apparent insider position,
having been away from Prince University context since 2013 studying in a western
university means that | was considered as an outsider researcher by participants.
However, | found that this apparent distance did not influence my familiarity with the
context. This was because | knew what had been improving and changing from my
colleagues in who remained at the university. Combined with my own previous

learning experiences, this familiarity reduced my sense of being an outsider.

From an insider perspective, | necessarily considered my role as a reflexive
gualitative researcher, in particular when determining how best to navigate my data
collection journey. As a former four-year student of English language in the target EFL
university context, | was cognisant of all the university rules and regulations. Thus, this
enabled me to regard myself as an insider, due to my prior knowledge and
understanding of the context (Bell, 2005). However, | was careful not to impose my

personal views on the participants during data collection and analysis.

Interestingly, | found that having been away from the study context allowed me to
detach myself during the data collection process, which limited my influence over the
participants. | also engaged in continuous reflection and critical examination of the
research, to improve its validity (Greene, 2014). Having had a good relationship with
the head of the department previously afforded me “expediency of access” (Chavez,

2008:481) (i.e., she facilitated my access to the field and supported my interactions
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with participants and provided me with an office to conduct interviews inside the
university). Thus, | felt relaxed and was able to conduct interviews in a friendly
atmosphere. The interactions were more natural because | was familiar with the social
setting and knew how to approach individuals with the help of my colleague. She was
happy to help and welcomed the opportunity to join in and discuss issues with teachers
and students (Bell, 2005). Therefore, having access to an office in the English
Department gave me the opportunity to conduct the interviews with the participants

and collect their coursework.

Over the course of the data collection, | came to see myself more as an outsider,
shifting from my initial understanding of my positionality as an insider researcher

based on my: “..relation to the social and political context of the study—the
community, the organisation, or the participant group” (Rowe, 2014:2). | came to
realise and willingly acknowledge that “[the researcher’s] positionality is never fixed
and is always situation and context-dependent” (Holmes, 2020:2). Coming from the
same context (i.e., Prince University) as the students, but having studied in a western
context (i.e., Exeter university), | had some insight into their experiences and the ability
to understand the implications present in their responses. | also share the same
language as the participants, and am aware of their different possible experiences;
thus, | knew what to ask and how to ask it, and understood the participants’ responses.
However, “no research is free of the biases, assumptions, and personality of the
researcher and we cannot separate self from those activities in which we are intimately
involved” (Sword, 1999:277). Therefore, | was reflexive when checking for the
influences of my previous learning experiences, my educational background, and

professional beliefs, in relation to the participants’ responses. For example, one

teacher participant questioned the relevance of interviews in this research and gave
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examples of her involvement with other researchers who used questionnaires. Her
comment made me reflect on the knowledge regarding data collection that | had newly
acquired due to my exposure to a western institution, i.e. the qualitative tradition of
doing research, and highlighted the necessity to address this participant’s queries. As
a result, | addressed her concerns by introducing her to the importance of interviews
to my project, and explained the anticipated knowledge that could be generated via

interviews.

Moreover, another way that | have identified and developed my positionality is
considering how participants view me, hence | understand how others saw my
positionality. | was not fully aware of how participants have constructed my identity
until some participants (i.e., students) questioned who | was and why | was
interviewing them. For example, one student asked, “are you from the Ministry of
Education?”. Her question made me reflect on my identity as a researcher and the
reason of engaging with her to collect the data. This participant, like other participants
in the study field, was curious about what | was doing exactly and why. Students’
guestions on my role in the field were fluid and oscillatory and some recognised my
dual positionality. At first, | was identified by the dual position and introduced like an
employee who came from the Ministry of Education, soon research participants saw
my role as a researcher and interviewer, which occurred in the first 2 weeks of my
arrival in the field. However, | did not need to exert additional effort to build a rapport
and gain the trust of the participants. Therefore, this situation suggests that the
participant seemed to view me as an outsider. In terms of culture, the participants and
| share the same language including colloquial language which might be also the

reason for them to ask me in a friendly manner and engage with me. Hence, this gives
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another dimension which, from participants’ view, | was constantly shifting along

different positions, depending on time, participants, and topic (Holmes, 2020).

Berger (2015) claims that reflexivity is “the process of a continual internal dialogue
and critical self-evaluation of researcher's positionality as well as active
acknowledgement and explicit recognition that this position may affect the research
process and outcome” (p. 220). Therefore, during and after the interviews, | self-
reflected, which enabled me to identify the questions and content that | had focused
on, and to become aware of my reactions during the interviews, in terms of both
thoughts and feelings. After each interview, reporting what had happened helped me
improve in the next interview, and/or develop additional questions which enabled me

to engage in-depth with the participants.

Moreover, being a researcher who had studied and trained at the University of
Exeter and was therefore inspired to conduct research, not only taught me the
importance of self-reflecting but also helped me when carrying out the interviews and
helping participants to voice their concerns regarding the challenges they faced in
terms of feedback. In addition, | was able to demonstrate my understanding and
willingness to hear both teachers’ and students’ views pertaining to the issues that
were discussed. Moreover, my knowledge of the Saudi university context helped me
understand and interpret their beliefs, practices, and experiences, which | would not
have understood if | were not familiar with the research context. The development of
my understanding of my positionality took “considerable time and much ‘soul
searching’. It is not a process that can be rushed” (Holmes, 2020:4). Therefore, | can
argue that | found myself in an in-betweener position along the insider/outsider
continuum (Bruskin, 2018). In other words, | came to acknowledge the importance of
the fact that the researcher can move fluidly between positions, or even
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simultaneously hold insider and outsider identities in a variety of contexts (Bruskin,

2018:206).

4.6 Data Analysis

This section presents the data analysis procedure. The analysis includes the
teachers’ interviews, the students’ interviews, and analysing of the teachers’ written
feedback in students’ written texts. The interviews were thematically analysed
following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) framework, while the teachers’ written feedback
on students’ texts was analysed following the model of Ferris et al., (1997) and Ellis
(2008) as stated in Section 3.3.1. The data analysis was thematic and included two
approaches: deductive (codes derived from the literature) and inductive (codes which

emerged from the data) (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

4.6.1 Thematic Analysis

Thematic analysis is a hugely popular analytic method. Its popularity partly
reflects its independence from any particular theoretical approach or epistemology
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). For this reason, it was useful to adopt it as my research
position is based on the constructionist paradigm (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In this study,
thematic analysis was useful because it enabled me to examine, from a constructionist
methodological position, the meanings that participants shared in the interviews. At
the same time, it also enabled me to explore how these constructions might reflect the
reality of participants’ experiences. Thus, in this study, | am interested in examining
the ways that people make meaning out of their experiences, as well as how they
construct their social worlds through meaning-making. However, | also wanted to
retain a focus on the ways in which these experiences were informed by their contexts.

Furthermore, Braun and Clarke (2006) also argued that the adoption of this framework
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allows for the generation of themes strongly linked to the data while bearing the

research questions in mind.

4.6.2 Analysis of Semi-Structured Interviews

In response to the nature of this interpretive research, | collected a considerable
amount of qualitative data as mentioned in the research design including nineteen
pieces of written coursework, which were used in the semi-structured interviews with
two teachers and six students. In this study, | followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006)
phases of their thematic analysis framework. | started with familiarising myself with the
data and generating initial codes with each interview transcription separately. After
generating the initial list of codes for each interview of participants in year three, | then
integrated the data of the interviews of the other participants in year four to allow me
to identify the initial themes. This analysis enabled me to identify the major themes
related to the four questions of this research. The following section gives a detailed

description of my analytical framework.

Stage one: familiarising myself with the data.

Once all the interviews were completed, | listened to the audio recordings
several times and then transcribed in Arabic and translated them into English to
simplify the coding. In addition, in order to secure the reliability and credibility of the
transcriptions, | transcribed the interviews myself. Subsequently, | checked their
content against the original recordings, in order to enhance their validity and confirm
their accuracy (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Although it was time-consuming, it allowed
me to engage myself even more deeply into the data and familiarise myself with all
aspects of the transcripts. | divided the transcript into three files (year three file, year

four file, teachers’ file) for easy access. All the data were uploaded to my computer in
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separate files in order to conduct separate analyses. Prior to analysing the data, |
isolated extracts that needed more clarification from the participants because not all
the details needed to be transcribed. These extracts transcribed in Arabic were sent
to participants to allow them to check and modify the content to ensure my
understanding. For example, teachers were contacted again through ‘WhatsApp’ to
clarify their scoring criteria. This also gave them the right to withdraw or change any
part of an answer from the original responses. Braun and Clarke (2006) stated that
thematic analysis “does not require the same level of detail in the transcript as

conversation, discourse or even narrative analysis” (p. 17).

Stage Two: Generating Initial Codes.

Saldafa (2013) defined a code as an aspect of a qualitative inquiry as the “word
or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing,
and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” (p. 3).
Therefore, after familiarising myself with the data, | started working through the
transcript manually. | used coloured pins to highlight similar codes; for example,
students’ responses regarding what feedback type they prefer were highlighted in
yellow. Once all the students’ interviews data for each class (i.e., year three) had been
coded the name of the codes was written in the margin as shown in the sample in
Table 4-4. | classified them into groups in tables under themes for clarity. | thus gave
attention to all the extracts, in order to identify any repeated and unexpected patterns

across the entire dataset.
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Table 4-4: Sample of generating initial codes

Data The code
Sahar: “How do you want the feedback to be and
why?” Jodi: “l want a specific written correction

- preference
because | want to know what to do” .

Sahar: “what type of error do you want this specific
written correction on it?”.

Focus of feedback
Maha: “all ‘grammar errors| and to correct the

sentence order ”.

Sahar: “can you tell me what you think about the
teacher feedback you received?”

Student’s preference
Kloud: ““It is important to write detailed comments

on our written text, fnot only general commentsfi.” “ | Student’s response

do not know what to do .”
Student’s difficulty

Stage three: searching for themes.

In this phase, | tried to develop the level of my analysis by grouping codes under
their potential themes as shown in Table 4-5. | considered the relationship between
them in order to determine themes and sub-themes. All determined themes were
discussed with my supervisors and peers to ensure that they were relevant. | then
opened several files for each research question with its’ themes, including all the
relevant codes and illustrated examples. | adopted several different techniques to
facilitate this stage, including using a board to display mind maps, outlines and tables
(Braun and Clarke, 2006:19). This enabled me to develop a thematic outline for the

content of each theme.
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Table 4-5: Sample of generating themes

Data The code Sub-theme Themes
The researcher: how do you
start the writing lesson?
Teacher’s
The participant: | start by practice of
a specific | fTeaching / The tea(':thlng
writing
grammar , ftalking about thef| | Bdifferent tasks
theme of the chapterl| such as,
: : Activities in
travelling or. environment, and the
then | fdescribe the types of the classroom
that students will be | Focus of
required to wuse” such as, teaching and
descriptive essay . After that, “I| -
type of writing.
ask students to brainstorm§ and
discuss the topicf with their
peers”.
The researcher: can you The
explain how do you give
feedback? purpose of
ivin : .
The participant: “§l give S
feedback.
feedback on each written texty, Amount of WCE
to help students improve their Teachers’
" .| Value of :
writing and be aware of their feegback bel;efsdtg)wirds
eedbac

errors ... | Jalways try to write

comments for studentsf, so

they can return to them when

preparing for exams ... | think a

large amount of feedback is
useful for students; otherwise
students may think they do not
have errors”.

feedback
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Stage four: Reviewing Themes.

This stage was a critical aspect of this research, as it refined the candidate
themes from the previous stage. | re-analysed the list of themes | had drawn up to
create a thematic map; this included determining which were actual themes and which
could be categorised as sub-themes. | achieved this by checking if a theme had
sufficient supporting data and whether this data was too diverse (Braun and Clarke,
2006:20). This enabled me to link together a number of separate themes, while at the
same time breaking others into sub-themes by identifying the relationships between
the different elements of each theme and using their similarities and differences to
organise them coherently. In order to make sense of constructed themes, | ensured |
related each of them to the existing literature, and the research questions. In general,
| attempted to strike a balance between the content of each theme, in order to ensure
that all the themes and sub-themes were fully supported by extracts from my data. |
also found myself using cross-case themes while collecting the similarities and
differences between participants’ interview transcripts. Thus, | collected them under

one theme; this step helped to minimise the repetition of the themes and responses.

Stage Five: Defining and Naming Themes.

Following the generation of a thematic map representing all of my data, | then
began the process of defining and refining the themes produced, i.e., by identifying
the essence of each theme (Braun and Clarke, 2006). | analysed the titles of the
themes and sub-themes to confirm that they were fully representative of the purpose
of the complete data set. | defined my themes by presenting a concise description of
the purpose of each theme and how it answered the research question. This helped

me to explain how each theme is related to the overall questions of my research. In
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this stage, consultation with a PhD colleague enabled me to improve the theme and

ensure that each theme was related to the research question.

Stage Six: Producing the Report.

One of the biggest challenges | have experienced when working with qualitative
interviews is reporting themes that | have identified within the data. However, after
determining the final list of themes, followed by their sub-themes, and examples, | then
undertook the writing up of the final report, recording the findings from evidence in the
data. It was a challenge to report this in a consistent manner. Braun and Clarke (2006)
stated that reporting the findings of a thematic analysis entails showing its complexity
supported with coherent accounts to convince the readers of its validity. |, therefore,
focused on writing a concise, coherent and engaging account to support each theme

from my data, while at the same time avoiding repetition.

4.6.3 Coding Students’ Written Coursework

In order to analyse the teachers’ written feedback, | attempted the following
stages. First, all 19 essays of students were collected, copied, and classified based
on their years (three and four). Students’ coursework was copied twice, the first was
used to error codes the feedback types, where the second set of copies was used to
identify and analyse feedback focus. | grouped all the written feedback in a table and
classified them into four types. In order to analyse types of feedback, written feedback
was coded based on the models of Ferris et al. (1997) and Ellis (2008) mentioned in

Section 3.3.1.

The coding was as follows. First, direct feedback; each correction made by the

teacher by crossing out the error and giving the answer. This type of feedback was
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highlighted in green. Second, indirect feedback; this was classified as indicating errors
only and indicated the specific location of the error, but no correction was made. Any
marks that indicated errors were highlighted in pink. Third, commentary feedback;
each written comment which is inserted between sentences, in the margin and at the
end of the page was highlighted in yellow. | then classified this type in a table into two
categories based on their strategies, which are imperative and statement commentary.
Fourth, metalinguistic feedback: this was classified into two types which are error
codes and brief grammatical description. Each error codes was circled, and the brief
grammatical description was highlighted in blue. A sample of coding students’ written

coursework is presented in Appendix 5.

In order to analyse the focus of the written feedback, all errors classified were
based on the type of errors. Four major types of error focus were adopted and
developed from the literature (Ferris et. al., 1997; Tribble, 1996) which were language,

organisation, content, and mechanical as shown in Table 4-6 below.

Table 4-6: Types of feedback focus, developed from Ferris et. al. (1997); Tribble

(1996)
Focus of teachers’
written feedback o
Description
Language Sentence structure, sentence length, tense, articles,

pronouns, prepositions, and vocabulary.

Organisation Essay format, number of paragraphs, organised
paragraphs, and topic.

Content Ideas, clarity, and content relevant to topic.

Mechanical Spelling, punctuation, capitalisation, missing words, and
space between words.
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Therefore, from this coding, | was able to identify how the teacher provides

feedback on students’ writing and their focus when providing feedback.

4.7 The Quality of The Research

In this section, | outline the ways in which the quality of my research can be
achieved and how quality can be demonstrated in this study as qualitative research.
Quality in qualitative research remains a debatable issue since there are no fixed
criteria for researchers. Qualitative research is flexible and diverse in nature, and is
conducted using different methods, informed by various philosophical positions. It,
therefore, unlike positivist research, cannot be governed by a pre-determined set of
rules (Seale, 2002). However, it is possible to achieve rigour in qualitative research
through the constant application of several procedures. The issue of validity in
gualitative research has been subject to various conceptualisations and received
several labels. For example, ‘trustworthiness’ is considered a more appropriate
criterion for evaluating qualitative studies by Guba and Lincoln (1985), ‘Authenticity’
by Lincoln, Lynham and Guba (2011), and ‘Validation process’ by Creswell & Poth
(2018). In this study, | adopted several strategies of Creswell & Poth (2018) as they
view validation as a process of assessing the “accuracy of the findings, as best by the
researcher, the participants, and the readers” (p. 386). These strategies, presented
below, allow me to ensure the validity of my findings through different lenses which

are my own lens, and those of my participants and peers.

