
LEBANESE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY     

 

TEACHERS’ FEEDBACK ON ESSAY WRITING 
By 

Reem Hussein Hamade 

 

 

 

A thesis Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 

the degree of Master of Arts in Education 
 

 

 

 

School of Arts and Sciences 

May 2020 



 

ii 
 

Thesis Approval Form 

 







v 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

 Foremost, I would like to express my sincere appreciation to my thesis 

advisor, Dr. Ahmad Oueini, who guided, supported, and encouraged me throughout 

this project to be professional and steered me in the right direction whenever he 

thought I needed it.  Without his assistance and dedicated involvement in every step 

throughout the project, this paper would have never been accomplished.  

 A very special thanks to Dr. Rima Bahous I am gratefully indebted to her for 

the trust she deposited in my work and for her patient guidance, enthusiastic 

encouragement, and insightful comments. 

 My thanks are also extended to Dr. Mona Nabhani for her very valuable 

and useful comments on my thesis. 

 Last, and most importantly, none of this could have happened without my 

family. This dissertation stands as a testament to all your unconditional love and 

encouragement. I must express my profound gratitude to my father, Hussein, who 

supported me all through the ups and downs throughout my years of study and 

without his input, trust, and support, this work would not have been possible. My 

husband, Mahmoud, every time I was ready to quit, you did not let me and I am 

forever grateful. My lovely kids, Jawad and Yara, without your presence and 

inspiration this project would not have reached the finish line.  

 

 

 

 



vi 
 

Teachers’ Feedback on Essay Writing 

Reem Hussein Hamade 

ABSTRACT 

This study aimed at identifying English language teachers’ perspectives of middle-

school L2 learners’ challenges when receiving feedback on their writing essays, and 

exploring cycle 3 English language teachers’ feedback practices to help learners 

overcome these challenges in Lebanon. To achieve this aim, a mixed-method 

research design was employed. 60 cycle 3 English language teachers in private and 

public schools in Lebanon participated in this study. The quantitative part consisted 

of a teacher questionnaire regarding teachers’ perceptions of and practices in the 

process of feedback giving.  The qualitative component involved 11 teacher 

interviews, a review of 6 documents from actual written feedback by an English 

language teacher on cycle 3 learners’ essays, and finally a personal diary based on 

the researcher’s experience in feedback giving. Findings of the study revealed that 

learners’ low language proficiency, low self-confidence, obsession with grades, 

inability to understand the feedback provided, and getting overwhelmed with 

feedback are the obstacles that hinder L2 learners from benefitting from the feedback 

they receive on their essays. Teachers’ feedback practices did not align with learners’ 

feedback preferences as identified in published studies presented in the literature 

review. The study also revealed that teachers prefer indirect-selective feedback but 

they provide direct-selective feedback on surface errors while learners prefer 
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receiving indirect-comprehensive feedback. Finally, limitations, recommendations, 

and suggestions for further research were also presented. 

Keywords: Comprehensive Feedback, Correction Codes, Direct Feedback, Feedback, 

Indirect Feedback, Positive Feedback, Selective Feedback, Written Corrective 

Feedback. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

The common practice through which English language teachers respond to the 

second language (L2) learners’ errors on their compositions is the corrective 

feedback. Growing body of research investigate the different aspects of feedback 

provision. However, few studies incorporate cycle 3 English language teachers’ 

perceptions of challenges encountered by learners when receiving feedback on their 

compositions, teachers’ feedback actual practices, and how effective and beneficial 

teachers believe their feedback practices are.  

1.1 Overview 

Acquiring the writing skills is considered a major pillar in the language learning 

process. This is because through writing, writers can communicate their thoughts and 

ideas with the readers. In an attempt to compare between the two productive 

language skills: writing and speaking, Mullany and Stockwell (2010) classified 

writing as a monological skill with the ‘clause’ being its basic unit. Mullany and 

Stockwell added that writing is a planned activity that consists of various processes 

and falls under standardized and socially accepted forms. It is also a visual activity 

that relies more on shape and structure and tends to be displaced in time and space 

(Mullany & Stockwell, 2010). According to Munoz-Luna (2015), writing has the 

most complex features that are essential for human literacy development which 

makes it a demanding skill that is challenging to teach and learn. Besides, it is very 

important for all language learners to possess effective academic writing skills as it 
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helps them succeed in their education and can help ensure them prosperous progress 

in their future career (Abdullah, Hussin, & Shakir, 2018).  

To succeed in competing globally, learners have to acquire the English language 

(the world-wide spread language) and its skills effectively, especially the writing 

skill. Tillema (2012) assumed that due to the fact that writing is considered to be the 

most challenging language skill to be attained, English language teachers who teach 

English in countries where the official language is not English face difficulties in 

teaching and enhancing the academic writing skill in their learners. Javadi-Safa 

(2018) presented four challenges learners encounter while acquiring the writing skill. 

Firstly, learners tend to disregard writing as integrated with other language skills and 

this causes them to produce compositions that are full of lexical and grammatical 

errors. Secondly, learners’ apprehension of writing makes it difficult for them to 

attain the writing skill and this is mainly due to the product approach that is adopted 

by some language teachers who are more concerned with writing as an end product 

rather than a process. Thirdly, language teachers are to be blamed when delivering 

unproductive lecturing methods in writing which results in unproductive 

compositions from learners. The size of the classes and the number of learners in 

every class is considered the fourth reason for learners’ weakness in writing. Finally, 

disintegrating the skills of any language from the culture adds to the reasons of 

learners’ weakness (Javadi-Safa, 2018).  Javadi-Safa (2018) concluded that teachers 

have a major role in the learning process of the ‘cognitive’ writing skill and that their 

prominent role lies not only in teaching writing but also in assisting their learners in 

improving their writing skills. In order to help their learners improve, language 

teachers should provide their learners with feedback on their compositions to 

enhance motivation and self-confidence and decrease their anxiety which may 
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negatively affect their future performance (Ormshaw, 2007).  As defined by Keh 

(1990), feedback is effective information provided by readers (mainly teachers) to 

writers (i.e. learners) that help them revise and improve their compositions. Feedback 

consists of comments, questions, and suggestions given to writers by readers to shift 

their compositions from being writer-based to reader-based (Flower, 1979, as cited in 

Keh, 1990). During the last few decades, researchers have identified different 

feedback techniques and strategies. As noted by Hattie and Timperley (2007), 

feedback reflects on what is done right and what should be improved and is usually 

provided by teachers, peers, or oneself.  

Feedback is believed to play an important role in learning as effective feedback-

giving aids in learners’ development and progress (Ferris, 2006). Also, it was proved 

that learners who received written corrective feedback outperformed the learners 

who did not receive any written corrective feedback from their teachers (Bichener & 

Knoch, 2010a). Aridah, Atmowardoyo, and Salija (2017) claimed that feedback 

helps learners in identifying their mistakes and is considered reinforcement for good 

behaviors of the learners. 

According to Truscott (1996), language teachers provide corrective feedback on 

their learners’ errors that occur in their compositions with an aim to improve their 

ability to write accurately. In addition, Hyland and Hyland (2001) asserted that 

language teachers consider feedback provision as their professional responsibility 

which makes them invest their time and energy in providing corrective feedback to 

their learners (Ferris, Brown, Liu, & Stine, 2011). However, this investment might be 

worthless if learners do not effectively benefit from the corrective feedback provided 

to them. To date, research literature has tended to focus on teachers’ and 

undergraduate students’ perceptions and preferences in respect to feedback. Some 
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studies were conducted in Lebanon investigating issues about feedback (Diab, 2005; 

Majari, 2010). Firstly, the study conducted by Diab (2005) investigated English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL) university students’ preferences for error correction and 

paper-marking techniques. Secondly, the study conducted by Majari (2010) 

investigated the effect of teacher and peer feedback in writing among 10
th

 grade 

secondary L2 learners in one private school in Lebanon.  However, so far, no 

research literature regarding teachers’ perceptions and feedback practices toward the 

challenges their middle-school L2 learners encounter when receiving feedback in 

Lebanon has been undertaken.  

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Based on the researcher’s personal experience with teaching of writing in English 

for middle-school L2 learners in Lebanon, learners tend to either ignore or react 

negatively toward the feedback they receive on their writing essays from their 

English language teachers. This is understandable since most of the learners’ essays 

are full of errors, hence proving that learners do not effectively benefit from the 

feedback provided to them, and do not take subsequent actions to improve their 

essays. Language teachers can ensure that their learners effectively benefited from 

the corrective feedback they receive when they avoid making the same errors in their 

future compositions. This is why there is a need to further look into the perception of 

English language teachers toward the challenges faced by L2 learners when receiving 

feedback on their writings. This is important because effective feedback can help 

learners develop their writing skills and teachers can best select the feedback to 

provide when they are aware of the challenges their learners face. Although there 

have been many studies published on that matter in the past two decades (e.g. 

Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Hyland, 2010; Wanchid, 2015; Tonekaboni, 
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2016; Hadzic, 2016; Agbayahoun, 2016), no known research involving middle 

schools in Lebanon has been published. Not all of the research conducted worldwide 

can be applicable to our educational system and culture although learners’ failing to 

benefit from their teachers’ feedback is evident in our country too as most of the 

learners’ final essays are mostly full of errors. 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

The current study explored the challenges that impede L2 middle-school learners 

from effectively benefiting from the corrective feedback they receive from their 

English language teachers on their compositions and the feedback practices common 

among teachers to help learners overcome these challenges. While there is little 

literature done on corrective feedback in Lebanon, the current study added a 

comprehensive view about teachers’ perceptions and actual practices regarding 

corrective feedback which can be taken into consideration by curriculum experts. 

Moreover, findings of this study may draw teachers’ attention to the importance of 

self-evaluation and self-reflection in the hope of motivating them to become 

responsible for improving their own ineffectual practices (White, 2017). 

Since previous studies provided much evidence regarding the controversial issues 

about the provision of corrective feedback, findings of this study may add to he body 

of research on the topic.  

Finally, the current study may provide justifications for using the same research 

methods employed for future studies in different contexts. 
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1.4 The Purpose of the Study 

The study aims at identifying the challenges that impede L2 learners from 

effectively benefiting from the feedback they receive from their English language 

teachers on their compositions in Lebanon as perceived by the teachers. It also seeks 

to explore how English language teachers’ feedback practices help learners 

overcome the challenges they encounter when receiving feedback on their 

compositions. Finally, the study focuses on understanding how beneficial English 

language teachers believe their feedback practices in respect of learners’ 

improvement and development are. 

1.5 Research Questions 

In order to explore the English language teachers’ practices to help their middle-

school L2 learners overcome the challenges they encounter when receiving written 

feedback on their compositions, the study addressed the following three research 

questions:  

1- What are the challenges that Lebanese middle-school L2 learners encounter 

when receiving feedback from their teachers on their writing essays? 

2- What feedback practices do cycle 3 English language teachers undertake to 

help their learners avoid the challenges they encounter? 

3- How beneficial do English language teachers think are their practices to help 

learners overcome these challenges? 
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1.6 Definition of Terms 

Comprehensive Feedback: It is a type of feedback in which language teachers 

identify and correct all language errors in their learners’ compositions (Ellis, Sheen, 

Murakami, & Takashima, 2008). It is also referred to as unfocused feedback. 

Correction Codes: These are the symbols used by teachers to focus learners’ 

attention on the kind of mistake they have made. Teachers tend to underline the 

mistakes and provide the symbols or codes around the mistakes (Byrne, 1988). 

Direct Feedback: It is a feedback technique through which language teachers 

provide the corrected form of their learners’ errors next to the error (Bitchener & 

Knoch, 2010a, 2010b). 

Feedback: “Actions taken by an external agent to provide information regarding 

some aspect(s) of one’s task performance” (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, p.235). 

Indirect Feedback: It is a feedback technique through which language teachers 

identify the error committed by their learners without correcting them (Ellis, 2008). 