Merriam (1998) and Stake (1995) suggest piloting the instruments used in the
case study rather than the whole case. To pilot the interviews the prepared guiding
guestions of the interview were discussed with my supervisor to determine whether

they covered all the issues investigated in the study or not and decide to what extent
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they were clear and adequate. | therefore piloted the teachers’ and students’ interview
schedules with a PhD colleague in applied linguistics in order to check their duration
and clarity. According to our discussion, | changed the sequences of the questions,
developed, and deleted some questions. For example, the question ‘Do you think this
is an ambiguous comment?’ was removed and replaced by ‘Have you experienced
any difficulties with teachers’ written feedback?. Another PhD colleague who shared
the same first language of the participant (i.e., Arabic) checked the consistency
between the English and Arabic versions of the interview schedules to ensure
reliability. Moreover, | got some comments to modify the length of some questions and
improve the sequence of the final questions. | then piloted the interview schedule with
two EFL students and one EFL English teacher to check their efficiency, quality and
clarity and explore the viability of the interview schedule. This pilot proved to be highly
efficient in improving the final version of the questions, particularly with the refinement
of my questions, along with their length and wording. The piloting allowed me to refine
the content of my questions, thus ‘thematising’ them as shown in the Appendix

Appendix 3. | then eliminated any questions covering the same ground and

reorganised the remaining questions in a more logical manner. | found suggestions
made by the participants in the pilot interviews were helpful and instructive, helping
me to improve the comprehensibility, wording, length and sequence of the final

guestions (Bryman, 2016).

Second, Johnson (1997) suggested that “to improve the analysis and
understanding of the construction of others, triangulation is a step taken by
researchers to involve several investigators’ interpretations, or peer interpretations of
the data at different times or locations” (p. 284). Therefore, the triangulation strategy

was used to improve my understanding of the participants' experience. | used different
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data collection methods, i.e., students’ written coursework and interviews with

students and teachers.

Third, | enhanced the validity of my findings and interpretation by sharing them
with colleagues at academic conferences (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). | presented the
findings of my case study at the SWDTP (South-West Doctoral Training Partnership)
conference hosted by the Graduate School of Education at the University of Exeter
(2019). In addition, while writing this research, | discussed my work both formally and

informally with other PhD candidates in the same field.

Fourth, | used member checking. For this, | checked the credibility of my
analysis and interpretation by engaging an expert researcher and one of my PhD
peers who had expressed a willingness to provide me with a consultation (Creswell &
Poth, 2018). Throughout the process of analysing and interpreting my data, | consulted
a peer researcher who helped me with matching codes with themes and provided me
with very useful feedback. Her comments were invaluable in improving my
interpretation from a new perspective. Some of her comments were also extremely
useful, highlighting points that | had inadvertently or otherwise disregarded in my

research.

Finally, once the initial analysis and interpretation were finalised, | sent the
findings with my interpretation to the supervisors who were supervising this current
research. They returned the documents with very detailed comments regarding my
interpretation and how the data was presented, as well as suggesting further details
and improvements (Hays & Singh, 2012). After reading the supervisors’ comments, |
edited the draft and left it for a few weeks, which enabled me to review it through a

new lens. This strategy offered me the opportunity to review the findings and
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interpretation in another way after conducting the literature review and enhancing my

knowledge of data analysis.

4.8 Ethical Considerations

It is essential to consider ethics before any data is collected. The term ethics
refers to “moral principles of guiding conduct which is held by a group or even by a

professional” (Govil, 2013:17).

According to Cohen et al. (2018), researchers are required to pay critical
attention to ‘ethical considerations’ to mitigate any psychological, social or physical
risk. The following points mentioned by the British Educational Research Association

(BERA, 2018) are carefully considered in this study to meet all ethical requirements.

4.8.1 Steps of Conducting Ethical Considerations

Step One: Accessing Participants

Ethical approval provided by Ethics Committee Guidelines of the Graduate
School of Education at the University of Exeter was obtained to verify all ethical
considerations (Appendix 6). After ethical approval was obtained (Appendix 9), |
began the process of obtaining a second ethical approval from the Saudi higher
education system, in accordance with their regulations. They checked the nature of
my research and the interview questions to ensure that it had taken their regulations
into consideration. These approvals confirmed that the content and procedures of my
research would be conducted in an ethical manner, meaning that all methods and
procedures used in the data collection were legally and ethically approved. Once | had
obtained the approval, | contacted the Head of Administration of the Research and

English Departments in Prince University to request permission to collect the data for
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this research. Official approval (Appendix 10) was obtained, and an invitation email
was sent to the EFL teachers in the department on my behalf. Govil (2013:18) states
that participants should be informed of “why their participation is necessary”. Such
information was included in an email with a letter of invitation containing general
information about the research project in Arabic to ensure full understanding (i.e.,
aims, objectives, methods, what they are engaging in, why they were participating,
and to whom it would be reported) (see Appendix 7). It is important to mention that at
the end of the information sheet, a statement was written asking them to contact me
via email and contact number if they were willing to participate in this project. Another
email was sent to teachers who replied. They were required to sign the consent form
(Appendix 8) and asked to invite students to participate by distributing the students’

information sheet (Appendix 7).

Only students who were willing to participate were asked to share their contact
number for further communication. Those who expressed a willingness to be
interviewed contacted me via ‘WhatsApp’ which enabled me to send them the consent
form and arrange for interviews (Appendix 8). Therefore, before any data was
collected, students and teachers had signed the consent form to confirm their
willingness to participate. In addition, students were informed orally about the nature
and aim of the research at the beginning of the first interview in case some of them
had not read all the information sheet or because of their unfamiliarity with the research
process. Emails, information sheets, and consent forms were written in their mother

tongue, Arabic, to ensure full comprehension.
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Step Two: The consent form and the right of withdrawal.

Before the data collection began, a consent form was sent to all participants
which included the following. All participants were informed at the start of the study
that their participation was voluntary. It was made clear to participants that they could
withdraw at any point without needing to provide an explanation at any time. All the
researcher’s contact details were provided to the participants in case anyone wanted
to withdraw. The consent form contained, moreover, all the points regarding the
voluntary participation that needed to be signed for agreement. The types of interviews
(e.g., via contact number or face to face), the time, and location of the interviews were
decided upon at the participants’ convenience. Finally, | guaranteed their
confidentiality and anonymity in the consent form. According to Govil (2013), the
researcher is responsible for securing the participants’ personal information, ensuring
confidentiality, and avoiding any harm. | followed BERA’s (2018) recommendation,
which states that researchers should always keep participants’ information
confidential, meaning to remove any information that can lead to the participants’
identify being known. To ensure anonymity, participants are represented by using

pseudonyms.

Step Three: Privacy and data storage.

The confidential, anonymous treatment of participants’ data, data storage and
disclosure were considered the norm for the conduct of research (BERA, 2018). To
ensure confidentiality, participants and their institutions in this study were assured that
they would not be identified in the current study. Participants were also informed that
their names would be pseudonyms and would be removed from their written

coursework. The data for this research was held in accordance with the Data

168



Protection Act and adhered to the procedures of data-protection stipulated by both the
University of Exeter and the British Education Research Association (BERA, 2018).
Therefore, | stored the data on the ‘One Drive’ of my computer for research purposes
and it will be destroyed once the purposes are achieved. This ensures that no access
is permitted to third parties or hackers. In regard to data disclosure, | stated in the
information sheet that the findings of the study would be published in the current thesis

or posters and presented in an academic conference such as seminars.

4.9 Challenges and Limitations

In the process of conducting this research, some challenges were met. First,
the process of requiring approval from the ministry of education in Saudi Arabia took
much longer than expected, which inevitably led to a three-month delay. | had planned
to start collecting the data in the first semester of the programme at Prince University.
However, due to this delay, | had to collect data in the second semester. This
prevented me from exploring the students’ expectations and preferences from the
beginning of the first semester. Therefore, | chose to reach them in the second
semester. Second, prior to recording the interviews, | had to explain to each
interviewee the importance and how secure the recording was, which was due to their
lack of familiarity with being interviewed. They became familiar with the process by the
third and fourth interview. Finally, | was asked by the Department of English at Prince
University to conduct all interviews with students on the campus in their presence at
the University. Thus, managing the students’ time around their lectures required effort
and patience as | had to interview two to three students in a day during working hours.
As the University opened from 07:00 am to 04:00 pm from Sunday to Thursday, | had

to manage my interview schedule based on the campus opening hours.
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Regardless of the limitations mentioned above, the Head of Department tried
her best to ease the process of collecting data by meeting the teachers and
emphasising to them the importance of their participation and its voluntary nature,
which helped them to simplify access to the students. All participants showed their
willingness and readiness to help provide any information required, although they did
not appear to be familiar with such a method of data collection. Both teachers were

helpful and expressed their desire to be contacted again for any further information.

This chapter has presented a description of how this study was designed. It
introduces and discusses the methodological assumptions, including the adopted
design and the participants’ information and methods. This chapter also presents the
procedure involved in accessing the context. The data analysis approach and the
quality of feedback are also discussed in detail. Finally, this chapter examines the
ethical issues and challenges of the study. In the following chapter, the findings

resulting from the research design are presented.
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS

5.1 Overview

The previous chapter discussed the methodological underpinnings of the
current research, including a detailed explanation of the steps taken throughout the
analysis. This current chapter presents the findings in relation to the research
guestions, using an empirical analysis extracted from a number of datasets. The
chapter is divided into five sections exploring multiple themes, which are as follows.
The first section presents the process of feedback discussing two themes regarding
teachers’ practice of teaching writing and providing feedback. The second section
reports teachers’ understanding of giving feedback. The third section presents factors
influencing teachers’ process of giving feedback. The fourth section identifies students’
expectations of their teachers’ feedback including their preferences. Finally, students’
experience of teachers’ feedback including difficulties, and responses is reported.
Table 5-1 shows the themes generated through the cross-case analysis of the

complete datasets, and the datasets used for each theme.
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Table 5-1: Research questions, themes, and datasets

Research questions

Themes

Datasets

1) What is the process
of giving feedback to
EFL bachelor students
at Prince University?

- Teachers’ practice of
teaching writing.

- How teachers provide
feedback

Semi-structured
interviews with two
teachers

19 items of students
coursework.

2) What is the
understanding of
feedback held by
teachers of writing and
their beliefs concerning
the giving of feedback in
relation to their students’
written coursework?

- Teachers’ understanding
of feedback and beliefs
concerning giving
feedback on students’
coursework.

Semi-structured
interviews with two
teachers.

- Factors influencing
teachers’ process of giving
feedback.

Semi-structured
interviews with two
teachers.
Students’
coursework.

3) What are the EFL
students’ expectations of
their teachers’
feedback?

- The preferences of
students towards differing
types of feedback.

- Students’ preferences
concerning focus of
feedback.

- Types of errors and
student expectations.

Semi-structured
interviews with six
EFL English major
students.

4) What is the students’
experience of teachers’
feedback on their written
coursework?

- The difficulties students
encountered when dealing
with the feedback.

- Lack of communication
and neglect of student-
teacher dialogue.

- Students’ responses to
the feedback.

Semi-structured
interviews with six
EFL English major
students

19 items of
coursework.
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5.2 The Process of Giving Feedback to EFL students

This section examines the findings under two main themes (see Table 5-2). The
first concerns teachers’ general approach to the teaching of writing, including: (1)
teaching and learning activities used in the writing classroom; (2) expectations relating
to coursework; and (3) practices relating to marking. The second theme focuses on
teachers’ feedback practices, as obtained from the analysis of the feedback given on
students’ coursework, including: (1) teachers’ overall strategy and (2) types of
feedback and (3) feedback focus employed. These themes were generated
deductively, primarily as a result of the interviews conducted with the teachers, as well
as the analysis of the feedback provided on students’ coursework. Both themes are

discussed in greater detail in the following sections.

Table 5-2: The process of giving feedback

Themes Sub-themes
Teachers’ practice - Teaching and learning activities employed in the
of teaching writing. classroom.

- Coursework expectations.
- Marking practices.

How teachers - Overall strategy when responding to students’ texts.
provide feedback. - Types of written feedback.
- Feedback focus.

5.2.1 Teachers’ Practice of Teaching Writing

In order to understand the teachers’ approach to their students’ coursework (i.e.
the focus of this current study), it is vital to consider: firstly, the teachers’ instruction
methods in relation to written work (particularly in an EFL context) and secondly, how
this fits into the writing process. The following findings were extracted from interviews

with the teachers.
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5.2.1.1 Writing Classroom Activities

In this subtheme, | present all the activities conducted during the writing
classroom collected from the teachers’ interviews. One of the main areas
demonstrating a teacher’s approach to practice concerns the learning and teaching
activities used to achieve the intended learning outcomes. As explained in Chapter 2,
the textbook demands the use of a process-based approach to the teaching of writing
(See Section 2.5). In order to explore whether teachers followed this approach, |
discuss the ways they delivered their writing sessions, including their manner of
instruction, and the teaching activities they employed, as presented below. Teacher’'s
responses about their teaching activities can be helpful not only to perceive teachers’
beliefs of writing and of the different approaches of teaching writing, but also to
understand the influence of their used approaches and methods on their ways of
providing feedback. It should be noted that in both teaching years examined these

lessons consisted of a single three-hour writing session each week.

Teaching activities

The following extracts represent the teachers’ replies to my questions regarding
the teaching instructions used in the writing session. Both teachers when describing
their ways of teaching writing reveal that they believe that language accuracy is the
most important aspect of writing, and a good writer should write correct grammatical
sentences and use appropriate vocabulary. In other words, they believe that they
should focus on students’ grammatical and lexical knowledge to develop their writing
skills. Thus, they emphasised these issues in their writing lessons for helping their
students to build their vocabulary knowledge and understand the grammar rules as

reported in the excerpts below.
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| teach them how to, for example, develop a comparative essay and how it
should be well written by using relevant vocabulary and for example, how to

introduce a topic sentence for each paragraph. (Sara, Interview)

| do not care about ideas and opinions, because they differ from one student to
another... | do my best to improve their use of grammar, as you know, it is

important when writing | should emphasise on it. (Sara, Interview)

Students have an issue with spelling and sentence structure ... students should

build a correct full sentence (Noor, Interview)

The conversation with Sara also revealed a contradiction that she confirms that

her objective was also to focus, not on the ideas expressed, but on genre as stated:

| do not care about ideas and opinions, because they differ from one student to
another. What’s important to me is that they follow the genre required in the

coursework (Sara, Interview)

Each unit in the textbook includes the particular type of essay being studied (e.g., a

comparative essay). Sara stated that, when teaching this unit:

| teach them how to develop a comparative essay and how it should be well
written by using relevant vocabulary and for example, how to introduce a topic

sentence for each paragraph. (Sara, Interview)

Furthermore, both teachers reported and described their methods of teaching writing.

Sara, who teaches a class of thirty-five students, reported that:

| start the lesson by explaining a specific grammar point, talking about the
theme of the unit, for example, travel or the environment... then | describe the
types of essays students will be required to write, for instance, a descriptive
essay. In this essay, for example, | introduce a descriptive words that should

be used in such type of essay. (Sara, Interview)
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On the other hand, Noor, who teaches a class of fifty-two students, gave a
similar account, despite the different activities she used to deliver her writing sessions,

which are to be discussed below. Noor starts the lesson by:

Presenting a sample of a written essay from the textbook which they read and
analyse, mainly to point out the topic sentence, as well as the supporting
sentences and concluding sentence and the relevant vocabulary. (Noor,

Interview)

Additionally, Noor followed a different methods for her students to assess them

by asking students to write one paragraphs per week. She stated that:

| divide the essay up and teach the students to write only one paragraph per
week. For example, how to write or improve the introduction of the essay ...
Each week, | ask students to develop a paragraph until the essay is ready to
be submitted; then we start another essay with another genre. (Noor, Interview)

The excerpts above demonstrate that teachers’ selection of teaching approach
embodies a product-based approach to the teaching of writing which puts a particular
emphasis on the form of the written texts and mainly focuses on developing students’
grammatical and lexical knowledge. They also reported to apply the different stages
of the product approach, familiarisation stage, controlled and guided stages and free
writing stage. This approach was also demonstrated by their focus on the organisation
and structure of these essays, as well as on language, as opposed to the process
focus outlined in the textbook. This is not surprising because students are in low level
on language, where writing accuracy is an important concern in the EFL writing
classrooms because students’ writing performance is usually evaluated based on how
accurate they are in grammatical areas, and essay organisation. Clearly, we can see

that both teachers regardless the difference of how they deliver their teaching
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materials, both focus on the final product without implementing multiple drafts. They

also applied learning activities employed in the classroom, which are presented below.

Learning activities

Despite the fact that both teachers’ teaching activities primarily follow the
product-based approach as mentioned above, they have also employed some stages
of the process approach. They demonstrated good knowledge about the different
methods to teaching writing. For example, Sara uses the brainstorming and peer
discussion as a part of teaching writing as she stated that

| ask the students to brainstorm and discuss the topic with their peers. (Sara,

Interview)
Additionally, Noor stated that:

Students start writing their own essay by choosing a topic, followed by
brainstorming, and sharing ideas on the board, guided by the teacher asking
students questions related to the topic, in order to develop full sentences.
Finally, students start writing their coursework during the lesson. (Noor,

Interview)

Both teachers employed brainstorming and peer collaboration, which reflected
their awareness of activities beneficial for facilitating a process-based approach.
However, they used these activities in service of a product-based approach to the

teaching of writing, as mentioned earlier.

Although both teachers employ some stages from the process approach, they were

very structured based on the book, for example,

Students open their books and undertake the exercises based on the lesson ...

while | circulate to help those who have questions. (Sara, Interview)
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we write and practise many sentences in the exercises from the book, which

helps to improve students writing. (Noor, Interview)

Another way of learning activities conducted by Noor in her writing classroom
is that:

| also show them essays containing language errors, and ask them to work

together to identify and correct the errors. (Noor, Interview)

In short, teachers’ teaching activities tended to be primarily teacher-centred, so
reinforcing a teacher-led classroom with limited opportunities for students to develop
their own writing (i.e., no redrafting nor peer feedback). Moreover, as stated by both
teachers multiple times during the interviews, the activities generally addressed
language form (i.e. grammar, and sentence structure) rather than selecting activities
enabling students to benefit from peer feedback or develop multiple drafts and engage
with the process of writing itself, rather than focusing on the final product. This analysis
therefore indicates a lack of constructive alignment between the intended learning
outcomes, as stated in the textbook mentioned in Section 2.5 (which advocates a
process-based approach), and the teaching methods and activities of instruction used

by the teachers when teaching skills related to the written language.

5.2.1.2 Coursework Expectations

In this subtheme, | present what writing teachers expect from students on their
writing coursework and what criteria they ask students to follow. Both interviews
revealed the teachers shared a similar approach to written coursework expectations
for both years. Thus, as noted in the previous section, both teachers reported
requesting their students to submit handwritten coursework after completion of their
unit activities. After each unit, both sets of students (years three and four) were

required to submit a single piece of coursework. The teachers also reported that, for
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each semester, three units were required to be completed. During the current
semester, the three taught units concerns three writing genres: (1) a comparative
essay; (2) a descriptive essay; and (3) an essay examining cause and effect (See
Appendix 1, for the contents of each unit, along with the books used for each year).
Regarding delivering coursework expectations, both teachers stated that they gave

their coursework instructions orally during the sessions. Sara stated:

| do not set a word count for the coursework. The most important thing for me
is that the student completes their coursework and that this contains a title and
follows the required format of introduction/body/conclusion. | also state that
each paragraph should contain five sentences. | think these are enough. Once
they complete the coursework, they are required to submit it before the next

writing coursework. (Sara, Interview)
Noor gave a similar response:

It is important for me that the coursework is structured into three separate
paragraphs, in order to ensure that the student has understood the format and
that she recognises that each paragraph serves a purpose. | also think that
between one and two pages is sufficient. | do not set a word count for students
to meet, believing that maybe one page per essay is enough. The most
important thing that the student used the required genre, i.e. comparative essay

or cause and effect essay. (Noor, Interview)

Table 5-3 summarises the coursework expectations for both years, as reported
by both teachers discussed above.
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Table 5-3: Coursework expectations for years Three and Four

Coursework Expectations

e There are no word limits.

e Students are required to write in the following format: introduction-body-
conclusion.

e There should be no fewer than five sentences in each paragraph.

e The students submit the coursework following each unit, with a total being
three items of coursework.

When prompted to explain the criteria used to set these expectations for their students,

Noor stated that:

In the first week of the academic year, writing teachers had a discussion on
what should be implemented in the writing classes. We agreed to use the same
coursework expectations and teaching methods, although teachers remain free

to improve/change them if they prefer to do so. (Noor, Interview)

The excerpt from Noor’s interview confirms that the different years (i.e. third
and fourth) were required to meet the same expectations. Following the submission of
their coursework at the end of the unit, the pupils continued to attend writing sessions,
in order to prepare them for the following unit, while the teachers provided feedback.
For example, Sara noted that she took: “...ten to fifteen days to return the coursework,
because | have another class to teach, and each class contains more than twenty
students”. Noor also reported that she took up to two weeks to return work, due to
teaching a class of fifty-two students. Following this period, the students were
presented with their text, along with the teacher’s feedback, during class. Both Sara
and Noor stated that their students were given the opportunity to discuss any
comments with their teacher, but that neither year was expected to re-draft the

coursework.
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Sara reported that:

It depends on the student, whether she is interested in redrafting or not. | do
not ask them to rewrite at all, but some redraft and ask me to check their writing
again, which | do, while other students just receive my correction. (Sara,

Interview)
Noor also reported that:

None of my students undertook any re-drafting. For example, if | write that an
idea was “interesting, try to develop it”, they say “this is everything we can do”,
meaning that they have no intention of submitting another draft. They just do
the minimum of what is required, which is submitting the coursework. | find they

simply have no interest in re-drafting the coursework. (Noor, Interview)

The above excerpts reveal the following. Firstly, the teachers were aware of the
benefits of re-drafting as a development of the written task. Secondly, Sara felt that re-
drafting was a matter of choice for the students, but Noor considered her students
lacked any interest in re-drafting. Thirdly, re-drafting was not expected to form part of
developing students’ written coursework, and it was not always encouraged during the
writing process. This indicates the prevalence of a product-based approach, in
particular due to the expectations the teachers set for their students, along with their
perceptions of students’ lack of interest in generating multiple drafts of written

coursework.

5.2.1.3 Marking Practices
In this subtheme | present a further significant aspect of the teachers’ practice

concerning the coursework marking and the overall writing module assessment.
» Coursework Marking

Teachers were asked about their marking practice towards students’ coursework.

The interviews revealed a lack of any specific criteria from the Department of English
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Language for marking students’ coursework. Noor stated that “... there is not an
assessment brief for us to follow”. |, therefore, asked her about how she then came

to set the marking criteria.
Noor stated that:

Teacher is responsible for creating her own marking criteria and practice. So, |
created mine after discussing the criteria with a colleague from the male
department, and we agreed that giving five marks per piece of coursework is

commensurate with Year Four. (Noor, Interview)

From the above excerpt, we can see that it is the teacher’s responsibility to
devise and apply the criteria they believed appropriate for assessing students’ written

work.

Teachers were also asked about how they distribute the marks, and what

marking criteria used for assessing students’ writing competence.

Noor stated that:

| distribute these five marks as: one mark for the spelling; one mark for sentence
structure; one mark for essay format which that require as (introduction, body
and conclusion); one mark for the ideas; and one mark for coherence. (Noor,

Interview)

Noor marked the individual pieces of written coursework submitted by her
students, following marking criteria based on a consultation with a colleague, focuses
on five aspects of writing, where each is weighted one mark. On the other hand, Sara

stated:

| distributed three marks for the coursework, one mark for each piece of

coursework submitted, which is mainly for the submission rather than an
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assessment of their writing. This means that if the student did not submit the

coursework, they would only lose one mark. (Sara, Interview)

This reveals that Sara’s students tended to be assessed for the submission of
coursework, without any consideration of its content or quality. Although Sara provided
her students with feedback, she did not include any standardisation of marking on her
students’ coursework. This shows that Sara included the scores to motivate students
to submit, as she did not want students to lose marks (e.g., “they would only lose one
mark”) if they did not submit. Noor, in line with this, although she set her marking

criteria, her marking practice is influenced by her subjective nature, as she stated that:

What | usually do is to deduct one mark for every four errors, although
sometimes, especially when there are lots of errors, | deduct a mark for every
eight errors. | feel sorry for students when many marks are deducted, because
if | followed the same distribution and continued to deduct marks for every four

errors, some students would be left with zero. (Noor, Interview)

Clearly, both teachers followed their own marking criteria, which contradict with
the textbook used in the current context that suggests the use of spesfic assignment
rubric for each writing tasks, as presented in Section 2.5.

» Writing Module Assessment

As discussed above, in the context of the current study, each teacher was
responsible for setting both the marking criteria and the distribution of marks, where
they also tended to have different marking weightage on their students’ coursework
(i.e., one score per coursework in Sara’s class, while five scores are allocated in Noor’s
class). To understand the marking setting for the writing modules, teachers were
asked about the overall marking weightage, because this would provide us with an

overview of how the module assessments are distributed. It is vital to show how their
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scores were divided and count towards the whole module. The overall module

assessment is illustrated in Table 5-4, as summarised from the teachers’ interviews.

Table 5-4: Module Assessment

Score weightage (Total 100%)
(Each percentage point is weighted as one mark)
Assessments
Year Three (Sara) Year Four (Noor)

Coursework (Essays) 3% 15%
Participation in Classroom 7% 5%
Mid-term exam 40% 30%
Final examination 50% 50%

The above exploration of teachers’ marking practice reveals the following:
firstly, the lack of institutional guidelines and codes of practice regarding the
assessment of students’ written work and secondly, that assessment criteria tends to

be considered the individual responsibility of teachers.

It is significant that the textbooks include an assignment rubric as presented in
the context chapter (see Section 2.5). It should be noted that the exploration of this
theme focuses on establishing an understanding of how marking criteria and practice
can influence students’ attitudes to teachers’ written feedback, as well as to facilitate

the discussion of the system applied in this context in Chapter 6.

The following section examines teachers’ feedback practices, in order to

identify the extent to which these overlap with their teaching of writing.

184



5.2.2 How Teachers Provide Feedback

In this study, the methods used to deliver feedback form an overarching theme
delineating the process followed by both teachers. This encompasses the overall
strategy employed when responding to students’ texts, including types of feedback
and area of focus, as well as the forms of error highlighted when drawing up feedback
for students. These sub-themes were generated deductively from the analysis of the
interviews conducted with the teachers, alongside the marked coursework of the

students. This section examines each of these in turn.

5.2.2.1 The Overall Strategy Used When Responding to Students’ Coursework

When | questioned the teachers on their overall approach to feedback, it
became clear that they followed an identical strategy. They reported that they
commenced by generally scanning the overall organisation and structure of the essay,
then moved to focus on detalil, i.e. the errors. Sara, the Year Three teacher, reported

that:

| look at the overall format and see if my students differentiate between how
each paragraph should be organised into the introduction-body-conclusion
format. Then | scan through students’ texts line by line, to highlight the language
errors. After this, | return the texts to the students with my feedback. Then,
during the lesson, | discuss orally the major recurring errors found in the work
of most students rather than provide them on each student’s text... | found it
easier and save time and it is also to ensure that | have explain how to address
the common errors to all students where they can ask and discuss. (Sara,

Interview)

An example of Sara’s feedback on the organisation of an assignment is

provided in Figure 5-1.
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Figure 5-1: Sara’s feedback on the organisation of the coursework

Noor, the Year Four teacher, was found to follow an almost identical strategy, as she
explained in the following excerpt:

| start checking the main points that | had mentioned during the class, before |
start giving the feedback on the organisation of the essay, the genre, and the
title, in order to evaluate whether these aspects are present or not. Then, | start
reading line by line, indicating any language errors...In the classroom, | explain
the recurring errors to the whole class, because | found that this proves effective

and saves time, while encouraging students to ask questions. (Noor, Interview)
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This indicates that the overall feedback strategies implemented by both
teachers followed three steps: firstly, a consideration of the overall structure of the
essay; secondly, scanning for language errors; and thirdly, oral discussion in the
classroom of the most frequently recurring errors made by students. To complement
this perspective, | examined the students’ coursework to explore the types of feedback
provided by their teachers. The following section discusses some of these samples,

as evidence for the types of feedback actually provided.

5.2.2.2 Types of Written Feedback

The findings have been derived from a feedback analysis of the 19 pieces of
coursework. As explained in the analysis section, the coding was based on the models
of Ferris et al. (1997) and Ellis (2008) (see Section 3.3.1). The different types of
feedback provided by both teachers were grouped in terms of their function and types
of errors, before being presented in Table 5-5. | found several different types of
feedback being employed, including commentary, direct, indirect, and metalinguistic.
The following table demonstrates the types of feedback the teachers provided for their
students, along with the related strategies and function, illustrated with examples from

the students’ coursework.
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Table 5-5: Types of feedback used by teachers. Feedback examples for teachers
Sara and Noor are indicated in underline and italic font, respectively

Types of Strategies | Function of feedback Examples
written of
feedback feedback
Imperative | To give the students | Sara “Use linking words.”
direct instruction of
how to approach the Noor “follow the format of
task. the essay.”
Sara__“each _paragraph
should contain _at least
Commentary three sentences.”
Noor “you need to start
your B.P with a topic
sentence.”
B.P means body
paragraph (as written by
the teacher)
Provide To write a comment | Sara ‘very short
that contains | conclusion.”
Statement information for the
students, without Sara “long sentence.”
explicitly providing the | Noor “this is a process
correct form. essay.”
Direct Indicate the | To provide the correct | Exciting (Sara underlined
Feedback error  and | answer. -ing- and added -ed-)
give the
aaliEE e, Sara _ corrected  the
spelling of the word
(piece) above the error.
Indicating To indicate missing | Sara  used arrows,
_ and locating | words, spaces | question _marks, and a
Indirect the error/ | between words, and to | cross, i.e. X
Feedback indication add or remove a word. o
only . . Noor used underlining.
No correction IS
provided.
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Metalinguistic
Feedback

Use of error

The symbols indicate

Sara used ‘S’ for spelling

indicating errors in the
text.

code the errors above or | and ‘G’ for grammar.
beside them.
Noor wused ‘ST for
sentence structure ‘SP’
for spelling.
Brief To write a brief| Sara “have is used for (I,
grammatical | grammatical we, you, they)”.
descriptions | explanation after

After examining the marked texts, a quantitative overview of how many times each

teacher used each correction technique was conducted as shown in the table below.

Table 5-6 Quantitative Overview of Teachers' WCF

Coursework marked by Coursework marked by Sara

Written Feedback Noor

types Count Percentage Count Percentage
Commentary 4 3.8% 7 7.3%
Direct feedback 1 0.96% 35 36.4%
Indirect feedback 23 22.1% 44 45.8%

Error codes 76 73.1% 9 9.4%
©
B x
> &
= § Brief 0 0 1 1.1%
g *= | grammatical

descriptions
Total of written 104 100% 96 100%
feedback
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Error codes feedback is the most used form of feedback by Noor (73.1%), followed by
indirect feedback (22.1%). However, in Sara’s case, indirect feedback is the most
applied form (45.8%) followed by direct feedback (36.4%). From the percentages
shown in the table, Noor is seen to focus mainly on error codes, where Sara varies
between using direct and indirect feedback, although indirect is slightly higher in use.
After | established the types and number of feedback provided by the teachers, | then
scrutinised them to determine the focus of each type. The following section explores

the focus of the teachers’ written feedback, along with the types of feedback employed.

5.2.2.3 Feedback Focus

My scrutiny of the written feedback on students’ coursework identified that each
type of feedback focused on a specific aspect of writing. An analysis of the teachers'
feedback revealed the focus of both teachers when giving feedback, as presented in
Table 5-7 below. The classification of this focus was adopted from the literature (Ferris
et. al., 1997; Tribble, 1996) as reported in Section 4.6.3. The first focus concerns
language form, i.e., sentence structure, sentence length, tense, articles, pronouns,
prepositions, and vocabulary. The second is organisation, i.e., essay format, number
of paragraphs, organised paragraphs, and topic. The third is content, i.e., ideas, clarity,
and content relevant to topic. And finally mechanical, i.e., spelling, punctuation,

capitalization, missing words, and space between words.
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Table 5-7: The focus of teachers’ feedback

The focus of teachers’ feedback

Participants Language form Organisation Content Mechanical

Sara Direct, Indirect Written Indirect Direct,
feedback and Commentary feedback (i.e. indirect,
Metalinguistic Question marks | error codes
feedback (i.e. brief with underlining | and
grammatical commentary
descriptions

Noor Metalinguistic Written Indirect Error codes
feedback (i.e. error | Commentary feedback (i.e.

codes) and Indirect
feedback

Question marks
with underlining

The findings from the students’ coursework revealed that both teachers focused

on language form, organisation, content and mechanical in descending order of

frequency, with differences between the attention they devoted to these categories.

Below is a discussion of each feedback focus, illustrated with examples from students’

texts.