Positive Feedback: It is a strategy in which language teachers motivate and support 

their learners through feedback by providing positive comments (Ellis, 2008).  

Selective Feedback: It is a type of feedback in which language teachers select 

specific type(s) of errors to be corrected and ignore all other errors (Ellis et al., 

2008). It is also referred to as focused feedback. 

Written Corrective Feedback: It is a written response provided by the reader to a 

linguistic error that has been made by a writer who is considered to be an L2 learner 

(Bitchener & Storch, 2016). 
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1.7 Organization of the Study 

This study consists of six chapters. The first chapter includes the purpose of the 

study, the statement of the problem, the significance of the study, and the research 

questions. The second chapter involves the literature review related to the corrective 

feedback. The third chapter discusses the methodology, the participants, data 

collection instruments, procedures, validity of research instruments, and ethical 

considerations.  The fourth chapter sheds light on the results in relation to the three 

research questions.  The fifth chapter discusses the findings of the study. The last 

chapter presents the conclusion and limitations of the study and provides 

recommendations for future research.  
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

This chapter includes eight sections that review the literature related to 

feedback and writing quality. The first section deals with two theoretical 

frameworks that support feedback. The second section introduces three 

feedback models. The third section discusses the importance of positive 

feedback. The fourth, fifth, and sixth sections focus on different types of 

feedback. The seventh and eighth sections discuss learners’ perceptions and 

preferences toward teachers’ feedback, and teachers’ actual feedback 

practices.   

2.1 Theoretical Stances that Support Feedback 

2.1.1 Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory 

A theoretical stance that supports teachers’ feedback is Vygotsky’s theory which 

is based on the belief that social interaction leads to cognitive development. 

Vygotsky admitted that learning needs collaboration, interaction, and communication 

in a social context for it to take place effectively (Silalahi, 2019). Further, every 

learner is cognitively prepared to learn, however, learners need social interaction and 

help which is usually provided by teachers and sometimes by highly experienced 

peers to fully develop (Vygotsky, 1978). Support from teachers and peers helps 

learners boost their understanding and develop complex skills (McLeod, 2019). 

Social interaction and collaboration that come from teachers and peers in the form of 
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feedback on learners’ work and performance help learners best achieve the learning 

process (Slavkov, 2015).  

The Vygotskian theory’s basic notion is the zone of proximal development (ZPD) 

which is “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 

peer” (1978, p. 86). Vygotsky (1978) asserted that learning takes place through 

interaction within the individual’s ZPD. Slavkov (2015) illustrated writing as being 

“complex, mediated, distributed, and dialogic process of discovery and invention” (p. 

83) from a sociocultural perspective. Slavkov (2015) added that learners need 

collaboration, feedback, and co-authorship in order to best benefit in their learning of 

writing.  

2.1.2 Product vs. Process Writing 

Another theoretical frame that encourages the use of feedback is the process 

writing approach. Teachers’ perspectives regarding feedback on writing have been 

affected by different theories over the past several decades. In the past, writing was 

taught with grammar as the main focus. This method of teaching is called product 

writing approach. In the product approach, students are considered to be passive as 

their creativity and ideas are neglected by their teachers and their language 

proficiency is their teachers’ primary concern (Jakson, 2006). Thus, learners add 

nothing of their own to their compositions (Sakoda, 2007). According to Wen 

(2013), teachers who adopt the product-focused approach in their teaching of writing 

view the writing skill as a skill through which learners learn to write by arranging 

and fitting sentences into specific patterns through imitation while other writing 
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features like ideas and organization are of least importance to teachers. Learners are 

expected to imitate a model text provided by their teachers (Ghufron, 2016). 

Additionally, the main focus is on the final product, i.e. the final draft of the essay to 

be submitted by the learners (Baghzou, 2014). In other words, the main focus is on 

the form and not the content.  

Recently, language teachers’ focus shifted from a teacher-centered approach to a 

learner-centered approach or a process-writing approach. According to Keh (1990), 

in the process approach, learners should pass through certain steps when writing an 

essay which are pre-writing, drafting, revising, editing, and rewriting. In the process-

writing approach, teachers’ focus shifted from what the learners write to how the 

learners write well (Su & Yang, 2001). Teachers who adopt this method of teaching 

engage learners in various exercises as they make their learners involved in every 

process throughout the writing exercise (Khoja, Mohapatra, & Sarma, 2018) giving 

them the opportunity to participate and express themselves and knowledge better as 

individuals in the writing process (Sun & Feng, 2009). Further, this framework 

perceives writing as a communication medium between writers and readers (Sakoda, 

2007). Teachers in a process writing approach have two roles as they can be 

facilitators who support learners throughout the writing process and can also act as 

authorities who judge their learners’ compositions critically (Baghzou, 2014).  

2.2 Feedback Models 

Boud and Molloy (2013) developed two models of feedback: the engineering 

model and the sustainable model. According to the authors, the engineering model or 

Feedback Mark 1 is “based on the origins of the term in the disciplines of 

engineering and biology” (2013, p.701). Carless (2018) claimed that in this model 
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the information that teachers provide to their learners on their current work aims at 

influencing the quality of their subsequent work because feedback should cause an 

effect for the cycle to be completed; otherwise no feedback will have occurred. This 

makes the teacher play the major role in both providing the feedback and noticing its 

effect (Carless, 2018). Thus, Boud and Molloy (2013) asserted that the teacher 

should provide a task that shows what learners are and are not able to do and then 

assign a subsequent task that shows the change in performance after feedback giving. 

They added that learners should be provided with sufficient time between the two 

tasks for them to prepare, receive, and act upon the information or the feedback 

received. The key feature in Boud and Molloy’s model is not the way the information 

is transmitted rather it is the way the information is used. They pointed out that the 

change in performance in this model is restricted to a given context set by the teacher 

or feedback provider and thus it does not lead to improvement beyond the set of tasks 

provided by the teacher. This makes the selective feedback the only suitable type of 

feedback and thus teachers as the ‘drivers of feedback’ are required to carefully 

select what errors are to be corrected (Boud & Molloy, 2013).  

Boud and Molloy’s sustainable model or Feedback Mark 2 gives learners the 

major role in the learning process making them generate and solicit their own 

feedback, helps them in judging their own learning and performance, and making 

them active learners and constructors of their own understanding (Lipnevich & 

Smith, 2018). In this model, feedback is considered a process that learners use to 

facilitate their own learning which makes it different from the engineering model as 

learners are equipped with information and feedback beyond the given task 

generating long-term effect as a result (Boud & Molloy, 2013). Four characteristics 

of sustainable feedback were identified by Askew and Lodge (2001) as cited in 
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(Boud & Molloy, 2013). Askew and Lodge (2001) claimed that a sustainable 

feedback involves learners in dialogues which help them raise their awareness about 

learning and hence their performance. It also helps learners in developing capacities 

for a long-term learning which emphasizes their self-evaluation and self-monitoring 

(Carless, 2018).  Finally, the three key elements of a learning system in a sustainable 

feedback are learners and what they bring, the curriculum and what that promotes, 

and the learning environment and what that affords (Boud & Molloy, 2013).  

Hattie (2012) presented a different model of feedback developed by Hattie and 

Timperley (2007). The main purpose of Hattie and Timperley’s model is to reduce 

the gap between the desired goals and the current performance of learners. According 

to Hattie and Timperley (2007), this gap can be reduced by teachers setting specific 

goals and assisting their learners to achieve these goals effectively. This gap can also 

be reduced by learners if they exert more effort in order to achieve the goals set by 

their teachers. Hattie and Timperley (2007) claimed that an effective feedback 

answers three main questions. The first question is ‘where am I going?’. It is related 

to the goals that learners should primarily understand in order to make the feedback 

effective and powerful (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). When goals are not set, the 

feedback that learners receive is often considered misleading and inefficient as it 

may be taken personal and not task related (Hattie, 2012). Hattie added that the goals 

to be set by learners should be academic goals aiming at improving the quality of 

their academic outcomes rather than just having completion of work, being on time, 

and trying harder as their academic goals (2012). When learners have clear academic 

goals, the gap between the expected results and their actual performance may be 

navigated by them (Yusoff, 2013). The second question in Hattie and Timperley’s 

model is ‘how am I going?’ which is related to the progress of learners. In order to 
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answer this question, the starting or finishing performance of learners should be 

compared to a desired standard, previous performance and/or performance on a 

specific part of the task” (Hattie, 2012). Hattie claimed that the most salient way to 

evaluate learners’ progress is comparing their performance to that of other learners 

(2012). Finally, the third question in this model is ‘where to next?’ through which 

learners can choose the challenges, processes, and strategies to work and deepen 

their understanding on the tasks and address what is known and what is unknown 

(Yusoff, 2013).  According to Yusoff (2013), this makes learners work harder for a 

lifelong learning and improvement. 

Each question in Hattie and Timperley’s model works at four levels. The first 

level is the task or product. In this level, teachers provide feedback to learners on 

whether their work is correct or not, highlights knowledge that learners lack, and 

provide instructions on ways of attaining it (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). According to 

Banerjee (2014), feedback at the task level is mostly powerful when the learner is 

still a novice. However, learners’ task accomplishment might be negatively affected 

if teachers provide too much feedback on the task level only (Yusoff, 2013).  

The second level is the processes.  It is the feedback given on the processes 

followed to complete a task or create a writing product (Yusoff, 2013). Yusoff 

(2013) added that feedback at the process level is considered more effective than the 

feedback at the task level for enhancing deeper understanding as it tackles strategies 

and processes required to complete a task rather than just reflecting on surface 

features. Feedback at this level, according to Hattie and Timperley (2007), is 

essential as it guides learners throughout the whole writing process and helps them in 

identifying their strengths and weaknesses in every process.  
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Self-regulation or self-monitoring is the focus of the third level. Feedback at this 

level, according to Yusoff (2013), is targeted toward learners’ confidence, enhancing 

their self-evaluation skills, assisting them in accepting feedback, and enhancing their 

willingness to seek and deal with feedback information. Further, feedback at this 

level requires learners to use their thinking and learning principles to compare their 

performance to specific standards and criteria (Brooks, Carroll, Gillies, & Hattie, 

2019). 

The fourth and final level is directed to the self. In other words, feedback at this 

level is directed toward the person and is directed away from the proficiencies and 

the other feedback levels: the task, processes, or self-regulation (Norlin, 2014).  She 

added that feedback at this level comes in the form of praise which often gives 

learners a sense of comfort and it is welcomed by them. However, feedback in the 

form of praise can rarely enhance learning or achievement because praise does not 

usually provide task-related information and does not provide learners with 

clarification about their performance (Yusoff, 2013). According to Norlin (2014), 

praise is a way through which teachers encourage their learners but it may not have 

an impact on their performance and may not lead to change. 

2.3 Positive Feedback 

Piccinin (2003) insisted that after reading the feedback provided by the teachers, 

learners should develop a positive feeling toward the feedback.  According to 

Underwood and Tregidgo (2006), positive feedback can be provided in two forms or 

“flavors”. The first form is praise. Praise is important when providing feedback as it 

boosts learners’ strengths and confidence and triggers learners to respond positively 

to feedback (Norlin, 2014). Underwood and Tregidgo (2006) asserted that learners 
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who receive task-related feedback react less positively compared to those who 

receive feedback with praise involved. They added that learners who receive task-

related feedback demand help more than the praised learners. This is due to the effect 

of praise in boosting learners’ attitude and lessening the damage that negative 

feedback causes to learners (Aranda Hernández et al., 2013). The second form of 

positive feedback is constructive criticism through which learners receive feedback 

that directs them toward improving their writing by giving them details of how to 

improve their writing rather than indicating whether what they did was right or 

wrong (Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006). Some learners in Underwood and Tregidgo’s 

study who received constructive criticism perceived it as honest criticism and did not 

consider it to be negative. According to Ahea, Ahea, and Rahman (2016), it is very 

important to shed the light on learners’ errors and draw their attention to the parts 

that were less successful in a coursework in a positive way in order to encourage the 

learners to benefit from the feedback and develop as a result. 

2.4 Types of Teachers’ Feedback 

Sadler (1989) emphasized that feedback should be provided in an aim to 

eliminate the gap between what is already understood and what is required to be 

understood to acquire a specific task or process of learning. Weaver (2006) claimed 

that feedback is a fundamental element in the learning process that reflects on 

learners’ performance and development. Feedback is the information provided to 

learners as a reflection on their work (Hattie and Timperley, 2007). They also 

considered feedback to be the second part of the learning process that takes place 

after learners respond to the instructions given to them by their teachers to achieve a 

certain learning task. Agbayahoun (2016) claimed that feedback enlightens learners 
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as writers about the quality of their drafts and the reactions of readers toward their 

writings.  

Feedback provided by English language teachers on learners’ compositions can 

be written, oral, or both. Different types of teachers’ feedback will be detailed and 

discussed as follows: 

2.4.1 Written Feedback 

2.4.1.1 Direct feedback vs. indirect feedback 

Chandler (2003) presented three different types of direct feedback. The first 

type is direct correction which occurs when the teacher indicates the errors and 

corrects them. The second type is underlining with description which is when a 

teacher identifies the errors, underlines and corrects them, and adds description to the 

errors committed (Chandler, 2003). Finally, Chandler’s third type of direct feedback 

is a description only feedback which occurs when a teacher identifies the learners’ 

errors but only adds descriptions to those errors without underlining them. These 

three types of feedback are considered direct or explicit as learners’ errors are 

directly identified and corrected by teachers (Ferris, 2006). This type of feedback is 

preferred by learners as it helps those who are unable to correct their own errors to 

identify, understand, and correct their errors (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). However, 

according to Van Beuningen, De Jong, and Kuiken (2012), direct feedback is more 

effective with grammatical errors.  

Indirect or implicit feedback, as defined by Eslami (2014), is when the 

teacher indicates to the learner that an error has been made but does not correct the 

error. Through this form of feedback, the learner is expected to understand their 

errors identified by the teacher and then correct them by themselves. This type of 
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feedback is preferred by learners as it enhances long-term acquisition of the writing 

skill (Eslami, 2014). Rob, Ross, and Shortredd (1986) classified indirect feedback 

into three subcategories: coded, non-coded, and marginal. When teachers identify the 

errors committed by the learners by providing codes around the errors, they are 

providing a coded indirect feedback, but when teachers identify the errors without 

providing codes around the errors then they are providing a non-coded indirect 

feedback (Rob, Ross, & Shortredd, 1986). However, when teachers provide the 

learners with the number of errors committed in every line on the margin of the page, 

Rob et al. (1986) refers to it as marginal feedback. According to Van Beuningen et 

al. (2012), indirect feedback is more effective with non-grammatical errors. Further, 

indirect feedback arouses learners’ responsibility, engagement, and problem-solving 

skills (Seiffedin & El-Sakka, 2017). 

Baghzou (2014) presented the findings of different researchers who addressed 

the effectiveness of direct and indirect feedback.  She reported that some researchers 

believed that the effectiveness of indirect feedback surpasses the effectiveness of 

direct feedback because when learners receive the full correction on all their errors 

they do not have the opportunity to reflect on their errors by themselves 

(Hendrickson, 1984). Thus, they become passive learners who only receive notes and 

corrections marked by their teachers unlike indirect feedback which acts as guidance 

for learners and helps them solve their problems by themselves (Lalande, 1982). 

Further, direct feedback was found to overwhelm learners with corrections which 

reduce their motivation for learning (Frodesen, 2001). Ferris and Roberts (2001) 

believed that indirect feedback may be ineffectual if learners’ linguistic competence 

was weak because learners may fail to choose appropriate words and use acceptable 
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sentence structures to correct their errors by themselves. Ferris and Roberts (2001) 

added that such learners need ample information and training to improve.        

2.4.1.2 Selective vs. comprehensive feedback 

When correcting and responding to learners’ errors, language teachers can choose 

to be either selective or comprehensive. Selective or focused feedback, as defined by 

Ellis et al. (2008), involves the teacher choosing certain types of pre-selected errors 

to correct instead of correcting all the errors committed by the learners. On the other 

hand, comprehensive or unfocused feedback involves the teacher correcting all the 

errors committed by learners in a composition (Ellis et al., 2008).  

Andersson (2015) conducted a study in an aim to figure out whether selective or 

comprehensive feedback is preferable amongst teachers and learners. The results of 

his study revealed that selective feedback is preferable. Additionally, he presented 

the reasons teachers prefer selective feedback as stated by teachers in Lee’s study 

(2003). Some of the reasons were that selective feedback saves time and helps 

learners focus on specific areas. Also, teachers believed that learners will still 

commit the same errors even if all their errors were corrected previously and that 

learners become frustrated when getting back their compositions full of red marks. 

Finally, selective feedback is suitable for learners who cannot handle comprehensive 

marking.  

2.4.1.3 Form vs. content-focused feedback 

Form-focused feedback focuses on surface features in learners’ compositions 

such as word choice, spelling, punctuation, and/or language use (Zahida, Farrah, & 

Zaru, 2014). According to Park (2006), form-focused feedback is also known as 

grammar correction as it focuses on learners’ grammatical knowledge, and teachers 
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following this method of feedback correct errors related to grammar only. She 

claimed that learners who receive form-focused feedback are believed to acquire the 

grammar rules better which leads them to avoid committing language errors in their 

subsequent writings.  

Content- focused or meaning-based feedback, as defined by Park (2006), is a 

method of feedback which focuses on the content quality of learners’ compositions 

and teachers provide feedback accordingly. In content-focused feedback, teachers 

ignore the grammatical features in a composition and focus on the ideas and required 

content instead (Zahida et al., 2014).  

Park (2006) claimed that many researchers who conducted research to 

compare between form and content-focused feedback found out that the effectiveness 

of content-focused feedback surpasses that of a form-focused feedback (Fattash, 

2000; Zahida et al., 2014). This is because feedback related to content and logical 

fallacies in writing contributes to learners’ writing development. 

Further, some teachers provide integrated feedback which is feedback 

provided on errors related to form and content equally. However, a study conducted 

by Zamel (1985) claimed that learners who receive integrated feedback tend to 

correct local grammatical errors and ignore the content. This is because receiving 

feedback on various issues confuses learners and makes them resort to correct what 

seems easier and more direct to them like local grammar errors (Zamel, 1985).  

2.4.1.4 Correcting Codes 

Many teachers use correcting codes or minimal marking (Samia, 2017) in 

order to decrease the negative effect of the red ink. Baghzou (2014) cited from 

Harmer (2004, p. 50) a list of symbols that are frequently used by teachers:   
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Table 1: Harmer’s Correcting Codes 

Symbol Meaning Example of Error 

S A spelling error The answer is obvius. 

WO A mistake in word order I like very much it. 

G A grammar mistake I am going to buy many furniture. 

T Wrong verb tense I have seen him yesterday. 

C Concord mistake People is angry. 

˄ Something has been left out He told ˄ that he was sorry. 

WW Wrong word I am interested on Jazz music. 

{} Something is not necessary He was not {too} strong enough. 

?M The meaning is unclear That is a very excited photograph. 

P A punctuation mistake Do you like London. 

F\I Too formal or informal Hi Mr Franklin, Thank you for your letter. 

 

When correcting learners’ compositions, teachers write the correcting codes 

or symbols around the committed errors (Baghzou, 2014). Cook (2013) suggested 

two different ways of providing correcting codes. The first way is indicating and 

naming the error. In this method, Cook (2013) claimed that the teacher assumes that 

although the learner is unable to identify the error alone, they can certainly correct it 

alone. The second way is indicating, naming, and correcting the error. In this 

method, the teacher assumes that the learner can neither identify nor correct the 

errors alone which makes the teacher responsible to indicate, name, and correct the 

error (Cook, 2013). Table 2 illustrates Cook’s set of correcting codes.  

Table 2: Correction Symbols for Mechanical and Stylistic Errors (p. 12) 

^- Add needed word (to make sentence grammatically or logically 

complete) 

Awk or awk 

const.- 

Awkward sentence construction 

Cliché- Cliché (language and phrases that are predictable and overused) 

Cs- Comma splice (connecting independent clauses with a comma) 

Diction- Poor word choice  

Dm- Dangling modifier 

Frag- Sentence fragment (sentence is missing subject, verb, or other 

parts) 

Fused- Fused sentence (two complete sentences fused into one) 

mm- Misplaced modifier 

Nonst- Nonstandard usage (not academic English, slang) 

POV Point of view (indicates a shift in point of view, i.e. from 1
st
 

person to second person, etc.) 
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PR- Proofreading error 

Ref- Error in reference (word or phrase either fails to reference or 

incorrectly references a noun) 

Run-on- Run-on sentence 

Sp- Spelling error 

s-v- Subject-verb agreement error (make subjects and verbs agree) 

Tense- Error in verb tense 

ww- Wrong word 

// Faulty parallelism 

 

According to Hyland (2003), correcting codes make the process of correction 

neater as less red ink is used on learners’ papers and they also make it easier for 

learners to locate and correct their errors. Correcting codes help in reducing the 

damaging effect of correction on learners as claimed by Harmer (2007). 

Additionally, the major advantage of these codes is that they encourage learners to 

participate and get actively engaged in the learning process because it helps them in 

identifying the correction of their errors by themselves (Ferdouse, 2013). 

2.4.2 Oral Feedback  

Some learners are considered auditory as they prefer receiving oral feedback from 

their teachers and they believe that by interacting with their teachers they can 

understand better (Alqadi, 2015). As defined by Fitriani, Yusuf, and Kasim (2016), 

oral feedback is a communication form where teachers provide explicit or implicit 

feedback to their learners orally. Fitriani et al. (2016) defined implicit feedback as a 

type of feedback where teachers ask learners to repeat their words and by that 

learners recognize the mistake they have made, or the teacher can ask for 

clarification. Explicit feedback, on the other hand, is when teachers tell learners that 

they have made an error (Fitriani, Yusuf, & Kasim, 2016). 
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Further, Brookhart (2008) defined oral feedback as the feedback provided to 

learners on their work orally through an interaction between the teacher and the 

learner. In other words, it occurs through an interaction between a feedback giver and 

a receiver (Rezazadeh, Ashrafi, & Foozunfar, 2018). Oral feedback can be provided 

by the teacher to individuals, to groups, or to the class as a whole before, during, or 

after the writing task (Brookhart, 2008). Brookhart (2008) claimed that some 

teachers prefer providing feedback to learners individually in order to prevent 

learners from being exposed to criticism by their peers and makes them feel free to 

ask any question without being embarrassed.  

2.5 Peer Feedback 

Patchan and Schunn (2016) defined peer feedback as the feedback provided 

to learners on their work by another learner under teachers’ supervision. Peer 

feedback is also referred to as peer response, peer editing, peer critiquing, and peer 

reviewing (Keh, 1990). For peers to provide effective feedback to each other, their 

feedback should be based on previously defined criteria set by the teacher. Wanchid 

(2015) presented different types of peer feedback: oral, paper-pencil, and electronic. 

Wanchid (2015) defined oral peer feedback as when peers provide feedback to each 

other orally. Paper-pencil feedback is when peers provide feedback to each other 

directly on the paper where the written work is done, while electronic feedback is 

when peers provide feedback to each other’s work electronically and could take 

place via email, blog, etc. (Wanchid, 2015). Maarof, Yamat, and Li (2011) believed 

that peer feedback is effective as it allows learners to learn more by critically reading 

and reflecting on each other’s drafts which eventually helps them become more 

autonomous writers.  
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According to Keh (1990), learners believe that peer feedback is useful as it 

makes them feel that they are targeting a bigger audience other than their teacher. 