Focus on Language Form

In line with their teaching practice, both Sara and Noor focused most of their

attention on language form which focus on sentence structure, sentence length, tense,

articles, pronouns, prepositions, and vocabulary. As shown in the above table, they

used different types of feedback. For example, Sara used a mix of direct, indirect and

error codes related to grammar (i.e. incorrect tense, and missing articles and

prepositions). However, when explaining a point of grammar, she combined multiple

types of written feedback. For example, she used indirect feedback by underlining the

word ‘has’ in each line (as shown in Figure 5-2, below), she applied direct feedback

by adding the corrected form (i.e. ‘has’ in line three) and then provided metalinguistic
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feedback by explaining in written comments the correct use of ‘has’ and ‘have’ at the

end of the essay.
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Figure 5-2: Sara’s feedback related to grammatical errors

In addition, | found that Sara also made use of error codes, as shown in_Figure
5-3, below. Although both errors presented in the figures concern language forms,
Sara used two different types of feedback. In the interviews, Sara justified this
difference in giving feedback to the same aspect of writing as discussed in detail in

Section 5.4.
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Figure 5-3: Sara’s Feedback related to tense errors
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On the other hand, the analysis of Noor’s use of feedback types when focusing
on language errors demonstrated that she primarily used underlining and error codes,
for example (ST) for sentence structure, and did not make any use of written
commentary. In addition, she paid a similar amount of attention in her feedback to
issues related to sentence structure in all the students’ texts. The example below in
Figure 5-4 demonstrates how Noor mainly used underlining and error code on

sentence structure errors.

— . 7
% 'g P 54

WMMn\ Coad l(\o(‘mu:n\luchu C.-.ne\ is deliCigns- T like

2 UDM et ious E‘Ra.dmu/‘ LA S KLe“zj/_\e__m_-e__aA___o
O +

i u)(\ﬂ T OIL e ol \ ¥ “I“AM! Y \( = |{ one TAh e vmgs
= /! . (‘\C %1 m’JK I:L. A

r\\g\«o\ Ar iy \g.-upd wWith ohoT «f Veg e;mhu Su ckg;_

o s e,

ﬁ\ph r‘.mu& A f\. M
Po.tats 7g<- r‘nxr"\r‘r«-r-snnd .’9""‘5 :
5 3 £ 2 i ERARRE, .
VN of TAe dishe T"Mnu QWM-WWJ—GQ-@use
C el et SPicles .

Ko ;'CMrA't' s Om:;rm.;\.'q clyp o

s,

3 ..«f"

¢ l\Af\cnb\ Cood s

"""’“':cham-r t‘-lh'f' ae l'r beo an\n;c'f.\\\ S

T e S P
ey 4
A,,“ Cians . T UKe J It \n- TULVS - Ce & T Ll ST adw sdealf (WINTTA ~ Bons 3 

e

= [ oatt eu.ds beﬁ%W&IgAMn A

Figure 5-4: Noor’s feedback practices

» Focus on Organisation

The second aspect on which teachers tended to focus when giving feedback
on their students’ essays concerned the issue of organisation. Both teachers paid
attention to the organisation of the body of the essay, in particular by giving written
directions on the number of sentences and how the coursework should be divided into

three paragraphs, as shown in Figure 5-5, below.
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Figure 5-5: Sara’s feedback on organisation

Noor also provided commentary feedback focusing on the organisation of the
essay, particularly in relation to the use of topic sentences, as shown in Figure 5-6
below. The example in Figure 5-7 below concerns commentary feedback frequently
provided by both teachers in relation to the organisation of the essay. The latter was
in line with their practice of teaching writing, as explored in Section 5.2.1. This gives
further indication that their primary focus when giving feedback concerned the

organisation of the essay.
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Figure 5-6: Noor’s feedback on the use of topic sentences
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Figure 5-7: Noor's feedback on the format of the coursework

It is also evident that, when responding to organisational issues, the teachers
provided direct comments indicating the actions they required of students. These
consisted of sentences or phrases written in full, i.e. Sara’s comment: “each paragraph
should contain three sentences”. Conversely, most of the feedback given on language
form was written in error codes or indirect feedback. This finding suggests that
teachers place considerable importance on clearly explaining any errors related to
organisation, as they focused on their students’ comprehension of these comments
including (unlike for errors related to language) written feedback. The reason behind
this practice is explored in relation to the section on the teachers’ beliefs in the next
theme. Although the teachers commented on the organisation of essays, they did not
provide similar amount of written feedback when it came to content, as discussed in

the following section.

Focus on Content

Sara and Noor both focused on content in a different way to other aspects,

primarily indicating when they felt a meaning or idea was unclear. For example, the
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images in Figure 5-8 and Figure 5-9 show that the teachers used underlining and

guestion marks to designate a lack of clarity of meaning.
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Figure 5-8: Sara’s feedback on an unclear idea

Figure 5-9: Noor’s feedback concerning an unclear idea

When considering the types of feedback related to content and meaning, |
found the teachers’ approach to be fairly similar. On one text, Sara asked for

supporting details (i.e. “try to write a detailed description”), as shown in Figure 5-10
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Figure 5-10: Sara’s feedback on content

| noted that the frequency of giving feedback on content was less than that
given on language form and organisation. In fact, the only feedback | found on content
was those provided in the above figures. However, this is in contrast to the attention
paid by the teachers to language form and organisation and their expectations for the

essays they set as homework, as explored in the previous theme.

Focus on Mechanical Errors

The final aspect on which teachers tended to focus when giving feedback on
their students’ essays concerned the issue of mechanical error such as spelling,
punctuation, capitalisation, missing words, and space between words. Both Sara and
Noor focused most of their attention on spelling on all students’ written coursework. |
noticed that Sara used different types of written feedback to indicate errors related to
spelling and capitalisation such as direct and indirect feedback as shown in Figure

5-11.
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Figure 5-11: Sara’s feedback on mechanical errors

On the other hand, the analysis of Noor’s use of feedback types when focusing on
language errors demonstrated that she primarily used underlining for capitalisation

and error codes for spelling, for example (SP) as shown in Figure 5-12 .
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Figure 5-12: Noor’s feedback on mechanical errors
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The following section concludes the analysis of the data generated in relation
to research question one: What is the process of giving feedback to EFL bachelor

students at the prince university?

In conclusion, the analysis presented in this section reveals that the EFL
teachers in this recently established university context tended to follow a product-
based approach to the delivering of feedback. This was demonstrated through the
themes generated from the interviews with the teachers, as well as the written
feedback on students’ texts, which were focused on final outcomes. Thus, their
feedback was given on the final written texts of students rather than throughout the
development of the writing of these texts. For example, feedback focusing on the
process of writing (i.e. drafting and revising) was not encouraged in the practices of

teaching writing in this context.

Additionally, the analysis also revealed that the feedback was mainly provided
in the form of written corrective feedback, focusing primarily on language form and
organisation, with very little attention paid to content. Furthermore, the teachers’
process of giving feedback was aligned with the practices they employed in teaching
writing, which, as reported in the first theme, also followed a product-based approach.
Therefore, this final-outcome focused feedback can be seen as being dictated by the

practices employed for the teaching of writing.

This section explored the practices the teachers employed in the process of
giving feedback, and their relation to the practices of teaching writing, while the
following section provides a representation of the understandings and beliefs related

to these practices from teachers’ perspectives.
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The teachers’ answers to the questions related to the teaching of writing were
insightful, not only in establishing their practice of teaching writing (including the
different activities employed), but also in helping me to understand the influence of
their teaching methods and activities on their practice of giving feedback.

5.3 Teachers’ Understanding of Feedback and Beliefs Concerning
Giving Feedback on Students’ Coursework

This section discusses the findings related to Research Question Two: ‘What is
the understanding of feedback held by teachers of writing and their beliefs concerning
the giving of feedback in relation to their students’ written coursework?’. These themes
were generated mainly from the interviews conducted with the teachers. The findings
are presented under four deductive and inductive themes, as shown in Figure 5-13
below. Firstly, the responsibility of providing feedback. Secondly, the focus of
feedback: this explores teachers’ understanding of the aspects they should emphasise
when giving feedback on students’ written texts. Thirdly, the importance of marking in
encouraging students to pay attention to feedback; this covers the attitudes of teachers
towards marking as a crucial tool for encouraging students’ submission of their written
texts and reading the feedback provided. Fourthly, the teachers’ feedback
preferences: this determines the teachers’ preferences in relation to the type of

feedback they provide for their students’ written texts.
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Responsibility for the provision of
feedback Rests exclusively with
the teacher

The focus of feedback

The importance of marking
students’ texts

Teachers’ Beliefs

Feedback preferences from
perspective of the teachers

Figure 5-13: Teachers' beliefs about giving feedback

5.3.1 Responsibility for Feedback Provision Rests Exclusively with
Teachers

In order to obtain a clearer picture of teachers’ beliefs concerning the purpose
of feedback, | questioned them on their motivation for giving feedback on their
students’ written texts. The interviews revealed that both teachers believed in the
importance of feedback and that each student should receive feedback for a variety of
different reasons. My analysis shows that both believed that it was their personal
responsibility to deliver feedback, and that they held similar beliefs regarding why they

should provide their students with such feedback:

It is my duty to mark and give feedback on each written text, to help students
improve their writing and be aware of their errors ... | always try to write
comments for students, so they can return to them when preparing for exams
... I think a large amount of feedback is useful for students, otherwise they may

think they have not committed any errors. (Sara, Interview)

My job is to teach them and provide feedback because it’s their right...Without
feedback, students may not understand their errors and may think they do not

have any; therefore, | have to indicate each error to notify them ... Feedback
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helps students when they study for their exams ... Correcting errors is also
important to enable me to improve my teaching awareness, as it allows me to
find out the students’ common errors, so | can focus on these while teaching

writing. (Noor, Interview)

The above excerpts reveal that both teachers considered the provision of
feedback as an obligation, believing that it was important for: first, raising students’
awareness and highlighting their errors and second, offering a resource for revision
for examinations. Noor also added that she personally benefited from the process, as
it helped her to improve the focus of her teaching. Furthermore, both Sara and Noor
demonstrated similar beliefs regarding the amount of feedback they should provide on
their students’ written texts. As shown above, they both considered that little or no
written feedback could lead to students concluding they had no (or fewer) errors and
that feedback was the only means of highlighting the existence of such errors. This
was an observation born out during my analysis of the feedback provided on the
nineteen pieces of written coursework, which focused on pointing out errors, but

lacked a single positive comment concerning their writing strengths.

5.3.2 The Focus of Feedback
The teachers also tended to focus on the same aspects when providing their
students with feedback on their final written coursework, which consisted of firstly, use

of language and secondly, organisation.

| do not care about the expression of ideas and opinions, because they differ
from one student to another. What'’s important to me is that they follow the genre
required in the homework. For example, if a comparative essay is required,
students should use comparison-related vocabulary and structures. Giving
feedback that focuses on language form and organisation is one of the main

textbook objectives | tend to follow. (Sara, Interview)
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| indicate each error while reading the essays, whether it is an error of language
or of organisation. It is also very important to point out errors of spelling and
sentence structure, because students are not allowed to use a dictionary in the
examination and therefore they need to pay attention to these aspects. | find
spelling a common problem among students, which | point out to help them to

improve. (Noor, Interview)

The above quotations reveal that the teachers’ understanding of the required
focus of their feedback concurred with their practice, as presented in Section 5.2.2.3.
In addition, Sara justified her understanding by highlighting the importance of following
textbook objectives, while Noor considered that she needed to focus on spelling and
sentence structure, due to this being a common issue for her students. However,
although textbook objectives are designed to develop the process of writing when
giving feedback, both teachers generally prioritised the use of language and
organisation, while neglecting content. Once again, this prioritising of specific aspects
is in line with their practice, as discussed above. Thus, both teachers can be seen to
focus on helping students to develop their language proficiency through the correction
of language form and developing the organisation of their texts.

5.3.3 The Importance of Marking Students’ Coursework to Encourage

Attention to Feedback

As previously discussed in relation to the practices of teaching writing in this
context, this study found marking an important area of difference when it came to the
weightage of scores. This section examines the teachers’ beliefs concerning the
significance of marking students’ written texts as a crucial tool to encourage them

submit their work and read the feedback.

203



My interviews with both teachers revealed that they shared an assumption of
their students’ willingness to read their feedback, and the importance of marking texts,

as reflected in the following:

Students submit the homework just for the scores. | allocate 1 mark for each
coursework [3% in total for all coursework], so that students who do not submit
will not lose too many marks ... two or three students care about improving their

writing, but generally they submit simply to achieve the scores. (Sara, Interview)

| allocate scores with my feedback to encourage student to notice their error
and read the correction form and read the feedback if | have written any, to
know why | have given a specific score. | find that students do not generally
care about feedback if there are no scores, and | feel none of them would submit
their work if the homework was simply for the purposes of improvement. (Noor,

Interview)

As discussed in the first theme of teachers’ practice of marking (in which scores
were found to be weighted differently between Sara’s and Noor's classes), the
students in this study had all submitted their three required pieces of coursework
during the semester. Thus, the students’ level of submission appears to conform to
their teachers’ conviction that marking forms an important motivator. The data
regarding students’ response to the feedback is explored in Section 5.5.1, under the

students’ perspectives.

Additionally, the excerpts from both teachers revealed that they considered that
scores motivated their students to submit their coursework. Furthermore, Noor felt that
marks and feedback are interrelated, resulting in her employing feedback to justify the
mark for her students, as well as to assist them to avoid repeating the same errors in
future coursework. Sara, who only gives one mark per submission regardless of the

number of errors students make, also believed that scores motivated students to
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submit. Both teachers seem to have the same opinion about students’ main motivation
to submit work, although Sara stated a few students submit their coursework to benefit
from teachers’ feedback and improve their witing competence. As previously
discussed, the teachers’ views appear to have been primarily shaped by their attitude
towards the interest shown by their students in receiving feedback on their written

coursework.

5.3.4 Feedback Preferences

The interviews with both teachers also explored their preferences when it came
to types of feedback. Unlike the other sub-themes (in which teachers tended to
express similar beliefs), this section examines their differences in relation to feedback
preferences. The data revealed several preferences and levels of understanding
concerning three types of feedback, as discussed in detail below, these being: (1)
teacher-student conferencing (i.e., oral feedback): (2) written feedback; and (3) peer

feedback.

5.34.1 Teacher-Student Conferencing (Oral Feedback)

Teachers were asked about the teacher-student conferencing on students’
writing; therefore, this section presents how EFL writing teachers view this type of
feedback. Although both teachers expressed a preference for teacher-student
conferencing, practically neither teacher engages in teacher-student conferencing in
which they talk to students individually about their own coursework. Sara offers oral
feedback only upon students’ requests because she replaces it with group discussion
where she orally explains repeated errors made by her students in the classroom to
all students (i.e., classroom oral feedback). Students who do not prefer to engage

during this group feedback can request one-to-one feedback. However, Noor offers
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this feedback to all students as she believes that is to encourage students to ask, but

no students, during the semester where data was collected, asked for this feedback.

| use oral discussions [classroom oral feedback] with the whole class for
recurring errors... individual oral feedback is more effective for some students,
who do not prefer group oral feedback. In addition, a few students come to my

office and ask about their corrections (Sara, Interview)

| prefer one-to-one oral feedback, because it encourages my students to ask
guestions, but this semester no one asked me at all about their feedback. So, |
have found it [classroom oral feedback] more effective to explain the main
repeated errors during the lesson, particularly as they generally do not read the

written comments | have provided on their essays. (Noor, Interview)

Additionally, Sara stated that she believed in the effectiveness of individual
teacher-student conferences, particularly to accommodate the needs of those less
inclined to participate in classroom discussion. On the other hand, Noor considered
classroom oral feedback to be more effective for her students, due to seeing them as
provoking less anxiety. Therefore, it would be fair to say that both teachers did not
neglect students’ writing errors and treated errors by using different methods (i.e.,
classroom oral feedback) by means of which errors were corrected and explained on
how to improve their writing accuracy. However, | observed that, although both
teachers preferred individual teacher-student conferencing, they were prevented from
pursuing this preference due to the problem that seems to be connected to the fact
that the multiple-draft process writing approach is not followed, despite the
recommendations and guidelines of the textbook to adopt a process-based approach.
The findings, then, substantiate the initial problem: the number of students in the
classroom which has led teachers to use classroom oral feedback. The reality is that,

due to this constraint, EFL writing teachers are facing challenges to use multiple types
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of feedback including teacher-student conferencing to enable students’ written texts
to be both correct and appropriate. Several factors also observed to prevent teachers
to practice the teacher-student conferencing and replace it by group conferencing

which will be presented in section 5.4.