This makes them write in a better way as they know that their peers will be reading 

their compositions and reflecting on them. Additionally, learners in Keh’s study 

found that peer feedback provides them with immediate and more focused feedback 

and also helps them learn more about writing through reading their peers’ 

compositions critically. However, peer feedback’s main drawback, as noted by Keh 

(1990), is that learners tend to give feedback on surface features in their peers’ 

writings such as grammatical errors and ignore features with higher order concerns 

such as the development of ideas, organization, and the overall focus of the 

composition. This makes training learners to give feedback for more than the surface 

is not easy and takes time (Keh, 1990). 

2.6 Self-Assessment Feedback 

Self-assessment is evaluating one’s own performance, strengths, and weaknesses 

under teacher’s supervision in the aim to successfully achieve and improve specific 

learning outcomes (Klenowski, 1995). In other words, self assessment feedback is a 

type of feedback in which learners take the opportunity to critically read and reflect 

on their own work based on previously defined criteria set by teachers (Andrade & 

Valtcheva, 2009). Wanchid (2013) defined self-assessment or self-correction as a 

feedback strategy in which learners evaluate their own writing by using guided 

questions or checklists set by their teachers.  

Based on Wanchid’s (2015) study, the least preferred type of feedback was the 

self-assessment feedback and it was highly preferred by high-proficiency learners 

only. This is because other learners with low and moderate proficiencies said that 



25 
 

due to their limited linguistic knowledge, it is difficult for them to correct their own 

work (Wanchid, 2015). Additionally, a number of learners in Wanchid’s study 

considered self-assessment feedback the most stressful feedback because they failed 

to find their own errors by themselves which increased their anxiety. On the other 

hand, many researchers (e.g. Ancker, 2000; Erfanian, 2002; Ganji, 2009; Yang, 

2010) highlighted the effectiveness of self-assessment feedback. They implied that 

self-correction strategies can help learners evaluate their own writing strengths and 

weaknesses, helps teachers save time, provides learners with immediate feedback, 

makes learners less dependent on their teachers, and can help increase learners’ 

writing performance.   

2.7 Challenges to Effective Feedback 

  In the process of feedback receiving, some challenges may occur that impede 

learners from effectively benefitting from the feedback provided to them on their 

writing essays by their teachers. Shute (2007) claimed that a lengthy feedback with 

too much information diverts learners’ attention away from it. Also, feedback that is 

not specific frustrates learners (Williams, 1997) as it leads to their uncertainty about 

how to respond to the feedback provided (Fedor, 1991). Some learners have low self-

efficacy and lack confidence in their own abilities which results in their avoidance to 

act upon the feedback provided and do not even try to avail any opportunity to 

improve. Besides, sometimes learners lack the encouragement needed to think about 

the feedback provided (Duijnhouwer, 2010) which again results in them failing to 

understand and interpret the feedback accurately (Higgins, Hartley, & Skelton, 

2002). Another challenge learners may face in the process of receiving feedback is 

the delay in receiving the feedback on their work (Shute, 2007). Shute claimed that 
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delayed feedback is ineffective as learners might forget the errors they made and thus 

fail in benefitting from the delayed feedback. 

 Stone and Heen (2014) identified challenges or ‘triggers’ that block the 

feedback message. The triggers identified by Stone and Heen (2014) are truth 

triggers, relationship triggers, and identity triggers. Truth triggers are used to refer to 

unhelpful and untrue comments that occur in a feedback which results in learners 

rejecting the feedback provided (Stone & Heen, 2014). Besides, Stone and Heen 

claimed that if teachers focus on their own work and expectations instead of focusing 

on learners’ work in the feedback message, a counterattack between the feedback 

provider and the feedback receiver may occur (2014). In other words, teachers 

through the feedback message should make their learners feel that they care about 

them and that they are helping them to achieve the mutually agreed-upon goals (Jug, 

Jiang, & Bean, 2019). Finally, if teachers divert their focus from the learners’ work 

to the learners personally in their feedback message, they cause their learners to feel 

overwhelmed, embarrassed, and threatened (Stone & Heen, 2014). In other words, 

teachers shift their focus from the task performed by the learners to focus on the 

personal qualities of the learners (Jug et al., 2019).      

2.8 Learners’ Perceptions of Quality Feedback 

For feedback to be effectively received by learners, it should not consist of 

information presented to learners on their current work only, rather it should present 

information that generates effect that should occur in learners’ subsequent work 

(Boud & Molloy, 2013). Gormally, Evans, and Brickman (2014) characterized an 

effective feedback as a feedback that clarifies the task by providing instruction that 

should be clear, consistent, and identify how the task is expected to be performed. 
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Beaumont, O’Doherty, and Shannon’s study revealed that first-year undergraduate 

learners identified quality feedback as a feedback that leads to improvement in 

performance and this improvement can occur when learners receive proper guidance 

before submitting their work (2011). They added that a quality feedback identifies 

potential errors and ways of correcting them. Pitt and Norton (2016) claimed that an 

effective feedback should be motivational in order to boost their learners’ self-

confidence and self-esteem thus prompts them to exert more effort. Further, 

according to Hyland and Hyland (2001), a feedback that includes both positive and 

negative comments is highly effective as the positive comments make learners more 

willing to accept the negative ones. Adding to that, Gormally et al. (2014) claimed 

that what makes learners more willing to accept feedback is the source from which 

they are receiving the feedback. Learners are most likely to appreciate the feedback 

they receive from their teachers over the feedback they receive from any other source 

because learners believe that teachers belong to a higher status than theirs and 

possess quality knowledge (Gormally et al., 2014). A feedback should be provided 

clearly, it should be specific, and it should not be overwhelming otherwise learners 

will be discouraged to exert effort to read and understand it (Brookhart, 2008). This, 

according to Alghazo, Bani Abdelrahman, and Abu Qbeitah (2009), means that a 

feedback should neither be too broad nor too specific to avoid providing learners 

with feedback that can be misleading to learners. Additionally, the effective feedback 

provided by teachers in the teaching-to-write process helps learners in developing 

adequate writing proficiency in the learning-to-write process (Agbayahoun, 2016).  

Brookhart (2008) presented several ways of effective feedback giving. She 

claimed that feedback is effective when it is timely. In other words, when learners 

receive feedback immediately after submitting their work, it is considered effective 
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as learners still remember the processes they went about to complete it. Also, 

learners considered feedback that provides detailed explanatory comments quality 

feedback as it clarifies to learners their strengths and weaknesses and what their 

errors are and this helps them in correcting their errors and emphasizes their 

strengths (Brookhart, 2008). Further, quality feedback, according to Brookhart 

(2008), should be open to discussion where learners can ask for clarification and 

teachers can orally explain to them, in groups or individually, how to improve their 

work. Finally, learners demanded a grade to be provided along with the feedback as 

the grade acts as a standard indicator and a reference that helps them compare 

between their previous and current performance as well as to compare between their 

grades and their peers’ grades (Brookhart, 2008). 

2.9 Learners’ Preferences vs. Teachers’ Actual Practices 

Aridah, Atmowardoyo, and Salija (2017) claimed that the main reason behind 

learners’ inability to benefit from the feedback they receive on their compositions is 

the mismatch between their feedback preferences and teachers’ actual practices in 

feedback giving. The researchers insisted that this might cause frustration among 

learners especially when their compositions are returned to them filled with red 

marks and notes and as a result no significant improvement in their performance 

might take place. This is because their satisfaction, confidence, and motivation might 

get negatively affected (Aridah et al., 2017). In their literature review, Aridah et al. 

(2017) presented the findings of different studies concerning learners’ feedback 

preferences. They noted that learners generally prefer to receive teacher written 

feedback to other forms of feedback and that learners liked and paid more attention 

to feedback on surface features like grammar than to content features. Some studies 
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showed that learners favored indirect-comprehensive feedback to direct-selective 

feedback while other studies demonstrated that learners prefer receiving teacher 

written comments on content features to receiving comments on surface features 

(Aridah et al., 2017).   

Aridah et al. (2017) conducted a study on university students and teachers 

investigating their preferences on different types of feedback. The results revealed 

that there is a mismatch between learners’ preferences and teachers’ actual practices 

for written feedback. The results also noted that learners were in favor of direct-

comprehensive feedback while teachers mostly provided indirect-comprehensive 

feedback.             

 Keh (1990) developed a list of recommendations based on her learners’ feedback 

preferences. She claimed that learners prefer to receive feedback that is related to the 

lesson objectives that they have learned and they favor receiving notes on their 

improvement and reasons for these notes. She added that learners prefer receiving 

selective feedback that deals with a specific problem and would like to be provided 

with a strategy for revision. The researcher acknowledged that many learners 

perceive feedback that comes in the form of questions as helpful because it makes 

them exert effort to think and answer the questions. According to Keh (1990), a 

combination of positive and negative feedback is also preferred by learners as it 

sheds the light on their strengths and weaknesses. However, learners prefer to receive 

positive feedback first followed by the negative feedback (Keh, 1990).    

This literature review’s purpose is to explore different feedback strategies used 

by teachers to reflect on their learners’ compositions. This is significant because 

different learners react toward and benefit from different types of feedback 
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differently hence teachers should be able to use the best feedback strategies to assist 

their learners develop their writing skills. There has been much research and 

discussion conducted on the effectiveness of the various feedback techniques used by 

teachers to reflect on their L2 learners’ writings. Most of the research found was on 

undergraduate students’ preferences and perceptions of feedback giving by their 

teachers. More research is required to gain a better understanding of school students’ 

and teachers’ preferences and teachers’ actual practices of feedback giving. It is 

important to conduct more studies on the results and reasons students prefer 

receiving one feedback strategy compared to another and teachers using a feedback 

strategy and not another. The following chapter presents a description of 

methodology used in conducting the research study. The chapter specifies the setting, 

the instruments applied, and the data analysis. 
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Chapter Three 

Methodology 

This chapter presents the methodological components of the study in the 

following order: research design, participants, data collection instruments, data 

collection process, data analysis, pilot study, instruments’ validity, and ethical 

considerations of the study. 

3.1 Research Design 

An exploratory study approach was conducted as it aims at exploring a 

subject area when little information and research is available on it (Cavana, 

Delahaye, & Sekaran, 2001). The researcher employed a mixed-method approach to 

answer the research questions. Creswell and Clark (2010) claimed that mixed 

methods offset the weaknesses of the qualitative and quantitative methods when 

applied separately. By definition, a mixed method research involves the use of both 

quantitative and qualitative methods in the same study (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). 

Quantitative instruments “measure the reactions of a great many people to a limited 

set of questions, thus facilitating comparison and aggregation of data” (Barkman, 

2002, p. 9). On the other hand, qualitative instruments are usually employed to 

enhance the understanding of the results and provide a thorough explanation to what 

the numerical data mean (Al Mohammedi, 2016). However, this study has more of a 

qualitative trait than a quantitative one. Further, this approach helps the researcher in 

identifying important themes related to the research topic (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). 

This approach aims at enhancing the study’s conclusion in order to effectively 

contribute to the literature (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). It has been also 
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chosen to best fit this type of research as this approach aims at discovering 

something remarkable and new about a research topic (Swedberg, 2018). 

 The quantitative part included teachers’ questionnaire and the qualitative part 

included: document analysis to trace teachers’ practices regarding feedback, 

teachers’ interview, teachers’ questionnaire, and a personal diary as shown in Table 

3. To answer the research question number one, the teachers’ interviews were 

administered to identify the challenges that middle-school L2 learners encounter 

when receiving feedback on their compositions as perceived by English language 

teachers. Research question number two was answered by distributing the teachers’ 

questionnaire, conducting teachers’ interview, and presenting the researcher’s 

personal experience. These instruments aimed at tracing the real practices of teachers 

regarding feedback giving to help learners overcome the challenges encountered 

when receiving feedback. Finally, question number three aimed to explore teachers’ 

perceptions toward the effectiveness of their feedback practices toward the 

challenges encountered by their learners was answered through the teachers’ 

interview, teachers’ questionnaire, personal diary, and learners’ written documents.  

Table 3: Sources of Data 

Research 

Questions 

Questionnaire Interview Documents Personal 

Diary 

Question 1  √  √ 

Question 2 √ √  √ 

Question 3 √ √ √ √ 

 

3.2 Participants 

English language teachers and English coordinators of middle schools were 

selected purposively and conveniently to participate in the current study as they are 

the two main parties involved in the process of feedback giving. The purpose of the 
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selection was to have teachers who would be representative of English language 

teachers in Lebanon in general. Those schools are in different geographical locations 

in one of the major educational zones in Lebanon. The purposive sampling implies 

the use of personal judgment to select a sample from the population based on 

previous knowledge of the population and the purpose of the study (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2009). Purposive sampling may also be referred to as judgment sampling 

(Gay, Mills, & Airassian, 2011). Further, convenience sampling is selecting 

participants based on their availability and relevance to the study (Gay et al., 2011).  

3.3 Instruments 

The researcher employed a mixed-method design of research to achieve 

triangulation for the results of this study. It is recommended that “combined 

quantitative and qualitative methods enable exploring more complex aspects and 

relations of the human and social world” (Malina, Norreklit, & Selto, 2011, p.61). 

The researcher chose as instruments for data collection: semi-structured interviews, 

questionnaires, students’ writing documents, and a personal diary. 

3.3.1 Teachers’ Questionnaire 

Fox, Hunn, and Mathers (2009) pointed out that questionnaires are research 

instruments that help researchers collect a large amount of numerical data at low 

costs and in a short time. This study used a modified version of the questionnaire that 

was used in Lee (2004). The codes emerged in Lee’s study and employed in this 

study are comprehensive vs. selective error feedback, direct vs. indirect error 

feedback, the use of correcting codes, the effectiveness of corrective feedback, and 

the responsibility of error correction. The questionnaire was both a qualitative and 

quantitative instrument.  It was directed to middle-school English language teachers. 
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The questionnaire consisted of three sections: Section 1 consisted of eight questions 

to collect background information about the participants, Section 2 consisted of five 

questions tackling L2 learners’ reactions toward teachers’ feedback, and Section 3 

consisted of fourteen questions reflecting on teachers’ practices in feedback giving. 

The researcher modified her questionnaire as suggested by Gay, Mills, and Airasian 

(2011). She only included items that are relevant to her study objectives and made 

her questions precise and attractive.  

3.3.2 Teachers’ Interviews 

The categories emerged in this study are teachers’ written feedback, types of 

errors, error correction strategies, challenges, teachers’ reactions, and teachers’ 

concerns and problems in the process of feedback giving. The researcher conducted a 

20-minute interview (Appendix B) with English language teachers to elicit their 

views regarding feedback giving. The teacher’s interviews included seven questions 

and these questions revolved around the codes that were included in the 

questionnaire. The interviews included some questions from Lee (2004). Britten 

(1995) claimed that a good interview includes questions that revolve around the 

research objectives, it starts with direct questions and then proceed to more complex 

ones. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2009), semi-structured interviews are 

verbal questionnaires that aim at obtaining information and specific answers from 

participants that can be useful to test a hypothesis that the researcher has in mind. 

Additionally, an interview is considered a qualitative research instrument that is used 

by researchers in an attempt to gain essential and meaningful data (Mckay, 2006; 

Creswell, 2012).  
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3.3.3 Document Analysis 

Bowen (2009) defined document analysis as a process through which a 

researcher review or evaluate documents. These documents, according to Bowen, can 

be in the form of books, charts, journals, or background papers. Coffey (2014) 

claimed that these documents support the other data collection instruments used in 

the study and help in presenting useful information. In order to achieve triangulation, 

the researcher collected learners’ drafts of writing (Appendices C-H) to explore the 

effectiveness of different types of teachers’ written feedback and students’ reactions 

toward this feedback. The feedback was provided by an  English language teacher 

who teaches at a private school in Mount Lebanon and the essays were selected by 

her. The learners’ writing samples consisted of the first and the final drafts of the 

writing prompts. The 6 writing drafts were written by learners in grades 7, 8, and 9. 

The researcher got the approval of the school’s principal before including the 

learners’ drafts in her study. It is important to note that two of the writing drafts 

collected were written and corrected before conducting the study while the other four 

were written and corrected while conducting the study. The teacher knew about the 

purpose of the study, thus she provided her learners with different types of feedback 

to help the researcher in generating more data for the study.  

3.3.4 Personal Diary  

“Personal experience reflects the flow of thoughts and meanings persons have in 

their immediate situations” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 417). These thoughts and 

meanings occur within the life of the researcher and help the researcher lead the 

study based on prior experience and judgment. The personal diary in this study was 

based on the researcher’s personal experience with teaching of writing and feedback 
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giving to middle-school L2 learners who belong to a middle-low social class in a 

rural private school in Mount Lebanon. It presented the challenges encountered by 

the researcher’s learners which hindered them from benefitting from the feedback 

they received on the compositions and the various feedback practices she applied in 

an attempt to overcome the challenges. 

I have been teaching English as a second language for middle-school learners 

for four years. I have been encountering problems with the teaching of writing and 

with feedback giving since then. Throughout the four years, I have tried teaching 

writing in several ways and using different correction strategies in an aim to find the 

most effective strategy that fits my learners in every class. Most of the learners in all 

the classes throughout the years were able to acquire the writing skill and somehow 

benefit from the feedback provided; however, only few of them succeeded in writing 

a final draft of an essay that has few or no errors even after receiving feedback on 

their first drafts and rewriting them. This made me realize that most of the learners 

are unable to benefit from the feedback provided to them on their compositions. 

What really concerned me was that most of the learners did not show any willingness 

to read and/or apply the feedback they receive. This led me to work hard to identify 

the most suitable feedback strategy that appeals to learners and makes them read, 

understand, and apply it in their subsequent writings. Learners’ inability to integrate 

the other language skills in their essays also concerned me. In addition to the 

concerns, I faced problems in terms of time management when providing feedback. 

Giving feedback was considered to be a main problem for me because this process is 

time consuming due to the overwhelming curriculum and the workload that I had.  

The challenges that my learners faced when receiving feedback were that 

some learners avoid reading the feedback they receive because their papers are 
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returned to them full with notes and red marks which demotivate and frustrate them. 

As a result, they do not read the comments provided to them and they do not even 

exert any effort to have a look at the corrections because most of them believe that 

no matter how hard they work and how many times they rewrite the same essay, they 

will always make mistakes and will never improve. This is what I was told by my 

students. In other words, they become indifferent toward the feedback they receive. 

Further, most of the learners, if not all of them, admitted during an oral discussion 

with me that they are mainly concerned with the grade they receive on their writings 

and they are not much concerned about developing their writing skills. Another main 

challenge learners face is their inability to understand the feedback provided. This is 

because having limited time and being work overloaded, teachers fail in providing 

clear and specific feedback to their learners in addition to the few sessions spent 

providing oral explanation of the feedback provided. Thus, a feedback that has a lot 

of information provided overwhelms learners and makes them unwilling to waste 

time reading it. Besides, the negative comments that learners see on their writing 

drafts have negative effects on their attitude toward feedback as learners always want 

to be praised in order to have their self-confidence boosted and to feel that their work 

is appreciated by their teachers. This does not mean that they do not accept negative 

feedback, but they prefer receiving constructive criticism instead. 

Hence, I have tried applying different feedback techniques on my learners’ 

writings. For instance, I have provided my learners with direct-comprehensive 

feedback for over a year (as instructed by the English coordinator although I was 

against using this feedback strategy). This technique greatly failed in helping my 

learners improve and develop although a lot of learners seem to prefer receiving this 

type of corrective feedback. I have also tried to provide direct-selective feedback. 
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Learners claimed that they prefer receiving feedback on surface errors especially 

when the grammatical rule is already familiar to them. However, I realized that when 

my learners received feedback on content errors, they were able to develop better 

writings and their performance improved when rewriting their essays.  

When dealing with the different types of indirect feedback, high-proficiency 

learners did not have the same level of difficulty as of low- or average-proficiency 

learners in finding out the correction of their errors. However, the most challenging 

type for all learners was the marginal feedback as in this technique I only pointed out 

the number of errors committed in every line rather than identifying and/or coding 

the errors committed by the learners. The easiest type was the coded-indirect 

feedback as most of the learners asserted that when they were provided with the 

codes they were more likely to know the correction of their errors.  

In addition to providing feedback on their writing essays, I decided to provide 

my learners with a handout that lists some of the most common mistakes in writing 

(Appendix I). Whenever they had a graded assessment, I used to tell my learners that 

more grades will be deducted if any error listed in the handout is committed. The 

learners showed a great improvement in their writing as they worked hard to avoid 

committing the listed errors in order not to lose more grades. However, this 

avoidance mainly appeared in graded assessments and not in assignments. This again 

manifests that learners are more concerned with grades and might do anything not to 

lose grades.     

Feedback techniques, other than teacher written feedback, were also applied 

by me. Peer feedback was implemented in the classroom with the class as a whole. 

This means that I would pick a writing essay of any learner randomly, copy the essay 
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on the board as written by the learner including the mistakes committed, and then 

correct the essay with the class as a whole. Every learner in the class would be given 

a chance to identify an error that they notice. Different types of errors would be 

corrected with different colors. For instance, surface errors would be corrected with a 

green marker while content errors would be corrected with a red marker. I noticed 

that most of the learners, even the writer of the essay, were able to identify most of 

the errors committed. However, this way of correcting essays was time consuming 

and might make the learner whose essay was picked for correction anxious and 

stressed. On the other hand, this way of feedback giving proved to be beneficial as 

when learners knew that their essay might be chosen to be corrected in front of their 

teachers and peers in the class, they took the assignment seriously and worked harder 

to avoid committing errors and thus included relevant ideas in their essays. They also 

worked hard to integrate the other language skills into their writing essays. 

Moreover, every time they worked on an essay, I asked my learners to write 

the first draft of their essay, edit and revise it, and then write the second draft of their 

essays before submitting them to me. I also told them that I wanted to see the editing 

and revising techniques done on their first draft applied with different color pens 

forcing them to implement the self-evaluation feedback technique. Again, high-

proficiency learners proved to be able to identify their surface and content errors 

whereas low-proficiency learners tended to copy the first drafts of their essays as 

they assume that writing two drafts is a punishment and not a way of producing 

error-free essays. 

Additionally, I always used the sandwich feedback model when providing 

feedback. Through this model, I provided my learners with negative comments 

included among positive comments in order to motivate and encourage them to 
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accept and make good use of the feedback provided. In other words, I provided my 

learners with feedback in which the first and last comments were positive and the 

negative ones came in between (LeBaron & Jernick, 2000). This model proved to be 

appealing to learners as they asked for clarifications and discussed the feedback with 

their teacher when they received more positive comments than negative ones. 

3.4 Data Collection 

Data collection took three weeks from the first semester of the academic year 

2019-2020. The researcher distributed the questionnaire in 9 schools (18 teachers in 

total) in Mount Lebanon. Because it was almost impossible to have the English 

language teachers available on a school day, the researcher had to meet the schools’ 

principals and explain to them everything related to the study, so they can explain the 

purpose of the study to the teachers and coordinators before giving them the 

questionnaire. The researcher responded to any inquiries raised by the principals and 

provided them with an envelope that included: an approval from the Lebanese 

American University (LAU) to conduct the study and teachers’ questionnaire copies 

(according to the number of cycle 3 English language teachers in every school). 