5.34.2 Written Feedback

The teachers were questioned about their preference for written feedback, due
to this being the main type of feedback observed as being given in this study. Both
teachers responded that they preferred to use this type, although each described
different ways of delivering written feedback on students’ texts, as reflected in the

following extracts.

| use direct feedback as it is easier for students and usually, | do not prefer
underlining or circling, because it takes time for the student to understand, and
my purpose is to teach the student the correct form...but again this saves me
time when providing feedback, especially when the errors are minor, such as

spelling or punctuation. (Sara, Interview)

| prefer to write detailed comments, but | find that my students never read the
feedback. So, now I just indicate errors to justify their scores, as they are only
interested in their scores ... Direct or indirect feedback is not enough, as it

should be followed by one-to-one feedback. (Noor, interview)

The excerpts above indicate that Sara preferred direct written feedback, as this
facilitated her students’ understanding of her comments. She also reported her dislike
for indirect feedback, due to doubting her students’ capacity to understand. However,
as explored earlier in the first theme concerning teachers’ feedback, she made use of
indirect feedback, justifying this as saving her time. On the other hand, Noor expressed
a preference for making detailed comments, but she also acknowledged that she did

not reflect this in her practice, due to her perceptions of her students’ engagement with
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feedback, as explored in detail in Section 5.4.3.2. Moreover, she also stated that she
believed in a combination of direct or indirect written and one-to-one oral feedback.
This is in line with the views presented in the previous section in relation to one-to-one
feedback, despite the challenges preventing this from taking place in practice. As

noted above, these are further discussed in the following theme.

5.3.4.3 Peer Feedback

| also explored the teachers’ perception of peer feedback with the study
participants. This section therefore examines the teachers’ beliefs concerning this type
of feedback, in order to gain an insight into their understanding of its use in this EFL

university context.

During the interviews, both teachers expressed clear views of the lack of any

benefit they felt their students would gain from peer feedback:

| do not think students are able to correct each other’s errors; | cannot expect
much from them because of their lack of language competence ... although
they do help each other with essays and textbook exercises, giving feedback is

not practiced ... they are not familiar with peer-feedback. (Sara, Interview)

My students work in peer groups in the classroom during the brainstorming and
building sentences stages, which | consider as peer feedback ... However,
essays should be corrected by me, it is my responsibility ... Peer-feedback
would be useless in my class because | do not think the students would do it.

(Noor, Interview)

This demonstrates that neither teacher believes in the importance of peer
feedback and nor did they expect it from their students. In addition, both offered
differing explanations of why they did not expect, or encourage, their students to
engage in such feedback. Sara justified this through her students’ lack of familiarity
with this type of feedback, as well as their low level of language proficiency. Noor, on
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the other hand, attributed her unwillingness as being due to considering her students
would fail to engage in the process, as well as her belief that feedback was her sole
responsibility. This returns to the main perspective discussed in Section 5.3.1,
indicating the teachers generally viewed feedback as their personal responsibility. In
this regard, both teachers assumed a position of authority when it came to giving
feedback on students’ written texts, by viewing their students as receivers, because
students lack the ability to participate in the process of giving feedback. This accords
with the teachers’ practices of teaching writing, as discussed in Section 5.2.1, which

tends to be a teacher-centred approach, therefore limiting the role played by students.

In conclusion, this section has presented four sub-themes concerning the
teachers’ understanding of the benefits of given feedback on their students’ written
work. The discussion revealed that these beliefs mostly align with their practice of
teaching writing and giving feedback. However, a number were found to diverge
including as a result of the teachers’ attitudes towards students’ interest and
engagement with feedback. These aspects are explored through the next theme,
which | developed through my analysis of the various datasets, primarily in relation to
the interviews with the teachers, the students’ coursework and the examination

papers. This theme is presented in the following section.

5.4 Factors Influencing Teachers’ Process of Giving Feedback

As noted in the previous section, my analysis of the datasets generated an
inductive theme concerning the factors prompting teachers’ beliefs and practices in
giving feedback. This section explores these factors and their relation to the aspects
discussed in the two previous themes. This theme covers three sub-themes: Firstly,

contextual factors: these include time constraints and the large number of students in
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each class, as well as the lack of departmental policy and guidelines concerning
appropriate types of assessment. Secondly, the impact of the types of errors
committed on the teachers’ choice of feedback: this explores how types of errors made
by students in their written texts have shaped their practice of giving feedback. Thirdly,
teachers’ attitudes towards students’ competence, which also examines the response
of the latter to any feedback provided. These factors are outlined in Figure 5-14 and

discussed in detail below.

Large class sizes and time
constraints

Contextual Factors == Lack of Department Policy and
Guidelines

Types of students’ written
errors — Assessment Model

Students' Competence

Teachers' attitudes
towards Students

Teachers’ Attitudes Towards
Students’ Responses

Figure 5-14: Factors influencing teachers’ process of giving feedback

5.4.1 Contextual Factors

As introduced above, my analysis of the different datasets generated for this
study identified a number of contextual factors highlighting the challenges impacting
on the practice of teaching writing in general, and the process of giving feedback in

particular. This was crucial for the provision of a detailed contextual picture of the
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conditions under which these teachers are operating, as discussed in the current

section.

5411 Large Class Sizes and Time Constraints

One challenge the teachers highlighted concerned the size of their classes,
which prevented them from providing both detailed written feedback and one-to-one
oral feedback. This was patrticularly significant given the limited time available to

provide feedback to a large number of students.

If the number of students had been smaller, | could have been able to help them
improve and | could have given more feedback and also engaged them in one-
to-one oral feedback. But students are disadvantaged in this regard, because |
have fifty-two students in one class, and | have only three hours of lectures per
week. This means | am unable to set higher expectations for them. (Noor,

Interview)

Similarly, Sara, who had thirty-five students in her writing class, alluded to the

issue of time constraints when giving feedback, stating that she:

do[es] not provide written commentaries on each and every text, in order to
save time... | understand that large classes for sure affect the process of
teaching and learning writing, but | try to manage, and | feel what | am doing

fits this situation. (Sara, Interview)

These factors could explain the teachers’ reliance on the product-based
approach, which can be seen as dictating their focus on providing feedback only on
the final outcome of students’ writing. This indicates the significance of highlighting
these contextual factors and observing their impact on teachers’ practice of teaching
writing and giving feedback. It also demonstrates that these practices and beliefs do
not exist in a vacuum, but that it is important to view them in terms of the teachers’

lived realities in this particular context.

211



54.1.2 Lack of Departmental Policies and Guidelines

A further contextual factor identified through the interviews with the teachers
concerned the lack of departmental policies and guidelines for the teaching of writing
and giving the relevant feedback. This was partially explored in Section 5.2.1.3, in
which teachers reported lacking a set of criteria for assessing students’ written texts.

Noor noted that:

the department does not require teachers to respond to students’ writing in
specific ways and does not provide us with any guidelines to follow, | do what |
think is appropriate for the students, we have a textbook which we are required
to achieve the objective... we are not required to apply any specific teaching

methods. (Noor, Interview)

From my interview with Noor, it became clear that the departmental policies and
guidelines lacked any criteria concerning the giving of feedback on students’ written
work. On one hand, this interview implies a top-down policy approach to the
completion of teachers’ tasks while, on the other, it infers that the teachers remain to
some extent free when it comes to their practice. However, it could be argued that,
within the context of this study, this freedom failed to result in teachers’ complete
autonomy to teach according to their convictions, particularly in relation to the teaching
of writing and giving feedback. Furthermore, this did not ensure that teachers were
fully supported throughout the process of giving feedback. This was clarified when the
teachers discussed their professional training in the teaching of writing and giving
feedback, with both teachers reporting that they lacked any formal training or
guidance. Noor commented on this issue when discussing her duties regarding

assessment and the giving of feedback:

We are not required to provide feedback in any particular way... there is no

professional training to improve our response to the teaching of writing, with
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each lecturer responsible for their own subject matter. This is why | continue to
consult with my colleague in the men’s department regarding this course,
mainly in relation to teaching methods and marking, because he teaches the
same year [i.e., year four] and also because exams are identical for females

and male. (Noor, Interview)

This reveals the lack of support for lecturers from the English Department and
that this has led them to seek informal support in order to create their own guidelines
and to assist their practice. However, when | consulted the department’s objectives,
they clearly stated that the department was: “offering in-service academic and
professional training programmes for faculty members” (PU,2020). This could be as a
result of these being newly established universities, in which employee development
remains an ongoing process. However, teachers considered the choice of feedback

methods to be their duty to seek improvement on it by their own way:

This is my job, and | should be the one who knows the most about this stuff [i.e.
marking and giving feedback], but if we need help to improve our practice of
assessing and giving feedback, we return to our Head of Department, so she

can guide us and clarify any issue we are concerned about. (Sara, Interview)

Sara confirmed the existence of a lack of training courses and guidelines for
giving feedback, particularly as she tended to approach the Head of Department when
she needed support. This indicates that the lack of training and support for teachers
could explain their feedback practices, as well as this contributing to the non-

standardised practice of giving feedback identified in this study.

5.4.1.3 Assessment Model
As discussed previously in Section 5.2.1.3, the final examination represents
half of the module weightage (i.e. 50% of the module overall score), thus making it a

significant assessment for which teachers need to prepare their students when giving
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feedback on their coursework. In this particular context, there is a specific type of
examination and questions focused on language form, writing structure, and essay
genre (see Appendix 11). As noted above, the teachers generally focused on
language forms and essay organisation, i.e., to include three paragraphs, representing
the introduction, body and conclusion. Some of the final examination questions are
shown in Figure 5-15 and Figure 5-16, demonstrating that these clearly require
knowledge of language form (see Appendix 11, for the full sample of the examination

paper for Year Three).
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1. Buy books online and save money. (Use real conditional)
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Figure 5-15: Sara’s final examination paper (Year Three)

Question 3
A)Circle the correct quantity expression in eack sentence.

1. (Mam 4 lor of) creativity 18 necessary for cortam type

2. There are (a few / a little) places where the sea leve rising

3. (A little ._\L".x:ru'_."l bills in Congress have tried 1o protect Internet
4. Did you know that (a few / a lintle) sleep deprivation can harm
S. (A lor of / many) time is spent doing research on cures for cancer

S marks)

B)Rewrite the following sentences to show similarities or contrast. Choose the correct
connector in parentheses to add more coherence.

1. Limes are green. Lemons are yellow.  (similarly / unlike)

Figure 5-16: Noor’s final examination paper (Year Four)
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As reflected in their interviews and feedback, both teachers focused on

assisting their students to answer the questions in the examination. Sara reported that:

| always try to write comments on students’ coursework, so they can return to
them when preparing for exams, as they will be required to produce an essay
in the exam which has similar requirements regarding the use of paragraphs

and sentences. (Sara, Interview)

My analysis of Sara’s written feedback on her students’ coursework revealed
that she also provided comments on language form, as shown in the example

discussed in Section 5.2.2.3.

Additionally, Noor stated that:

Feedback helps students when they study for their exams...spelling and
sentence structure are very important to indicate [when giving feedback]
because students are not allowed to use a dictionary in the examination. This
is why | keep emphasising this aspect in their coursework...students do not
receive any feedback after the final exam, they just receive their final mark.

(Noor, Interview)

Thus, as a washback, it can be clearly observed that this type of assessment
assumes that students have grasped the use of both language and organisation, so
dictating that teachers focus on providing feedback primarily on these aspects of

writing.

The above discussion indicates that these contextual realities were found to
impact on teachers’ practice of giving feedback. In the following section, | examine a
further factor related to teachers’ feedback practices, this time related to the types of

errors made by students in their final written texts.
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5.4.2 Types of Students’ Written Errors

Throughout my analysis of my interviews with the teachers and their feedback

on written texts, | noted their feedback was influenced by the types of errors made by

students as shown in Figure 5-17 and Figure 5-18. These figures reveal that both

teachers gave written commentary instructing their students on the organisation of

essays, while employing error codes for errors related to spelling and the use of

tenses, including providing the correct form. The teachers’ choice of feedback can

therefore be seen as being influenced by the types of errors in their students’ work,

i.e., feedback on organisation took the form of commentary, whereas underlining was

used for sentences that required rephrasing.
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Figure 5-17: Example of WCF on form and organisation by Noor
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Figure 5-18: Example of WCF on form and content by Sara

The feedback from the teachers’ interviews confirmed the results of the analysis

of their feedback on students’ written texts, as indicated by Sara and Noor:

| choose to put indirect feedback when errors are minor, or for recurring errors,
to notify the student, as some errors like spelling or punctuation do not need to
be explained ... | use commentary feedback when | need to highlight something

students had failed to do. (Sara, Interview)

Language errors come first, | should indicate them. Errors on organisation are
also important to give feedback on but | will not repeat the same feedback on
organisation for each paper, | just mention it in one word or sentence without

mentioning exactly what went wrong and what to do. (Noor, interview)

In addition, both Sara and Noor reported using ‘oral discussion’ (i.e. group
feedback in the classroom following the students being given their written feedback on
their coursework), to discuss any recurring errors. Section 5.3.4.1 reveals that both
teachers expressed their preference for oral feedback in groups rather than on a one-
to-one basis, in particular due to the recurring types of errors found in their students’

217



written texts. This could be considered an effective method for dealing with large
classes, being a time saving means of delivering their feedback on a one-to-one basis.
My examination of the students’ coursework, and the interviews with the teachers,
both demonstrated that the types of feedback employed by the teachers tended to be
dependent on the form of errors found in their students’ written work, regardless of
their own personal preferences. In addition, it related to the teachers’ attitudes towards

their students, as discussed in the following section.

5.4.3 Teachers' Attitudes Towards Students

As noted earlier, the teachers’ attitudes towards their students, and in particular
their opinion of students’ competence and ability to respond to feedback, were
identified as impacting on their feedback practices. This current section explores this
aspect in detail. Firstly, | consider how teachers’ views of the competence of their
students influence their choice of certain types of feedback, i.e., peer feedback.

Secondly, | explore teachers’ attitudes towards students’ response to their feedback.

54.3.1 Students’ Competence

The issue of students’ competence frequently arose during my interview with
Sara, particularly as she considered a lack of competence in her year three students
to have prevented her from employing peer feedback, as discussed in Section 5.3.4.3.
Sara reported: “I do not think students are able to correct each other’s errors; | cannot
expect much from them because of their language competence”. Noor also discussed
the impact of her students’ lack of competence on her use of L1 (i.e. Arabic) when
communicating oral feedback in the classroom, noting that: “students are shy to

approach me because they do not want to speak English with me, so | allow them to
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ask in Arabic. This worked, as they started discussing the feedback in Arabic and take

notes”.

As shown in the analysis of teachers’ expectations of their students in Section
5.2.1.2, Noor also highlighted the importance of teachers’ attitude towards the

competence of their students:

Most of the students do not know how to use ideas, which | consider the biggest
problem. Their ideas are also limited, which means they do not know how to
express themselves and they therefore find it problematic to write academically
... Spelling is the most common problem amongst students, and they always

make errors in this area. (Noor, Interview)

This demonstrates the views of the teachers concerning the problems faced by their
students. It is noticeable that Noor categorised these into three areas: firstly, a lack of
ideas; secondly, difficulties with expression and writing academically; and thirdly,
surface level errors. Noor highlighted this last as a major problem, which is thus

explored in more detail in the following section.

5.4.3.2 Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Students’ Responses
As noted in the previous section, this study found the teachers’ attitudes
towards their students’ responses as being influential when it came to their provision

of feedback, as discussed below.

The first attitude was in relation to a lack of response to feedback. Noor, for

example, commented on how this influenced her use of oral and written feedback.

They never ask for the meaning of the error codes | provide on their feedback;
that is why | explain it to them in the classroom...I always invite them to ask me
about the feedback | provide, but they never do. For example, during this
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semester, no one asked me. That is why | explain the recurring errors on the
board. (Noor, Interview)

Although part of the teacher’s role is to explain the feedback system and error codes
employed, the above reveals that her students’ lack of response impacted on the
methods used by Noor to explain these systems. As also shown through her
preference for written feedback, as discussed in Section 5.3.4.2, Noor wished to offer
‘detailed comments’ to her students. However, this was also impeded by the students’
response, as she felt that: “they do not read the written comments provided on their
essays’. Furthermore, in response to her students only writing a single draft, she noted

that:

They only care about submitting and receiving their score. For example, last
year, | used detailed written feedback to develop their writing because | found
my students were responsive to my feedback. But this semester | have found
that students only care about their scores...so | feel | have no need to give more
comments, | just indicate errors to justify their scores, as they only ask about

scores. (Noor, Interview)

As noted earlier in the analysis of the teachers’ feedback, part of their
motivation was to justify the scores given to their students. The above comment by
Noor shows that she was also influenced by her belief in her students’ complete lack

of engagement with her written commentaries.

The second attitude was articulated by Sara, who stated that she was motivated
by her students’ response to her feedback. For example, she responded to the
guestion concerning the kind of response she tends to experience by noting: “some
students try to rewrite and ask again and again about their writing errors, which
motivates me to give them further explanation because | am here to teach and tell”.

This indicates that Sara was influenced by her students’ reactions, and so provided
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initial feedback to students, offering clarification upon request, including oral feedback.
Clearly, the responses from her students shaped her provision of oral discussions.
This was also reflected in Noor's comments concerning her students’ reaction to her
feedback, i.e. “if a student asks about my comments, or seeks clarification, of course

| am happy to explain, | always encourage them to do so”.

This demonstrates that teachers tend to be influenced by students’ response to
their feedback. Thus, the factors explored in this current section were identified as
exerting an influence on teachers’ feedback practices. Although teachers tended to
offer support and individual student-teacher conferences, they claimed that students
do not show an interest in asking for clarifications when they experience difficulties or
lack of understanding. However, it is not possible to establish a detailed picture, or
generate a nuanced understanding, of the process of giving feedback in this EFL
context, without considering the perspective of the students. The following sections
therefore explore the students’ expectations and preferences in relation to their
teachers’ feedback, both prior to, and following, receiving feedback on their first item

of coursework.

5.5 Students’ Expectations of Teacher’s Feedback

In accordance with its constructivist design, this study also examined the
students’ perspective of the process of giving feedback, to enable a more in-depth
understanding of this process. One area of exploration during the data collection
phase concerned students’ expectations and preferences prior to receiving feedback
on their first piece of coursework. | therefore formed the third research question in

this study to guide this investigation: ‘What are the EFL students’ expectations of
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their teachers’ feedback?’. The data generated to address this question were

analysed, resulting in three inductive themes, as presented in the Figure 5-19 below.

Figure 5-19: Inductive themes concerning feedback

These themes are explored in detail in the following three sections.

5.5.1 The Preferences and Attitudes of Students Towards the Different
Feedback Types

As noted above, this section considers the students’ preferences concerning
the different types of feedback. The data from the research generated three deductive
sub-themes in relation to: Firstly, students’ preferences regarding written feedback,
which analyses their views of the value of receiving written feedback, including
preferences regarding written feedback types and what their teacher should focus on
when giving feedback. Secondly, my analysis of their attitudes towards receiving

feedback from their peers. Thirdly, my analysis of students’ attitudes towards oral

feedback.
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Table 5-8 below demonstrates the evidence from students’ interviews in relation
to the first sub-theme, i.e., students' preference regarding different types of written
feedback.

Table 5-8: Students' preference regarding different types of written feedback
Students Preference

Jodi “I prefer corrective feedback...l want to have many comments...I
mean specific comments of what to do and what is wrong with
my writing.”

Kloud | “I think there is no need for feedback, because my scores will not
be changed...but when it comes to feedback preferences, yes, |
prefer direct correction for all my errors, so | can understand my
errors and see what the corrected form should be.”

Year:3

Lina “Yes, | prefer written corrective feedback more than other kinds,
because | want to know my errors directly from the teacher and
then rewrite my texts.”

Hana “I prefer to receive an indication of my errors and a written
explanation, because | would not understand what the indication
means without the correction.”

Asma | “I do not want underlining. | prefer to correct the error rather than
explore what the error might be...This makes it easier to
understand my errors and corrections when | study for the
exam.”

Year:4

Maha | “l prefer underlining of each error and written information
concerning the type of error.”

These extracts from most of the students’ interviews show that they were in
agreement when it came to the value of written feedback, albeit for a number of
different reasons. In addition, they articulated their preferences for different types of
written feedback, with the majority preferring direct corrective feedback, as they
related it to the importance of understanding their errors. In addition, Year Four
students Hana and Maha expressed a preference for indirect feedback, combined with

a written comment (i.e., combination of indirect and metalinguistic feedback as
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outlined in Chapter 3, Table 3-1). Jodi also expressed a preference for written
commentary, although she preferred this to be instructional, including indicating ways
she can improve her writing. Kloud, however, stated that she considered feedback
irrelevant, as it fails to improve her score. However, she did indicate her preference

for receiving direct feedback so that she is able to understand her errors.

The data revealed three reasons for students’ preferences in relation to written
feedback. Firstly, Asma considered it a resource for preparing for examinations.
Secondly, Lina viewed it as a valuable resource from the teacher, enabling her to
improve her future writing. Finally, they considered that it helped them to understand
their errors. These reasons match the teachers’ views of the purpose of feedback (see
Section 5.3.1), including the benefits of written feedback. This clearly demonstrates

the interconnection between the views of both teachers and students.

The following section presents students’ attitudes towards peer feedback.
Table 5-9 below evidences these attitudes by means of extracts from the interviews
with the students.

Table 5-9: Students' attitude towards peer feedback
Students Students’ Extracts (peer feedback)

Jodi “They are students like me, who benefit from the teacher’s
feedback. So why should | ask them, when we all need the

teacher’ feedback, not that of our peers?”

Kloud | “I do not think | would ask my peers for feedback on the

Year:3

coursework; each one is responsible for her own homework.”

Lina “No, we do not ask each other to correct the coursework, but we

discuss the topic together before writing it.”
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Hana | “Each student is responsible for her coursework, none of us show
it to our friends... the teacher did not ask us to correct the

coursework of our peers.”

Asma | “We do not do peer feedback; | think it is difficult for us to correct

grammar errors or write comments. We trust our teacher’s

Year:4

comments.”

Maha | “I might ask a student who is excellent in the classroom to help

me, but generally we do not correct the coursework of our peers.”

These extracts clearly demonstrate that the majority of the students did not
consider peer feedback to be beneficial, considering their teachers to be the sole
trusted source of any feedback. Additionally, Hana related this to the lack of
expectation to engage with peer feedback from their teachers. However, Maha
reported that she did not exclude the use of peer feedback if she considered her fellow
student to excel in class. Thus, their attitudes to peer feedback could be seen as
determined by their general lack of any experience. Furthermore, this current study
found that the students’ general attitude aligned with that of their teachers, as

discussed in Section 5.3.4.3.
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The following section discusses the students’ attitude towards oral feedback,

as demonstrated in Table 5-10.

Table 5-10: Students' attitude towards oral feedback

Students Students’ Extracts (oral feedback)
Jodi “Yes, oral feedback is good, so | can ask my teacher about any
error she indicates, or if | do not know how to correct it.”
™ Kloud | “I feel it would be important, because sometimes | do not wish to
§ ask the teacher during the session. | mean that, yes, | can visit
>_
her office and ask her about my writing.”
Lina “I do not know, but yes, | might ask for it”.
Maha | “Of course, | will ask the teacher; she is the one who knows about
our errors and writing difficulties.”
Asma | “I do not know, we do not apply it individually, but it is fine if | ask
% the teacher about anything in my writing. She is nice”.
()
>
Hana | “The teacher corrects each error. | think this means there is no
need for oral feedback, | just want it to be written down, so | can
read it anytime.”

This study found a mixture of responses regarding students’ attitudes towards
oral feedback, as shown in the table above. Jodi, Kloud and Maha were found to value
oral feedback, although this was not the case when it came to Lina and Asma, while
Hana reported that she felt she did not need such feedback. It is notable that these
represent the students’ attitudes expressed prior to being given any oral feedback on
their written texts during the period of the study (i.e., the second semester) and it
therefore may be that these attitudes relate to previous experiences of oral feedback

during the first semester.
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5.5.2 Students’ Preferences Concerning Feedback Focus
This section examines the wishes of students in relation to those aspects of
their writing they would prefer to be addressed by their teachers’ feedback on their
written text. Table 5-11 presents the evidence from the students’ interviews, showing
they are in agreement concerning those aspects they desired their teachers to focus
on when giving feedback.
Table 5-11: Students' responses to the aspects on which they preferred their

teachers to focus
Students Students’ Extracts

Jodi “I want to know my errors, especially when it comes to sentence
order and grammatical errors. | feel that the teacher should correct

them.”

Kloud | “The important thing is grammar, because | always make

Year:3

grammatical mistakes. Then vocabulary... grammar is a difficult
aspect, the teacher should correct each error. | am unable to

recognise my own grammatical errors.”

Lina “Grammar and spelling, for sure.”

Maha | “Grammar, sentence order and vocabulary... | cannot correct them

myself.”

Asma | “I know that | always write some sentences that are incorrect. |

want my teacher to correct my sentences because it is always

Year:4

difficult to write a full sentence without any errors.”

Hana | “Every single error... especially grammar, as it is so hard; | want
feedback on it.”
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The above demonstrates that all of the students wished their feedback to focus
on language form, in particular grammar and spelling, with the majority also agreeing
on the need to prioritise grammar. My observation from the interviews conducted with
students was that they instantly and consistently identified the most problematic areas
of writing competence to be grammatical issues, including spelling. As demonstrated
in Table 5-11 , the students found it difficult to address their own grammatical errors,
expecting that their teacher should undertake any corrections. These responses infer
a concurrence, as discussed in Section 5.2.2.3, between the students and their
teachers in relation to the need for feedback to focus on language form. In addition,
the majority of students wished their teachers to correct these two aspects when giving
feedback on their written texts, which also aligns with their preferences in terms of
written feedback, as presented in Table 5-8 . This could be due to their concerns being
focussed on these two aspects, or that their teacher tends to emphasise these in the
classroom and/or during previous feedback. Such preferences could also be due to
students’ expectations of those aspects they feel teachers should provide in their

feedback, as discussed below.

5.5.3 Types of Errors and Students’ Expectations

As explained earlier, this theme explores students’ expectations of the types of
errors they consider should be covered by their teachers. This theme therefore offers
an understanding of the types of errors on which students expect their teachers to
focus when giving feedback. Table 5-12 below presents extracts from the first

interviews with the students from both years on this theme.
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Table 5-12: Students’ expectations of teachers’ feedback focus

Students Students’ Extracts (teacher’s focus)

Jodi “She always focuses on grammar during the session and
explains how to write a sentence. That is why she pays
attention to spelling and grammar in my homework.”

% Kloud | “She provides me with a direct correction of spelling and
S grammar.”

Lina “Spelling and grammar are the main problems; she will correct
them.”

Maha | “Spelling, grammar, and how to organise an essay.”

Asma | “The teacher always gives attention to spelling, prepositions,

;' and punctuation marks.”
o

Hana | “Spelling, the format of the essay is important, as well as

capitalisation.”

These quotations from the interviews with the students from both years highlight
that their expectations included that their teachers would focus on errors made at the
level of language form. Additionally, the three students from Year Four also expected
their teacher to provide feedback on these errors, as well as those relating to
organisation and language mechanics, including capitalisation and punctuation. None
of the students mentioned further aspects, such as content and meaning. This could
be attributed to the following. First, the lack of clear instructions/handbook of the
requirements students were able to consult when generating their written texts. This
was clarified by the students’ stated expectations of the feedback, which were mainly
grounded in their assumption of their teacher’s focus, but without being drawn from

any formal guidelines.
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Second, the teachers’ own lack of focus on ideas and the content of the written
product, as stated by both teachers in Section 5.3.2, which could indicate why students
did not recognise the significance of content. Third, the reassessment of the students’
final assessment. As discussed earlier, this included questions that were multiple-
choice, true/false and gap-fill, as well as spelling tasks. These types of assessment
are common in the current learning context of this study, and could therefore explain

the students’ preferences and requirements when it comes to their teachers’ feedback.

In conclusion, this study found that students from Year Three and Year Four
placed similar values on feedback. The most valued form was written feedback, while
the least consisted of peer feedback, with a variation between their preferences for
oral feedback. Additionally, the students wished their teachers to focus on language
form, including mechanical errors. Nevertheless, students from both years agreed on
surface-level expectations for their feedback, and none mentioned the importance of

the development of ideas or the content of their written texts.

The above expectations consisted of those prior to the students receiving
feedback on their homework. Their experience after receiving the feedback (including
how this shaped their preferences and attitude) is addressed in the following section
by Research Question Four: What is the students’ experience of teachers’ feedback

on their written coursework?

5.6 Students’ Experiences of Teachers’ Feedback

As noted in the previous section, the interviews with the students examined
their experiences of feedback from their teachers, with the analysis generating three
major inductive themes: Firstly, the difficulties students encountered when dealing with

the feedback, which covers the three difficulties students highlighted in their
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interviews, i.e. a lack of understanding, misapprehension, and uncertainty. Secondly,
the factors causing these difficulties, relating in particular to students’ lack of
engagement with the feedback and the absence of communication between students
and teachers. Thirdly, students’ responses to the feedback, divided into: (1) emotional,

and (2) critical responses.

5.6.1 Difficulties of Dealing with The Feedback Provided

As noted above, this section presents the difficulties the students reported when
dealing with their teachers’ feedback. The sub-themes were developed from my
interviews with students, guided by a standard question concerning how they viewed
their feedback, for which | employed their corrected coursework as the stimulus. The

students reported three difficulties, as shown in Figure 5-20 below.

Figure 5-20: Types of students’ difficulties

The following sub-themes present the evidence discussed in relation to the first
theme in this section. Table 5-13, Table 5-14, Table 5-15 , and Table 5-16 display the
students’ statements concerning the difficulties they had encountered, alongside the
relevant aspect of feedback, with each being illustrated by a concrete example from

their coursework.

231



5.6.1.1 Lack of Understanding

The majority of students from both years reported that they failed to understand
the indirect feedback provided by their teachers. Interviews with students from both
years revealed that they experienced the greatest difficulty with indirect feedback, in
particular: (1) question marks across their written text; (2) circling of errors; and (3)
underlining. For example, Jodi stated that she found the question marks referring to
several words unclear and that she did not understand their meaning. In addition,
Kloud noted that she did not know what the teachers meant by circling a capitalisation
error in her essay. Another type of indirect feedback resulting in difficulties for
students, as reported by Lina and Maha, concerned an inability to understand

underlining of their text, as represented in the tables below.

Table 5-13: Difficulties explored with Year Three
Years Difficulties Evidence taken from students’ texts

identified from

interviews

Jodi

“| asked the teacher
about the question

marks because

they were not

clear.”

Year 3:

Kloud

“I did not know what | ene. Tn_additisw to_ercessive atification ——
to do.” A\u,_'b.-Kx%h_culwig__fmhkf._i’n__shmar.kwumaf 4
.@vsu_w_'m cveasts Haa_vrig k_o:{-__huhpi»\g. Stowaach)

Feedback Given by Teacher Sara

Lina
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“I don’t know what
the error is here.”

(underlining)

Pre
\
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Table 5-14: Difficulties explored with Year Four

Years Difficulties Evidence taken from students’ texts
identified from
interviews
Maha
§ “l don’t
i understand what
o f:J my errors are.” V&Maﬁsqm uJ\' Mold’5 K:C;pcb am LL k.?.s JM&'L
(O]
§ 5 WS?M&M%MC&A m_)ﬂALM\Nl
g _;é \AM f\m(JAM \s}( he fm\ n}\h mq DieCes ML‘MX&
% MMM& Sauce. ,pjj bes.aleio As@mddﬂtcl
LL
ithedoted ite— —

This shared pattern in reported difficulties goes beyond the students’ levels,

confirming that both experienced difficulties in understanding indirect feedback.

However, none of the students reported difficulties in understanding metalinguistic

feedback related to codes, i.e. ‘S’ indicating spelling errors and ‘G’ indicating grammar

errors.

This is most likely due to having been given a clear explanation of these error

codes by their teachers. Therefore, the lack of understanding is related to some types

of indirect feedback, (i.e. circling, underlining and question marks) that do not clearly

identify the nature of the error being highlighted.
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5.6.1.2 Uncertainty
The interviews with students revealed that they also experienced uncertainty

as to the meaning of the feedback, with some left to guess the relevance of some

symbols (i.e. circles, underlines, and arrows).

Table 5-15: Uncertainty of understanding feedback in Year Three

Years

Difficulties
identified from

interviews

Evidence taken from students’ texts

Year 3:
Feedback Given by Teacher Sara

Jodi

‘I am not sure
what this means
(circle). Maybe it
requires me to
correct the spelling
or remove the

word?”

Ditovce s 85 supombion s} aconph b oy

Kloud

“...maybe this is a

spelling error?”

:Samw_hwwﬁﬁm

“l think there is a

missing word.”

Jalgh_hmﬂﬁmas:r_be:.ue_"iﬁl\'\%k.ﬂ\hie.s}eni
JL\.Q!; in-the hlu,\o('

“...maybe she :}/
requires me to| ——Jht causes p\vul.e?f-co’_t_nu.ﬁé_t_gop_ ,
write more w’-“&“&k_nre_cxm.qmpld_ol-,_é iseases—-
i&mk__lm.r_usc.__m. _Mcidence.-o £ tem — —
sentences?’ Yecuse _of fast Pood. ~_long_Serdencs
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For example, Jodi believed that the error circled in her text required her to either
“correct the spelling” or “remove the word”. Kloud reported a similar issue with the use
of underlining and arrows to indicate her errors, guessing that the former indicated
spelling errors while the latter was used to address missing words. Moreover, Asma
reported a number of identical issues, as she had to guess the meaning of the
underlining in her feedback.