However, only 4 of the schools returned the questionnaires (6 copies) while the 

others asked the researcher to come back again after the Christmas vacation. The 

schools were not cooperative as even after the researcher called them many times 

urging them to return the questionnaires most of them did not. In order to save time, 

the teacher created the questionnaire on Google Forms. Then she shared the link with 

a WhatsApp group that included 256 Cycle 3 English language teachers from all over 

Lebanon. Only 48 teachers answered the questionnaire. Thus, the researcher 

collected 54 questionnaires in total. 
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13 teachers who responded to the questionnaire were asked if they like to 

participate in the interviews. The researcher wanted the same teachers who 

responded to the questionnaire to participate in the interview as well in order to gain 

a better understanding of what the numerical responses actually mean and to gain a 

deeper understanding of the issues related to feedback. Only 5 of them agreed and 

the interviews were conducted with the volunteered teachers individually. The other 

6 interviewees were teachers who did not participate in the questionnaire. It was 

difficult to get teachers willing to be interviewed. The interviews with the 

volunteered participants were conducted either individually, face-to-face or by 

phones. In either case, the researcher listened to the interviewees more than talking, 

waited for them until they finished, did not interrupt them, asked when she did not 

understand, was very neutral, and avoided debating. All this was done in an attempt 

to follow Gay et al. (2011) guidelines for interviewing in order to facilitate data 

collection.         

The researcher collected the learners’ writing drafts that were selected by 

their teacher. The documents collected included the first and the final drafts of the 

essays. The essays were written by learners from grades 7, 8, and 9. They were also 

learners from different writing levels: above average, average, and below average.  

As soon as the researcher received the responds to the questionnaire, the 

writing essays, and the work of conducting the interviews finished, the process of 

analysis began.  

3.5 Data Analysis 

Both qualitative and quantitative methods were employed to analyze the data. 

The written data collected were analyzed using coding and categorizing while the 
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quantitative data were analyzed by percentage frequency analysis. After close 

interrogation of the data, the data were divided into codes deductively using color 

coding with markers, with one color for each code (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). 

According to Miles, Huberman, and Saldana (2013), deductive coding is when the 

researcher creates a pre-defined list of codes before starting coding the data. The 

written data were read many times to identify and label the recurrent words, themes, 

and concepts that are relevant to the research questions. After coding the data, the 

codes that share some characteristics were grouped into categories (Saldaña, 2009). 

However, to study the effectiveness of the different error correction strategies 

provided by an English language teacher, her learners’ writing drafts were analyzed 

by categorizing and counting the errors committed by every learner before and after 

receiving feedback on their drafts.   

3.6 Piloting the Instruments 

One way of determining content validity in a research study is implementing 

a pilot study (Gay et al., 2011). A trial on the interview questions and questionnaire 

was conducted to help identify any problematic aspects and allow revisions before 

conducting the main study (Mackey & Gass, 2005). The purpose behind the piloting 

is to prevent any misunderstandings and refine questions that might lead to biased 

answers. Additionally, it identifies repeated ideas and observes the time needed for 

responding to the questionnaire and interview. 

To pilot the questionnaire and interview, the researcher sent a copy via 

WhatsApp to a middle-class English language teacher who teaches grades 7, 8, and 9 

in a private school in South Lebanon. The teacher’s comments on the questionnaire 

were that the questions are clear, however, the participants should be given the 
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opportunity to select more choices in some of the questions as more than one option 

can suit the participants. Concerning the interview, the teacher commented positively 

and claimed that the questions are very systematic and clear. All the comments and 

suggestions the researcher received from the participant were taken into account and 

changes were made to validate the instruments of the study.   

3.7 The Instruments Validity 

Giving careful attention to the processes of data collection, analysis, and 

interpretation, and the way the findings are presented emphasize the validity and 

reliability of the research regardless of its type (Merriam, 2009).  Using two or more 

methods of data collection in a study is called triangulation (Cohen, Manion, & 

Morrison, 2007). To ensure triangulation, multiple instruments were used: an 

interview with eleven teachers was conducted, a teacher’s questionnaire was 

addressed, learners’ writing essays were analyzed, and a personal diary was 

presented by the researcher herself. 

Although originally the questionnaire used in this study was adapted from a 

study conducted in Hong Kong Secondary Schools (Lee, 2004), the researcher 

modified it to suit the Lebanese context and some other aspects were added to be 

measured also. The researcher also made sure that the data collection methods 

measure what is supposed to be measured in an attempt to judge the content validity 

of the questionnaire and interview.  

3.8 Ethical Considerations 

This study received approval from the IRB Committee. The researcher made 

sure that the study was aligned with IRB’s ethical guidelines.  
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In any educational research study, considering ethical issues is extremely 

important (Merriam, 2009). Thus, the researcher made sure of some ethical issues 

while carrying out the research: she was cautious not to force her pre-assumptions in 

the study’s process and tried not to be bias and be as objective as possible. She 

ensured the safety and security of her participants and truthfully informed the 

participants the real purpose of her study. Besides, her participants were told that 

they can leave anytime they feel uncomfortable throughout the study (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2009). She did not provide them with any incentive to participate in the 

study because that was unethical (Cohen et al., 2007). In addition, no information 

was discarded even if it did not fit her context. 

Additionally, the schools’ principals and participants involved were informed 

about the nature and the purpose of the study conducted (Appendix E). The names of 

the schools and teachers were not disclosed for anonymity and confidentiality. 

Schools’ principals were provided with details about the study and the instruments 

used for data collection because in some schools they were the ones who distributed 

the questionnaire for teachers. Finally, the answered questionnaires, the transcribed 

interviews, and the students’ documents were kept in a confidential place. 

This chapter illustrated the modes of data collection and identified how each 

one was dealt with. The next chapter depicts how the data were analyzed and 

highlights the findings of the study. 
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Chapter Four 

Result Analysis 

The four data collection tools have provided sufficient and significant data to 

answer the three research questions of the study: 

1. What are the challenges that Lebanese L2 learners encounter when receiving 

feedback from their teachers on their writing essays? 

2. What feedback practices do English language teachers undertake to help their 

learners avoid the challenges they encounter? 

3. How beneficial do English language teachers think are their practices to help 

learners overcome these challenges? 

Both quantitative and qualitative data analysis results are presented in this chapter and 

used to address the research questions. 

4.1 Analysis results of the interview data 

Numerous categories emerged from the semi-structured interview. First, most 

teachers commented concerning the best type of teacher written feedback. With 

selective feedback, learners can focus on one or few types of errors which make 

acquiring the skill and correcting the errors easier and less time consuming and it 

also helps learners in developing positive feelings and attitude toward the feedback 

received. This is due to the fewer notes and red marks on their papers. In fact, 

comprehensive feedback sheds the light on all the errors which helps learners in 

identifying both surface and content errors they have committed and be able to 

correct and avoid them in their subsequent work.  
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I prefer the selective error method as it helps students focus on one main type of 

errors and thus would probably not repeat that error again. 

I am in favor of selective error feedback because students get shocked when they see 

their papers all in red and do not even look at their mistakes and they become 

demotivated. 

I usually use the comprehensive error feedback because it is more effective…..it 

usually leads the attentions of the students towards both the writing errors….as well 

as these related to the language. 

I believe that comprehensive error feedback is better and shows students the exact 

way to correct the mistake with meticulous notes. 

Further, teachers applied indirect feedback as it saves teachers’ time; it helps 

learners think and search to find the corrections of their errors, and it is also effective 

as most learners do not really care to read the notes and comments provided to them 

by their teachers. Direct feedback is used by the teachers because when teachers 

provide the correction of the errors, learners become better writers and it is effective 

to have teachers’ notes as references that can be used before doing an assignment or 

studying for an exam.  

I usually provide indirect feedback because I usually want them to think or even 

search for the correct answer instead of directly delivering it. 

I mark the error and correct it giving written notes and oral feedback 

too……Reading notes is effective to students especially before the test and whenever 

they are given another writing homework. They get the chance not to repeat the same 

mistakes. 
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Concerning error correction strategies, there was a consensus among teachers 

on the importance of discussing the common errors committed and orally explaining 

the feedback provided with the learners whether individually or with the whole class. 

Teachers discuss the most common committed errors and ways of avoiding them. 

Many of them claimed that learners tend to better understand and realize their 

mistakes through discussion. Discussion allows learners to ask for clarifications and 

gives them a chance to learn from their peers’ mistakes. 

The best way to go about error correction in writing is discussing the most common 

committed errors and explain how to avoid them later.     

Another correction strategy used by many teachers is the positive feedback, 

or more specifically, incorporating praise in the process of feedback giving. This is 

because when praised, learners react positively toward the feedback they receive and 

thus do their best in their subsequent assignments. Positive feedback enhances 

learners’ self-confidence.  

I believe that using motivating and kind words help students to receive positively the 

feedback and I think they try to use their best when presenting the second draft…..  

Apparently, teachers mostly focused on providing feedback on surface errors 

in their learners’ writing essays. However, teachers rarely expressed their concern 

about content errors and providing feedback on content features in their learners’ 

compositions. 

I use a priority system and correct basic errors first, such as grammar, syntax, and 

sentence structure. 



48 
 

Grammatical mistakes like subject-verb agreement errors, sentence fragments, 

missing commas….. 

Teachers pointed that students’ low language proficiency is considered a 

major challenge that impedes them from effectively benefitting from the feedback 

provided to them. Their weak language makes it difficult for them to avoid 

committing language mistakes even when corrected by the teachers and thus cannot 

effectively apply the feedback provided.  

Challenges are directly related to their language I noticed this…..I feel that they face 

a problem that they cannot change it or they cannot improve their writing.   

 Lack of self-confidence is another challenge identified by English language 

teachers.  

The challenges are their thoughts that whatever effort they make, they would still 

have a lot of mistakes.  

Moreover, it was found that teachers’ actual practice when they realized that 

their learners did not benefit from the feedback provided is explaining the feedback 

to their learners to make it easier for them and discuss it with them either 

individually or with the whole class. They also provide them with guided feedback in 

order to help them apply the feedback provided in a confident manner.  

When asked about their concerns when correcting students’ writings, teachers 

claimed that learners’ continuous repetition of errors is what really concerns them 

even after receiving ample of feedback on the same types of errors. Further, the 

number of errors found in learners’ essays and their feeling that they have to correct 
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all the errors and sometimes rewrite learners’ essays are the main problems they 

encounter when correcting learners’ compositions. 

Most students do not read written notes. They repeat the same errors.    

I do my best to express their thoughts in the correct way. 

Teachers in the interview revealed mixed perceptions concerning learners’ 

inability to benefit from feedback and the best error correction strategies echoing in 

this way the case in literature.  

4.2 Analysis of the Questionnaire 

4.2.1 Description of the Participants 

For the current study, (n=54) teachers and coordinators responded to the first section 

in the teachers’ questionnaire (Appendix A) through which the researcher would be 

able to know background information of the teachers such as their position, years of 

experience, and their level of education.  As shown in table 4, the majority of the 

participants who answered this question, 88.2%, were teachers and only 11.8% were 

coordinators.   

Table 4: Position of the Participants (n=51) 

Position Frequency Percent 

Teacher 45 88.2 

Coordinator 6 11.8 

Total 51 100.0 

 

 

 

Table 5: Teachers’ Years of Experience (n=54) 

Years of Experience Frequency Percent 

Over 10 30 55.6 

5-10 14 25.9 

Less than 5 10 18.5 

Total 54 100.0 
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The majority of the teachers were experienced teachers (55.6%), teaching 

over 10 years, 25.9% had 5-10 years of teaching experience, and only 18.5% of the 

teachers were novice to the field of teaching, having less than 5 years of experience. 

This is shown in Table 5. 

As it is indicated in Table 6, 81.1% of the participants have a 

Diploma/Certificate in Education, while only 18.9% do not have a 

Diploma/Certificate in Education. 

Table 6: Participants’ Academic Degree (n= 53) 

Diploma/Certificate in 

Education 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 43 81.1 

No 10 18.9 

Total 53 100.0 

 

As clearly indicated in Table 7, 44.4% of the participants have an English-

related degree, while 55.6% do not have an English-related degree.  