Table 5-16: Uncertainty of understanding feedback in Year Four
Years Difficulties Evidence taken from students’ texts

identified from

interviews

Asma

“Maybe structure

order?”

iy S S Gvam bang el Ko

Year 4:

yowr o8y an b ye el aciag {1

gw ey 5 ; Rl

W"\XIL. \iea \‘WW ﬂ“*g‘b‘ﬁ :

P

Feedback Given by Noor

In addition to the uncertainty relating to indirect feedback, Kloud from Year
Three also stated being unclear about the meaning of commentary feedback, in
particular the written commentary (i.e. ‘long sentence’) provided by her teacher. The

students indicated that they did not understand all of the written comments.

This could have arisen as a result of the way they were presented by the
teachers, or could be attributed to the impact of the practice of only requiring a single

draft. The factors contributing to the creation of these difficulties is discussed in detail

235



in the second theme concerning students’ experience of their teachers’ feedback. The
following section examines an additional difficulty in understanding, as observed in my

interviews with the students.

5.6.1.3 Misapprehension

This subtheme mainly refers to a misunderstanding by Lina, in relation to the
written commentary provided her teacher (i.e. Sara). As shown in Figure 5-21 , Lina
failed to understand the point made in the comment provided as feedback, as shown
in her comment questioning the meaning of this type of feedback: “I thought the
teacher was asking for another piece of coursework ...I don’t understand the
comment”. Lina eventually rewrote her comparative essay on another topic, rather
than working with the feedback to improve the same coursework, as shown in Figure
5-22 . Lina’s misapprehension of her teacher’s feedback shows that students can
sometimes misread clearly written feedback in this particular context. A discussion of

this particular point can be found in the discussion chapter.
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Figure 5-21: Lina's first draft
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Figure 5-22: Lina's second draft
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5.6.2 Lack of Communication and Neglecting Student-Teacher Dialogue

As reported above, it was found that students experienced difficulties dealing
with teachers’ feedback. Although it can be said that such difficulties may have been
emerged due to the lack of feedback clarity, my analysis of students’ interviews, along
with the feedback provided by their teachers on their written coursework, identified two
salient factors contributing to these difficulties regardless of the feedback clarity.
These two factors were inductively developed throughout the analysis. First, due to
the lack of multiple drafts in this context, students are found to lack the engagement
in the process of feedback leading them to experience difficulties. Second, students
are found to neglect to inquire for further clarifications although they may have not fully
understood the given feedback and teachers offer them the opportunity as reported in

Section 5.4.3.2.

5.6.2.1 Lack Of Engagement in Feedback Process

During this study, | observed the students’ lack of engagement when
responding to feedback on their written coursework. Furthermore, both Maha and
Kloud reported that they made no attempts to ask their teachers for clarification when
they experienced difficulties. This is clearly due to the fact that there is no redrafting
required, and the system of awarding marks without the students revising their texts.
Both students claimed that there was no need to ask as long as scores would not
change (i.e., Maha stated “Since | got full marks”, and Kloud stated “because it does

not improve the score”), as detailed below.
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First, | examine Maha’s response to the feedback provided in Figure 5-23

below, as discussed during her interview.

Figure 5-23: Maha's descriptive essay

Maha: | know what a process essay is, | did one last semester, but | do not

know what my error is...my essay is descriptive, as required.

Sahar: Have you asked your teacher about what the requirement was, or what

she meant by this, maybe?
Maha: Since | got full marks, why do | need to ask?

The above dialogue represents two main points. First, it reveals Maha'’s lack of
engagement with her teacher, even when she clearly faced difficulties in

understanding the purpose of the comment provided. However, the second point is
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represented by the final line of the dialogue, which refers to her feeling that she has
no need to make any unnecessary effort, when she has already achieved full marks

for her coursework.

My understanding of the feedback in Figure 5-23: Maha's descriptive essaythe
teacher is trying to notify Maha that the essay genre is not descriptive as required, and
the teacher assessed Maha on her language accuracy only, thus she got a full mark.
Maha, on the other hand, seems to lack understanding of the difference between the

descriptive and process essay and only paid attention to the score she received.

Second, Kloud also demonstrated a lack of engagement when attempting to
resolve the difficulties she faced in understanding her teacher’s feedback. As reported
in Table 5-15, Kloud tended to guess the meaning, but neither chose to communicate

with her teacher nor engage with the feedback, as follows:

Sahar: How do you handle the feedback?

Kloud: | don’'t do anything. | just receive my coursework and keep it to study

before the exam.
Sahar: Did you ask your teacher about the feedback at all?
Kloud: No, I didn't.

The first part of the dialogue shows that Kloud was one of those students who
kept the teachers’ feedback as a resource when preparing for the examination.
However, despite her uncertainty about the meaning of the feedback, she did not ask
her teacher to clarify this uncertainty. Kloud’s lack of engagement is in line with her
attitude towards the value of the feedback, in particular her comment: “I think there is
no need for feedback, because it does not improve the score”. This attitude could be

attributed to the product-based practice of teaching writing (i.e. single draft), which
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places a higher value on the mark given to the students’ coursework than the feedback

itself.

5.6.2.2 Neglecting Student-Teacher Dialogue

The second factor emerging through the analysis of my interviews with the
students refers to their failure to initiate a dialogue with their teachers in order to
address the difficulties they encountered when receiving feedback. The majority of
students tended to lack an understanding of the importance of communication with
their teachers to resolve their concerns. When prompted about their ways of handling

problematic feedback, they answered as represented in the following excerpt:

Sahar: How do you handle feedback you found difficult to understand?

Lina: | try to understand the teacher's comment and translate it by means of

Google.
Jodi: I just read it and look at errors | have made.
Hana: | look at the scores and see what errors | have made.

Asma: | look at the correction and the score. Then, if | do not understand why

| got less than 5, | asked my teacher to explain.

Maha: | use a dictionary app to correct my spelling and write the words | got

wrong in a list, so | can use it when studying for the exam.

It is significant that none of these students considered any need to engage in a
dialogue with their teachers concerning the difficulties they faced concerning their
feedback. However, the students differed in their methods of replacing such a
dialogue, i.e., Lina and Maha both consulted technological resources. In addition, they
tended to focus primarily on their score, with Asma noting that she asked her teacher
to explain the score but not her feedback. This concurs with the view expressed by

both teachers that their students’ only interest was with scores, as examined in Section
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5.4.3.2. This indicates that the lack of mediation by teachers following feedback tends
to limit the students’ opportunity to improve their written work and maximise their

understanding of their teachers’ feedback.

Thus, the two most significant factors identified throughout the interviews with
students are: firstly, their lack of engagement with feedback on their work, and
secondly, their reluctance to engage in dialogue with their teacher to benefit from the
written feedback. In addition, the students clearly stated that the type of feedback used
by teachers (in particular indirect feedback and written commentary) contributed to
their difficulties. Although it can be claimed that some feedback provided (e.g. shown
in Table 5-13 and Table 5-14 ) was not understood, students were not required to
redraft and did not benefit from the opportunity of individual conferences that their
teachers offered. Students could have asked for clarifications leading these difficulties
to be mitigated. The next section discusses students’ responses to the feedback they

received from their teachers.

5.6.3 Students’ Responses to Feedback

This theme examines the students’ views of their teachers’ feedback, as
expressed in the interviews. This feedback is classified into two main categories of
response in Figure 5-24: first, the students’ emotional response to their teacher’s
feedback and second, the students’ critical responses to feedback, including the
different types of feedback provided on their written texts. These are discussed in

further depth in the following two sections.
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Figure 5-24: Types of student responses to feedback
5.6.3.1 Emotional Response
As noted above, the students’ emotional response to their teachers’ feedback

was an overarching sub-theme for both cases. One response consisted of sadness

and shock, as expressed by Jodi:

| was really sad, because when | read the feedback, | thought my level in writing
was really low. This was because the teacher underlined the same spelling
errors throughout the paragraphs, so | was shocked when | saw the paper
before analysing the feedback. But | eventually understood that it was just one

error being picked up again and again. (Jodi, Interview)

This indicates Jodi’s awareness of her emotions upon receiving the feedback,
including being reassured once she understood she was seeing the same error being
repeatedly underlined (i.e. the words “flowrs” and “flowr”), as demonstrated in Figure

5-25 below.
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Figure 5-25: Teacher indirect feedback affected Jodi emotionally

In addition, the practise of feedback shown above indicates that the practice of
underlining the same error across the whole coursework could, for some students,
generate negative emotions. However, a number of students, including Jodi,
appreciated such feedback in certain situations. For example, in the conversation
discussed above, Jodi expressed gratitude and appreciation towards written
commentary that clearly informed her of the steps she should take to improve her

writing, as represented in Figure 5-26.

Figure 5-26: A comment Jodi found beneficial

Commenting on this feedback, Jodi observed: “this comment was really helpful,
| understood it well, because she explained to me the uses of ‘has’ and ‘have’ in the

sentence, which | documented in my notes”.
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Asma also expressed appreciation for the written commentary shown in Figure 5-27

below, stating:

This comment is easy to understand. I've always found written commentaries
clear. | would like to receive this for each piece of coursework, as | can translate
it and understand it. The comments are very helpful... error codes are also
helpful for minor errors, suchmas spelling, as | can easily search for the

correction ... | always pay attention to each correction. (Asma, Interview).
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Figure 5-27: A comment given to Asma

The above demonstrates the student’s gratitude for this type of feedback as

well as her attempts to improve her writing.

Additionally, the remainder of the students reported being satisfied to see red

ink on their coursework as a form of feedback, as noted by Kloud and Lina:

It's okay with me, and | never ignore any feedback, | have to read every bit.
Because | trust my teacher's comments, | do not even discuss it with her,
because | know she is the one who has the expertise to comment on my essay.
In addition, she explains quite a bit about our errors in the classroom, and,
frankly, we have learned a lot from her feedback in the class, which | feel has

improved my writing. (Kloud, Interview)

Of course, | would like to receive feedback from my teacher, and | read it even
if it means that | have many errors, but it is for me to know my errors and not
repeat them again...| read all the comments given, even if they are long,
because | need to improve my English and learn from my teacher ... | feel happy
when | see many comments, because | can refer to them later when | am

studying for the exams ... | am a learner; | expect feedback. (Lina, Interview)
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In addition to the acceptance of written feedback on their coursework, some
students (particularly those from Year Four) expressed an appreciation of their
teacher’'s immediate oral feedback in the classroom as they were developing their

written texts, as demonstrated by Hana and Maha:

The feedback she gives in the classroom is really important and | try to record
it as she explains. Sometimes during the lesson, | show her a sentence | have
written to ask for her feedback, and she corrects it for me. | mean, | understand

it when she explains it to me. (Hana, Interview)

The best thing the teacher does is when she goes around the classroom while
we write, and points to our correct writing and our errors. | mean, she helps us
in the development of our texts before we submit them. That is why she does
not provide me with much written feedback. (Maha, Interview)

The above comments demonstrate the students’ gratitude towards their
teacher's feedback during the lesson, particularly in relation to grammar and
organisation of their written coursework. In addition, the interviews with the students
revealed the teaching of writing during lessons appeared to follow the stages of the

process approach, including teachers reviewing their writing.

In addition to these emotional responses, there was also a consistently critical
response from students to the different types of teachers’ feedback in relation to their

written texts, as discussed below.

5.6.3.2 Critical Response

As previously discussed, Jodi demonstrated an awareness of her emotions
upon receiving her feedback, manifested through the response she expressed after
the simultaneous experience of negative emotions and being appreciative. This

response formed a critique of her teacher’s feedback, as well as an indication of how
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she felt it should be, as demonstrated in response to the repeated underlining of errors

and to the corrections shown in Figure 5-28 below.
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Figure 5-28: Comments criticised by Jodi

Jodi said:

Feedback should only be provided when there are major errors, such as at the
level of syntax, rather than just spelling or word choice [pointing at the word
‘film’ line two]. For example, [pointing at the cross (X) symbol used to cross out
the pronoun it], this is a minor error, and it should not be marked like this. | don’t
understand why it is crossed out in the first place. | feel the teacher should

provide written comments for major errors only. (Jodi, Interview)
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Another critical response was that of Kloud to the feedback shown in Figure

5-29 below.
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Figure 5-29: Comments criticised by Kloud

Kloud stated:

The feedback is supposed to be detailed, not just providing general comments
like this [pointing at the comment in Figure 5-29]. For example, the teachers
could explain why this is t an error and provide a correction...if there is not a
detailed comment to explain the correction, | would rather have direct corrective
feedback, or she should explain it in the classroom...the error codes are so
important, and at least | understand the nature of the error better than when

she uses underlining and circling, which | feel are useless. (Kloud, Interview)
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This shows that, although Kloud possessed a literal understanding of its
meaning, she still criticised the brief comment provided by the teacher and suggested

the kinds of feedback she would have found more effective.

Furthermore, Hana criticised the feedback provided by Noor, the Year Four

teacher:

[Pointing at the feedback represented in Figure 5-30] | feel that her feedback is
so simple, it is not beneficial. | do not want to explore my errors, as she has
shown me here. She is supposed to provide direct corrections, so | can see my

errors and her corrections (Hana, Interview).
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Figure 5-30: Example of Noor’s feedback on Hana’s coursework

In a similar vein, and following an appreciative response to her teacher’s
feedback, Hana provided this criticism on another type of feedback “...I know what

‘ST’ means, but no need for it without the correction of the sentence”.
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Moreover, in her interview, Lina also demonstrated a critical response towards
the oral feedback provided by the teacher, as shown in Figure 5-31, acknowledging
her lack of understanding of written comments and criticising her teacher’s response.
Recalling her conversation with the teacher in her office, Lina highlighted the
importance of oral follow up to explain the teacher’s written comments but claimed that
it should be done in a language the student understands. In her case, she raised the
significance of using her first language to maximise her understanding of her teacher’s
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Figure 5-31: Sara’s feedback for Lina which led to a request for oral feedback

| do not like the comments provided by the teacher, as | do not understand what
is required. | wish she explained them to me, because when | asked her about
this one [pointing at the first comment in the feedback shown in Figure 5-31],
she replied to me in English saying that | sounded as if | was talking to objects,
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and it was not clear. | did not understand her answer, so, | kept at it and asked
her again. It was only then that she answered me in Arabic, saying that my
ideas were not clear. So, it is important to me that the oral explanation is given
in Arabic, to enable me to understand and benefit from the feedback. (Lina,

Interview).
The following section concludes the findings presented in this chapter.
5.7 Summary

This section summarises the major findings relating to the research questions

reported in this chapter.

Research Question One: What is the process of giving feedback to EFL bachelor

students at Prince University?

The findings to this question identified two themes: (1) the teachers’ practice of
teaching writing and (2) how teachers provide feedback.

The first theme focused on the teachers’ practice of teaching writing. The
second theme focused on the teachers’ methods of providing feedback and generated
three sub-themes: (1) the overall strategy used when responding to students’ text; (2)
the types of feedback employed, and (3) feedback focus. This study found that, even
when it was not a requirement of their department, the teachers tended to give
feedback, using four different forms (i.e. commentary, direct, indirect, and
metalinguistic) in response to the types of errors they identified in the students’
coursework. The study found that the teachers offered oral feedback to the entire
class, but only if the students asked for further clarification, or if there were recurring
errors. The teachers were found to prefer providing written feedback on students’
coursework, due to considering that feedback should focus primarily on language form

and essay organisation, followed by content.
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Research Question Two: What is the understanding of feedback held by teachers of

writing and their beliefs concerning the giving of feedback in relation to their students’
written coursework?

The findings in response to the second research question investigated the
teachers’ preferences when giving feedback on students’ written coursework in this
EFL university context. The analysis of teachers’ interviews identified the following
themes: (1) that the responsibility for feedback provision rested exclusively with the
teacher; (2) the focus of feedback; and (3) the importance of marking students’ texts
to encourage them to pay attention to the feedback and feedback preferences.

First, both teachers believed it was their personal responsibility to give
feedback, as this improved their students’ writing competence as well as helping them
when preparing for examinations. The teachers also believed that highlighting
students’ errors helped demonstrate the reasons for their scores. The teachers also
agreed that giving scores to students was a way of maximising their engagement, as
both teachers assumed that their students did not read the feedback.

Second, the study found the teachers focused primarily on language form,
organisation and genre, so being generally aligned with the students’ own
expectations. The large number of students in each class, and the considerable
amount of coursework they were required to mark, led the teachers to prefer using
group discussion to explain any recurring errors and provide indirect feedback.
Another common preference was for one-to-one oral feedback, along with direct and
detailed feedback commentary.