Table 7: Participants’ Academic Major (n= 54) 

English-Related Degree Frequency Percent 

Yes 24 44.4 

No 30 55.6 

Total 54 100.0 

 

4.2.2 Comprehensive vs. Selective Feedback  

The questionnaire data (Section 2, question 3 in Appendix A) show that the majority 

of the teachers (44.4%) believe that learners prefer to receive comprehensive 

feedback on all writing features. In other words, they expect to receive feedback on 

both surface and content errors equally in their compositions. Learners’ preferences 

do not really conform to teachers’ actual practices as 52.8% (Section 3, question 1 in 
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Appendix A) asserted that they marked learners’ errors selectively while 45.3% of 

the teachers claimed that they mark all learners’ errors. 60.7% of the teachers who 

said that they use selective feedback claimed that the errors to be corrected are 

mainly selected based on their learners’ specific needs while only 14.3% said that 

their selection is based on grammar instructions. Further, 67.9% of these teachers 

asserted that their learners are actually aware of the types of errors that they select to 

provide feedback on (Table 8).  

Table 8: Comprehensive vs. selective error feedback 

Teachers’ perception of students’ preferences on error feedback % of teachers 

All  44.4 

Ideas and creativity 33.3 

Grammatical mistakes 14.8 

Organization 6.8 

Teachers’ actual practices  % of teachers 

Marked students’ errors selectively 52.8 

Marked all students’ errors 45.3 

Selected errors based on students’ specific needs 60.7 

Selected errors linked to grammar instruction 14.3 

 

4.2.3 Direct vs. Indirect Feedback 

The participants in the questionnaire (Section 3, question 6 in Appendix A) claimed 

that they mainly use direct feedback and marginal indirect feedback to provide 

feedback on their learners’ writings. On average, 18 out of 40 teachers who answered 

this question said that they always or often indicate (underline/circle) the errors and 

correct them, while 6 out of 36 teachers said that they always or often hint at the 

location of errors. On the other hand, the error correction strategies that the 

participants said they rarely or never used are direct-coded feedback and indirect-

coded feedback. These techniques are believed by the teachers to be demanding 

because learners should be aware of the correcting codes used by the teachers and in 

the case of indirect feedback learners have to correct the errors by themselves.     
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4.2.4 The Use of Correcting Codes 

51.1% of the teachers asserted that they use correcting codes when providing error 

feedback on their learners’ writings (Table 9). However, only 21.7% of them claimed 

that the school requires them to use correcting codes (Section 3, question 4 in 

Appendix A). Almost half of the teachers (45.8%) said that the correcting codes they 

use are taken from an external source that can be another book, the internet, etc. 

16.7% of the teachers who used correcting codes said that they designed their own 

correcting codes and another 25% adapted the correcting codes designed by another 

English teacher. Only 8.3% used correcting codes designed by another teacher 

(Section 3, question 5 in Appendix A). 

Table 9: Teachers’ use of correcting codes % of teachers  

Used correcting codes in marking compositions 51.1 

Used correcting codes from an external source 45.8 

Adapted correcting codes designed by another teacher 25 

Were required by the school to use correcting codes 21.7 

Designed their own correcting codes 16.7 

Used correcting codes designed by another teacher 8.3 

 

4.2.5 Effectiveness of Corrective Feedback 

When asked to evaluate the overall effectiveness of their corrective feedback 

(Section 3, question 11 in Appendix A), almost half of the teachers (43.75%) thought 

that their practices brought about “some” student progress in writing accuracy. Also, 

43.75% of them indicated that their students make “good” progress because of the 

corrective feedback they receive. However, only a small number of students (12.5%) 

were believed by teachers to be making a little progress (Table 10). 

Table 10: Effectiveness of teacher corrective feedback % of teachers 

Error correction brought about good progress in writing accuracy 43.75 

Error correction brought about some progress in writing accuracy 43.75 
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Error correction brought about little progress in writing accuracy 12.5 

 

4.2.6 Error Correction: Whose Responsibility 

70.8% of the teachers strongly disagreed with the statement that indicates that there 

is no need for teachers to provide feedback on learners’ errors in writing and 50% of 

the teachers agreed that it is the teachers’ job to locate errors and provide corrections 

for learners (Section 3, question 12 in Appendix A). Further, 72.9% expressed their 

agreement that learners should learn to locate and correct their own errors and 66% 

agreed that they should also learn to analyze their own errors. The percentage of 

teachers who believe that learners should learn how to locate and correct their errors 

is higher than the percentage of teachers who believe that it is merely the teachers’ 

job to locate and correct errors (Table 11). 

Table 11: Teachers’ perception of error correction responsibility % of teachers 

Students should learn to locate their own errors 77.1 

Students should learn to locate and correct their own errors 72.9 

It is the teachers’ job to locate errors and provide corrections for 

students 

50 

 

Table 12: Purpose of providing error feedback Frequency 

To help students avoid doing the same errors 15 

To help students improve their writing skills 8 

To help students learn from their mistakes 7 

To enhance students’ creativity 2 

To guide students through the learning process 2 

 

Table 12 summarizes the teachers’ comments and how many times each 

comment was mentioned by the participants concerning the main purpose of 

providing feedback. There was a consensus among the teachers on the main purpose 

of correcting learners’ errors in writing (Section 2, question 1 in Appendix A).  
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Teachers’ answers on the open-ended question regarding the main purpose of 

providing feedback on learners’ writings predominantly suggested that they are much 

concerned about helping learners to avoid repeating the same errors in their essays. 

In other words, the majority of teachers’ primary concern is to help learners identify 

and correct their errors in order to avoid them in their subsequent writings.  

When asked about their problems when providing feedback (Section 3, 

question 13 in Appendix A), most of the teachers said that feedback providing is time 

consuming. Further, what really concerns them (Section 3, question 13 in Appendix 

A) is that learners tend to be indifferent toward the feedback they receive as they are 

uninterested in the feedback which makes them react toward it in an unserious way. 

Learners’ negative reaction toward feedback makes them fail to benefit from it and 

as a result they fail to correct their own errors. Another concern is teachers’ inability 

to manage their time due to the overwhelming curriculum that is to be accomplished 

before the end of the academic year (Table 13).    

Table 13: Teachers’ problems and concerns regarding providing feedback 

Main problem faced by teachers when providing feedback Frequency 

Feedback providing is time consuming 4 

Teachers’ concerns regarding providing feedback Frequency 

Students are unserious, uninterested, and indifferent  7 

Teachers fail to manage their time 1 

Students fail to correct their own errors 1 

 

4.3 Analysis of the Learners’ Documents 

To discuss what effects different types of teacher corrective feedback have on 

learners, the first and final drafts of 6 writing essays were analyzed (Appendices C-

H). Each essay was corrected by the teacher using a different correcting strategy.  

Tables 14 and 15 display the performance of a below-average grade 7 (Student A: 
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Appendix C) and average grade 7 (Student B: Appendix D) learners. It is an opinion 

essay that was written at the beginning of the academic year 2018-2019. As 

explained by the teacher, after the first draft was corrected, the teacher had an oral 

discussion with the learners where she explained to them the common errors 

committed and ways of avoiding them. However, the teacher mainly focused on 

surface errors as it was the beginning of the year and she claimed that content errors 

can be corrected and avoided through continuous practicing. She provided different 

learners with different correcting strategies to decide on the best correcting strategy 

that suits her new learners’ learning levels and styles.    

Table 14: Effectiveness of direct-comprehensive feedback (Student A) 

Error Type Draft 1 Draft 2 

Word choice 6 6 

Spelling 6 7 

Punctuation 10 10 

Grammar 3 3 

Article 1 0 

Capitalization 2 1 

Preposition 3 4 

Commonly misused words 1 1 

Verb tense 1 2 

Something missing 5 5 

 

Student A had the chance to look at his errors and ask for clarifications but 

did not have the corrected essay with him while writing the second draft. However, 

as table 14 shows, this student did not show any improvement between the two 

drafts. He even committed more errors in the second draft. In the first draft, he 

committed 38 errors and in the second draft he committed 39 errors. On the other 

hand, table 15 summarizes the performance of Student B who received a non-coded 

indirect-comprehensive feedback on the first draft of her essay. The table shows that 

the student was able to benefit from the feedback provided because some 

improvement was shown in her performance as the number of errors committed 
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decreased compared to her first draft. In her first draft, she committed 39 errors while 

in the second draft she committed 26. What was striking is that the two students 

failed in using punctuation effectively and this was clearly shown in the tables as the 

two students had the number of errors committed in using punctuation higher than 

the number of errors committed in the other language features.   

Table 15: Effectiveness of indirect-comprehensive feedback (Student B) 

Error Type Draft 1 Draft 2 

Word choice 3 2 

Spelling 9 3 

Punctuation 8 11 

Grammar 6 5 

Article 2 1 

Capitalization 2 1 

Preposition 3 1 

Commonly misused words 1 0 

Something missing 1 0 

Word order 1 1 

Irrelevant information 3 2 

 

Personal narrative essays were written by grade 8 students. Student C 

(Appendix E), a below-average student, made 14 errors in his first draft but made 

only 3 errors in his final draft (Table 16). He received direct-selective feedback on 

content features.  On the other hand, Student D (Appendix F), an above average 

student, made only 6 errors in his first draft and no errors were committed in the final 

one (Table 17). He received an indirect-coded selective feedback on content features. 

Errors in word choice were dominant in the essays of the two students. The results in 

the tables revealed that the student who received indirect feedback outperformed the 

student who received direct feedback. 

Table 16: Effectiveness of direct-selective (content-based) feedback (Student C) 

Error Type Draft 1 Draft 2 

Word choice 5 1 

Irrelevant information 1 0 

Unclear meaning 1 0 
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Missing parts 3 1 

Organization 2 0 

Sentence structure 2 1 

 

Table 17: Effectiveness of indirect-selective (content-based) feedback (Student D) 

Error Type Draft 1 Draft 2 

Word choice 2 0 

Irrelevant information 0 0 

Unclear meaning 1 0 

Missing parts 1 0 

Organization 1 0 

Sentence structure 1 0 

 

Tables 18 and 19 present the results of grade 9 average (Student E: Appendix 

G) and above-average (Student F: Appendix H) students. The essays analyzed are 

compare-contrast essays. Student E received direct-selective feedback on surface 

features on his essay. He committed 23 errors in his first draft and committed only 4 

errors in his final draft. Student D received indirect-coded selective feedback on her 

essay. She committed 21 errors in her first draft while only 10 errors appeared in her 

final paper. Spelling mistakes were prevalent in the two students’ essays. The two 

students showed good improvement in their second draft but Student E outperformed 

Student F. However, the results in these tables revealed that the student who received 

direct feedback outperformed the student who received indirect feedback.      

Table 18: Effectiveness of direct-selective (surface-based) feedback (Student E) 

Error Type Draft 1 Draft 2 

Noun ending 3 0 

Spelling 8 2 

Punctuation 3 0 

Article 2 1 

Capitalization 6 1 

Preposition 1 0 

 

Table 19: Effectiveness of indirect-selective (surface-based) feedback (Student F) 

Error Type Draft 1 Draft 2 
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Noun ending 2 0 

Spelling 14 5 

Punctuation 1 2 

Capitalization 3 2 

Grammar 1 1 

 

The document analysis revealed that learners who received selective feedback 

outperformed learners who received comprehensive feedback. When provided with 

content-based feedback, the learner who received indirect feedback outperformed 

who received direct feedback while when provided with surface-based errors, the 

learner who received direct feedback outperformed that who received indirect 

feedback. 

4.4 Analysis of the researcher’s personal diary 

Numerous categories and codes emerged in the researcher’s personal diary. 