Third, the chapter reported on the factors impacting teachers in the process of
giving feedback. These consisted of: (1) contextual factors; (2) types of students’

writing errors; and (3) teachers’ attitudes towards students.
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First, the contextual factors consisted of the large number of pupils in each
class, along with time constraints, and a lack of department policies, guidelines and
assessment models. Second, the types of errors made by students in their coursework
tended to impact on the types and focus of the teachers’ feedback. Third, teachers’
attitudes towards their students’ competence, as well as their perceptions of students’
response to feedback, were also found to influence teachers’ practices of giving
feedback. This study highlighted several factors from the datasets, showing both
matches and mismatches between teachers’ beliefs and their feedback practices.
These factors, along with their impact on the students’ ability to understand feedback,

are discussed in the following chapter.

Research Question Three: What are the EFL students’ expectations of their

teachers’ feedback?

The findings concerning the third research question exploring students’ initial
expectations of their teachers’ feedback identified three themes: (1) the preferences
and attitudes towards different feedback types; (2) students’ preferences of feedback
focus; and (3) types of errors and students’ expectations.

First, the students were found to share a preference for written feedback, in
particular direct corrective feedback. The research identified a variety of responses to
oral feedback, with some students expressing a preference, while others did not
consider that it served any purpose. The least favoured form was found to be peer
feedback, for which none of the students expressed a preference for this. Second,
students shared their preferences when it came to the focus of feedback, stating that
they preferred this to concentrate on language form. This could be due to language
form being the most important aspect they needed to improve, or due to their beliefs

that such feedback would ensure they were fully prepared for examinations, which
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include the understanding of language form. Third, while they preferred to be given
feedback on language form, they also expected comments on their organisation. This
study concluded that such expectations may have arisen due to their previous
experience of feedback.

Research Question Four: What is the students’ experience of teachers’ feedback

on their written coursework?

The findings to the fourth research question explored students’ experiences of
teachers’ feedback in relation to the following themes: (1) difficulties of dealing with
feedback, (2) a lack of communication and neglecting student-teacher dialogue and
(3) students’ responses to the feedback. The first theme concerning difficulties of
dealing with feedback found that the students faced three major difficulties when
handling feedback: (1) a lack of understanding, (2) uncertainty, and (3)
misapprehension. The second theme concerning a lack of communication explored
two main factors identified as contributing to these difficulties, i.e. students’ lack of
engagement with feedback and an absence of student-teacher dialogue. The final
theme, focusing on students’ responses to feedback, examined students’ emotional
and critical responses to their teachers’ feedback.

This demonstrates that the findings were generated and developed in a manner
to facilitate a fuller understanding of the process of giving feedback by means of a
case study of a recently established Saudi university EFL context. The following
chapter discusses these findings in relation to the relevant empirical literature and ESL

theories concerning the use of feedback.
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION

6.1 Overview

This chapter discusses the key research findings of this study, with reference
to the existing literature and studies in the different contexts, particularly the Saudi
context. The chapter is divided into three sections; the first section 6.2 discusses the
main findings concerning findings of research questions one and two, regarding the
views and practices of the feedback process of EFL teachers at Prince University in
Saudi Arabia. The second section 6.3 concerns the main findings related to the third
research question, namely students’ expectations including their perception of
feedback on their writing. The third section 6.4 discusses the findings of the fourth
research question that concerns the challenges students experience when dealing
with feedback, and their responses to it. The chapter concludes by highlighting the
main points, in order that their implications and the associated recommendations can
be made in the next chapter.
6.2 Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices Regarding Feedback

Provision in the EFL Context of a Recently Established Saudi
University

This section presents five key themes arising from the exploration of the first
two research questions (RQ1 and RQZ2) regarding teachers’ beliefs and practices,
each of which is discussed separately presenting a variety of factors that are observed
to affect teachers’ process of feedback provision. These five themes concern
teachers’ responsibility for feedback prevision, teachers’ reliance on written feedback
on the final product, teachers’ conflicting views on direct and indirect feedback,
teachers’ focus when providing feedback, and teachers’ strategies when responding

to students’ written coursework.
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6.2.1 Responsibility for Feedback Provision Rests with Teachers

An interesting key finding of the current study was the belief among the
teachers concerning the process of feedback provision that it is entirely their
responsibility. This belief was manifest in their practice and understanding of the
process of feedback provision. Moreover, teachers did not consider peer feedback to
be a valuable resource in the process of teaching writing, and it was not applied in the
context concerned. This view of feedback as solely a teacher’s responsibility produced
an authoritative feedback provision practice, as evidenced in Section 5.3.4.3. The
findings revealed that there was an alignment between the teachers’ beliefs and
practices regarding where the authority to provide feedback lay. From a ZPD
perspective, this finding indicates that teachers as experts believed that they helped
their students through the use of written feedback as a scaffolding learning tool by
creating an opportunity for students to develop their knowledge and support them to
move from other regulation to self-regulation (Mustafa, 2012). For the self-regulation
to be achieved, the role of teachers must first be to provide a sufficient amount of
support to complete the task and then decrease the amount of scaffolding
progressively until students become capable of completing the task independently
(Elicker, 1995). Thus, teachers are responsible for introducing social interaction
opportunities with ‘more capable peers’ through a peer feedback model (Mustafa,
2012). In this current study, as clearly observed from the findings, there is a lack of
interaction between students and teachers and between peers during the writing and
feedback process.

There are several contextual factors that were explored across the analysis of
the datasets generated for this study. First, teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards

feedback source, as explored in Sections 5.4.3 and 5.5.1. On one hand, students
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believe that feedback is teachers’ responsibility and can only be done by teachers.
More importantly, they have no confidence in their peers to provide feedback (Section
5.5.1), as they only trust teachers’ knowledge and ability. This is in line with previous
studies’ findings on different EFL contexts such as Hamouda (2011); Mahfoodh (2011)
and Srichanyachon (2012), as discussed in Chapter 3. On the other hand, even
teachers believe feedback is their responsibility, but also believe that students are
unable to provide each other with feedback, therefore they are the only source of
feedback. This is also reported in various studies such as Shulin (2013) and Ferris
(2014) who conducted their studies on EFL and ESL teachers, respectively. Clearly,
this seems to be a common issue among various contexts, but | believe in the current
study context it can be highlighted due to the fact that teachers and students do not
engage with each other sufficiently during the writing sessions.

A second contextual factor is the absence of both feedback policy and
guidelines, and professional training in providing feedback, as explored in Section
5.4.1.2. As reported in Chapter 5, these two elements were responsible for the
teachers’ belief that it was their responsibility to develop their own feedback guidelines
and may have shaped their non-standard approach to the practice of feedback
provision. Moreover, the findings also demonstrated that teachers accessed informal
support resources, such as consulting their male colleagues at the university (Section
5.2.1.3), as explored in the case of the participant Noor, and seeking the support of
the head of the department only when needed. Evidently, in this context in which the
teachers were held accountable for achieving the learning outcomes set by the
department, and in the absence of guidelines and professional training to support them
in the process of providing feedback, this is seen to shape their beliefs and practices

concerning where the authority to provide feedback lay. However, according to
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Alshahrani and Storch (2014), who conducted their study in a similar context (i.e., a
Saudi university EFL context), the provision of feedback institutional guidelines may
prevent teachers from teaching in a way that aligns their beliefs. Teachers were
required to strictly follow the university’s feedback policy that dictated the provision of
indirect feedback using error codes. This was criticised by teachers as they believe
that feedback should vary depending upon students’ language proficiency. Another
study conducted by Lee (2008) where institutional guidelines were provided showed
that a lack of training on feedback guidelines is a factor that influenced teachers’
practice. In other words, from these two studies, it can be observed that although
institutional guidelines of the provision on feedback were provided, teachers wished
to have some freedom of choice when providing feedback, and training on feedback
practise is needed as Lee claimed. Giving the findings reported in this current study,
teachers lack both training and guidance, which made feedback non-standard in the
case of both teachers (i.e., Noor and Sara). Therefore, | believe that it is hard to
determine whether teachers in this context should be provided with institutional
guidelines to be followed or not. However, | strongly argue that sufficient training is
important in any teaching writing context, particularly this context, as once provided,
despite the presence or absence of guidelines, teachers can develop or adapt the
most suitable model of feedback for the context and their students. In other words, the
provision of appropriate professional training regardless of the provision of consistent
institutional guidelines, | believe, can contribute to not only standardising the practice
of feedback provision, but also empower teachers to embrace the use of other forms
of feedback, such as peer feedback, thereby bridging the gap between themselves

and their students.
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6.2.2 Written Feedback Is Provided on the Final Product

The analysis of the different datasets indicated the teachers’ reliance on the
use of written feedback over other feedback types on the final product. A possible
explanation for the preferred use of this practice is due to the writing teaching model

followed by the teachers as illustrated in Section 5.2.1.1.

From the findings, it was found that there are a number of factors that have
contributed to the shaping of this approach to feedback provision in this context. First,
the large number of students in the writing classroom in this context (i.e., 35 in year
three and 52 in year four) and the limited amount of time that teachers had for teaching,
marking and supporting students was reported to be an influential factor. These
constraints teachers’ practice of providing feedback only on the final outcome of the
students’ writing, and not requiring multiple drafts. These two factors seem clearly
interrelated and have been reported in various studies that were conducted on
different contexts concerning feedback practices, such as Lee (2009), Ferris et al.
(2011b), Ferris (2014), and Junqueira and Payant (2015), as detailed in Section 3.6.2.
For example, Lee (2009) conducted a study on an EFL context and found that the
factor that prevented teachers from employing the multiple draft approach was
because teachers lacked sufficient time, as they needed to cover additional writing
topics to prepare their students for the examination. Therefore, as observed from
previous studies and the current study, teachers opt to use written feedback and
evaluate only the final product of their students’ written texts because of the limited

time they are able to devote to the large number of students in their classrooms.

Second, teachers’ background is seen to influence their decision to provide
feedback only on the final product. As presented in Section 4.3.2 , both teachers
participating in this current study were EFL teachers who originally trained as linguists,
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and qualified in English Literature and Applied Linguistics. Therefore, they are not

specialised in Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL).

This binding ties in with the observation of Ferris (2003a) that “many L2 writing
teachers (trained by linguists rather than rhetoric/composition experts) were
responding to single-draft student products as language practice rather than written
expression” (p.22). In terms of the teachers in the current study, they seem to lack the
pedagogical knowledge of how to teach writing, and how to respond to students’
written texts as multiple drafts. However, it should be noted that the influence of
teachers’ background on their practice of teaching writing and giving feedback was not
explored directly during the data generation phase in this study. Hence, further
research might be needed to explore teachers’ perspectives concerning how their
training background shaped their practice of responding to students’ writing. | believe
if teachers were well trained to respond to multiple drafts, the issue of responding only
to the final product could be addressed. However, besides teachers being trained as
linguists, it is also found that they lack professional training on giving feedback, as

already discussed on Section 5.4.1.2, and reported as a factor affecting their beliefs.

6.2.3 Conflicting Views on Direct or Indirect Feedback

Findings of the current study illustrated the contradictory nature of the teachers’
beliefs and practices regarding direct and indirect feedback. First, the vast majority of
feedback provided on the written coursework from both teachers was indirect
compared to the direct feedback, and the analysis of the teachers’ interviews
demonstrated the existence of different attitudes towards the use of direct and indirect
feedback. For example, Sara believed that direct feedback was preferable, but she
also employed indirect feedback, justifying this by explaining that it saved her time and
was sometimes more appropriate for the nature of the error type. Meanwhile, Noor
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held a similar belief, explaining in her interview that “direct or indirect feedback is not
enough”, and that the feedback she provided on her students’ writing was mostly in
the form of indirect feedback and error codes, a practice that she explained she
employed “to justify their scores” (see Section 5.3.4.2). As Borg (2003) argued, such
findings were not surprising, given the myriad factors that hinder teachers’ practice of
their beliefs, such as large class size, limited instructional time, and preoccupation with
exam preparation. In the context of the current study, some of the factors that
hampered the teachers’ practice of their preferred form of feedback were contextual
factors, such as saving time due to their heavy workload. This concurred with recent
EFL studies, such as those by $akrak-Ekin and Balgikanh (2019) and Mao and
Crosthwaite (2019). It should be noted that the student population in the latter study
was non-English major, although they were taught by EFL writing teachers. It can
therefore be argued that the misalignment of EFL teachers’ beliefs and practices, due
to the contextual factors discussed above, tends to be the same, regardless of
students’ major.

The practice of providing direct and indirect feedback, as discussed in Section
5.2.2, does not align with the sociocultural theory view (Section 3.5.4) that scaffolded
feedback should commence with the provision of indirect feedback. This can
demonstrate to the teacher the student’s ability to respond to feedback, whether in
their essays, or in the form of oral feedback. If the students demonstrate an ability to
handle such feedback, teachers should continue offering it in the same form, but if
teachers find that their students experience challenges in handing such feedback, they
should provide direct correction instead. Accordingly, students gradually shift from
receiving regulated forms of feedback, namely direct feedback, to self-regulated forms,

namely indirect feedback. As Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) explained, “all types of
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feedback are potentially relevant for learning, but their relevance depends on where
in the learner’'s ZPD a particular property of the L2 is situated” (p.480). They added
that mediation must be contingent, hence teachers must balance the giving and
withholding of assistance, according to the student's progression through a task. Their
recommendation was not followed by teachers in the current study, in which all the
students received a similar form of feedback, regardless of their state of progression.
Teachers, as discussed in Section 6.2.2, only provide feedback on the final product,
so multiple drafts are not employed. This limits the opportunity of scaffolding students
and makes it difficult to track students’ progress regarding their ZPD.

Second, in terms of the written commentary provided by both teachers in the
current study, the students’ written texts included commentaries in the form of both
imperatives and statements, but each teacher reported a different purpose for this
practice. Sara explained that she used commentary to highlight something that the
student had failed to understand, such as the format of paragraphs (Section 5.4.2), or
to provide a reference for the student when preparing for their exam (Section 5.4.1.3).
However, Noor provided only four commentaries across all the coursework she
marked, preferring to use a multitude of detailed comments if her students were
sufficiently engaged to read her feedback (see Section 5.3.4.2).

Therefore, from the teachers’ perspective, the types of error and their attitude
towards the students were the factors that shaped their practice of providing written
commentary in their feedback. This finding supported the argument of Goldstein
(2004) that the quality of students’ written texts guides the teacher’s approach to
providing commentary. For example, Goldstein states that students’ grammatical and
lexical errors shape teachers’ practice of commentary feedback. This is also evident

in this current study as in the case of Sara, who provided feedback according to the
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type of errors her students made in their texts. Her practice reflected the claim of
Goldstein (2004:67) that “attitudes towards each student, ... expectation of students
at a particular level, and expectations of particular students” are factors that shape a
teacher’s responses. Noor’s practice also reflected her attitude towards her students.
According to Goldstein (2004), in order to study the contextual factors that affect the
nature of a teacher’'s commentary on their students’ work, the context and the factors
that influence both teachers and students should be acknowledged. Therefore, | argue
that the contextual factors that affected the teachers’ commentary in the current study
are the expectations they had of their students regarding their writing homework, such
as the length and format of the essay required (Section 5.2.1.2). These expectations
were an influential factor in the teachers’ use of commentary feedback. Additionally,
the focus of the teacher when responding to their students have been a factor, and
they may have found it difficult to provide written commentary on content and rhetorical
concerns in the way they believed was effective, because of the need in EFL teaching
to correct students’ grammatical and lexical errors, as discussed in detail in the
following section.

Moreover, Goldstein (2004) also reported that large class size is an influential
contextual factor, stating that “full-time faculty with classes of 25-30 students each
can find it quite difficult to give as much, as frequent, and as effective commentary as
they would like” (Goldstein, 2004, p.66). This current study also considers this factor
shaping both teachers’ belief and practice as discussed in Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, in
particularly in correction with written feedback.

It can be argued that all of the factors discussed above shaped the teachers’
beliefs, and guided their feedback practice, supporting Goldstein’s (2004) argument

regarding the role of context in shaping teachers’ approach to commentary provision.
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6.2.4 Feedback Focus

Another important area of feedback investigated in this study is the type of
errors that the EFL writing teachers focused on when providing written feedback. The
findings of the teacher-focused analysis revealed that both teachers had a similar
focus when responding to their students’ writing. Both teachers used direct, indirect
and metalinguistic feedback on language form errors, written commentaries on the
organisation of the essay, and indirect feedback on meaning (see Section 5.2.2.3). It
was reported from the findings that teachers were consistent regarding their beliefs
and practices in terms of feedback focus. They believed that the focus of feedback
should be on language accuracy and organisation, which was aligned with their
practices (see Section 5.