The categories are similar to those that emerged in the interviews. The categories are 

teacher written feedback, error correction strategies, challenges, concerns, and 

problems. The codes, on the other hand, had some differences from the codes that 

emerged in the questionnaires. The codes are direct-selective feedback vs. direct-

comprehensive feedback, marginal indirect feedback vs. coded indirect feedback, 

effectiveness of corrective feedback, and error correction: whose responsibility.  

The challenges that learners encounter in the process of receiving feedback 

are that learners get demotivated when their essays are returned to them full of 

comments and red notes. Further, learners’ lack of self-confidence makes it difficult 

for them to benefit from the feedback provided as they believe that no matter how 

hard they work they will still fail to produce error-free essays. Another main 

challenge that learners encounter in the researcher’s diary is their obsession with 
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grades which diverts their attention away from the feedback they receive on their 

essays. Besides, being unable to understand the feedback, either because it is 

unspecific, overwhelming, or unclear, makes learners indifferent toward the feedback 

provided which is considered another challenge that learners face. Finally, as learners 

always want to be praised, receiving negative comments from teachers make them 

feel that their work is not appreciated by their teachers and as a result affects their 

self-confidence.  

The different practices undertook by the researcher in order to help her 

learners avoid the challenges they encounter in the process of feedback receiving are 

direct-comprehensive feedback and direct-selective feedback. Learners performed 

better on their essays when they received direct-selective feedback as they were able 

to focus on specific errors compared to their performance when they received direct-

comprehensive feedback. Moreover, when the researcher provided indirect feedback, 

learners were able to benefit from it when provided with correcting codes. However, 

marginal indirect feedback was mostly challenging to learners and was the least 

beneficial to them. This is because when provided with correcting codes, learners 

were able to use the codes and correct their errors easily.  

Although only few learners succeed in writing error-free essays, the 

researcher’s diary revealed that almost all learners are able to acquire the writing 

skill and show some improvement from the feedback provided. This shows that 

different learners can benefit from different types of feedback differently and 

develop their writing skills as a result.       
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4.5 Synthesis 

Most of the teachers who participated in the interview and questionnaire 

believed that L2 learners’ low language proficiency and low self-confidence when it 

comes to language learning are the main challenges that impede them from 

effectively benefitting from the feedback provided to them on their compositions. In 

addition to these challenges, the researcher in her diary addressed additional 

challenges that L2 learners face which are learners’ obsession with grades, failing to 

understand the feedback provided to them by their teachers, and the overwhelming 

feedback they receive on their papers. These challenges make learners unable to 

avoid committing errors or even correct their own errors which concerned most of 

the interviewees and was the main reason for providing feedback as revealed in the 

questionnaire’s results. However, the questionnaire addressed different teachers’ 

concerns as teachers claimed that learners are often indifferent, careless, and 

unserious toward the feedback they receive. The researcher in her diary agreed with 

the teachers in the questionnaire as she is concerned about her learners being careless 

to read and apply the feedback provided. Learners’ failing to integrate the language 

skills in their essays was another concern identified by her. In order to help learners 

overcome these challenges, the instruments revealed common findings in which 

participants in the interview, questionnaire, and the personal diary claimed that they 

use selective feedback, so they can select errors based on their learners’ needs to help 

them consider the feedback provided. Also, they preferred focusing on form-based 

errors rather than content-based errors on their learners’ compositions. This is 

because these errors were believed by the majority to be basic errors in developing a 

writing essay. However, the findings in the document analysis and the personal diary 

did not align with those of the interview and questionnaire concerning content and 
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form-based errors. On the contrary, the findings in the document analysis and the 

personal diary were that learners who received feedback on content errors 

outperformed the learners who received feedback on surface errors. Moreover, 

teachers preferred identifying the errors on their learners’ writings but giving them 

the responsibility to correct their errors by themselves. This was not reflected in their 

actual practices as reflected in the interview and questionnaire, as most of the time, 

they admitted that they provided direct feedback to their learners as they believed it 

is more effective in helping learners to know the correction of their errors and avoid 

them in the future, and it is also less time consuming compared to indirect feedback. 

This is because for learners to be able to benefit from indirect feedback they need 

training. Thus, the results retrieved from the mixed method instruments showed that 

teachers’ preferences and their actual practices regarding feedback giving did not 

align. However, what was common among the four instruments is that teachers assert 

that their practices are effective as they believe that their feedback brings about good 

progress in learners’ performance. Also, the use of correcting codes was highly 

appreciated by most of the participants in the study.       

 The analysis of the data collected revealed mixed results. The interview’s 

analysis depicted the importance of the indirect-selective feedback in addition to 

continuous discussions with learners to help them overcome the challenges 

encountered when receiving feedback. The questionnaire portrayed teachers’ mixed 

views about the effectiveness of different correcting strategies. Document analysis 

revealed improvement in writing especially in the writings of student D who received 

feedback on content errors and students who received indirect feedback 

outperformed those who received direct feedback. The following section presents a 



62 
 

thorough discussion about the findings of the study. It also provides limitations and 

suggestions for further research studies. 
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Chapter Five 

Discussion  

In this chapter, major findings and results are summarized and discussed 

based on the results in the light of previous studies and researchers’ opinions.  

Research Question 1: What are the challenges that Lebanese L2 learners 

encounter when receiving feedback from their teachers on their writing essays? 

Findings of the interview and personal diary revealed that learners’ low 

language proficiency, lack of self-confidence in light of language learning, obsession 

with grades, failing to understand the feedback provided to them by their teachers, 

and the overwhelming feedback they receive on their papers are the most common 

challenges that L2 learners encounter when receiving feedback on their writing 

essays. This corroborates with previous studies (Keh, 1990; Hyland & Hyland, 2001; 

Alghazo, Bani Abdelrahman, & Abu Qbeitah, 2009; Beaumont, O’Doherty, & 

Shannon, 2011; Boud & Molloy, 2013; Gormally et al., 2014; Agbayahoun, 2016; 

Aridah et al., 2017; Pitt & Norton, 2016) that concluded that students perceived 

quality feedback and preferred to receive feedback that is not filled with red marks 

and notes not to get overwhelmed by the feedback received (Aridah et al., 2017). 

They also favor positive and motivational feedback which enhances their self-

confidence (Hyland & Hyland, 2001; Pitt & Norton, 2017). Clear and specific 

feedback helps learners in understanding and using feedback and as a result avoiding 

errors (Brookhart, 2008).  Further, feedback that is accompanied by a grade makes it 

more significant as it indicates to learners if their performance is improving or not.  
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Research Question 2: What feedback practices do English language teachers 

undertake to help their learners avoid the challenges they encounter? 

Findings concerning the teachers’ reactions toward learners’ challenges in 

this study showed that the majority of teachers prefer selective feedback to 

comprehensive feedback as it helps learners focus on one or few specific errors and 

be able to understand, correct, and avoid them in their subsequent writings rather 

than receiving various types of errors and be unable to understand and avoid errors. 

This is congruent with previous studies (Lee, 2004; Andersson, 2015) concerning the 

effectiveness and teachers’ preferences to selective feedback. Literature studies 

showed contradicting perceptions toward direct and indirect feedback and this 

contradiction was highlighted in this study too. Many studies (Lalande, 1982; 

Hendrickson, 1984; Robb et al., 1986; Ferris, 2003) supported the use of indirect 

feedback as it saves time and helps learners in correcting their mistakes by 

themselves. The interviewees in this study as well as the researcher in her personal 

diary preferred indirect feedback to direct feedback. However, in the questionnaire, 

the majority of the teachers asserted that they actually provide their learners with 

direct feedback as it saves learners’ time and directly guides them to the corrections 

of their errors.  

The instruments’ analysis of teachers’ use of form-based and content-based 

feedback show that the majority of teachers provided feedback on surface errors 

mainly grammatical errors as they are considered the basic errors that should be 

corrected and avoided. However, the results of the students’ documents analyzed and 

the researcher’s personal experience showed that feedback on content generates 

improvement better than feedback on surface which accords with the results in the 

previous studies (Zamel, 1985; Park, 2006). The participants used the oral feedback 
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or ‘discussion’ as they referred to it to explain the feedback to their learners and 

allow them to ask for clarifications. It was also revealed that conferencing saves time 

and helps learners learn from each other’s mistakes echoing previous studies 

(Carnicelli, 1980; Alqadi, 2015). Almost all of the participants in this study 

highlighted the importance of providing constructive criticism and positive feedback 

to the learners as praise develops positive feelings toward feedback, boosts learners’ 

self-confidence, interest, and attitude toward feedback, and increases their 

willingness to accept and apply the feedback provided (Piccinin, 2003; Underwood 

& Tregidgo, 2006; Ahea, Ahea, & Rahman, 2016). Besides, over half of the 

participants in the mixed method instruments shed the light on the significant effects 

of coded feedback as codes reduce the negative effects of overabundance of red ink 

and also tend to promote learners’ awareness of the errors committed (Hong, 2004; 

Baghzou, 2014; Muthi’m & Latief, 2014; Saukah, Dewanti, & Laksmi, 2017). 

In brief, most of the teachers were well aware that learners prefer receiving direct-

comprehensive feedback on their writing essays. This aligns with Al Mohammedi’s 

(2016) and Irwin’s (2017) findings that showed that learners preferred receiving 

direct feedback on all the errors committed in their essays. English language 

teachers’ preferences, on the other hand, were indirect-selective form-based feedback 

which correlates with Al Mohammedi (2016). The majority claimed that indirect 

feedback helps learners identify and correct their own errors, selective feedback 

helps them to focus on certain types of errors and avoid being overwhelmed with 

errors, and form-based feedback helps learners in producing essays with no language 

errors. However, English language teachers’ actual practices in this study are not 

consistent with their beliefs and do not align with learners’ preferences. Rather they 

asserted that they tend to provide direct-selective surface-based feedback. Here, 
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according to Lee (2004), lies the contradiction as even though teachers believe that 

learners should develop self-assessment skills and be responsible for correcting their 

errors, they are actually doing this work for the learners. This correlates with Lee’s 

(2003) and (2008) findings where the results in the two studies showed that the 

majority of teachers provided direct feedback on form-based errors. However, in 

Lee’s studies, teachers tended to correct errors comprehensively. 

Research Question 3: How beneficial do English language teachers think are 

their practices to help learners overcome these challenges? 

The results of the learners’ document analysis, teachers’ questionnaire, and 

the researcher’s personal reflection showed that many learners make ‘good’ progress 

after receiving feedback on their writings while others make ‘some’ progress. This 

result finds explanation in Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory. Learners’ ability 

to perform better on their final drafts by participating in social mediated context 

agrees with Vygotsky who claimed that learning can best take place through 

interaction with highly experienced partners (who are teachers in this study) and 

through scaffolding and support. This was revealed in the obtained results as the 

social interaction that took place between the teacher and the learners through 

feedback in the document analysis proved to be a success for most of the learners. 

This proves that feedback giving is an important factor in the learning process and 

that almost all learners will benefit from it even though in varying percentages.  

However, what impedes learners from benefitting from their teachers’ feedback is 

the fact that different learners have different learning styles and different abilities 

which shows that the same feedback technique should not be given to all learners.   
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Chapter Six 

Conclusion, Recommendations, 

Limitations, and Suggestions for Further 

Research 

6.1 Conclusion 

This study examined teachers’ reactions toward learners’ challenges that 

impede them from effectively benefitting from the received teachers’ feedback. 

Participants were 60 English language teachers who teach in different private and 

public schools in Lebanon. Multiple methods were used for data collection including 

interview, questionnaire, document analysis, and personal diary. The collected data 

were compared and analyzed to explore the actual practices of English language 

teachers to help learners overcome the challenges they encounter when receiving 

feedback on their writing essays. The above results demonstrate that teachers’ main 

use of direct-selective feedback on form-based errors is less beneficial compared to 

indirect-selective feedback on content-based errors. Accordingly, this presents a 

challenge to some teachers as the majority of them think that form-focused errors 

especially grammar errors are more important to be corrected than content errors and 

indirect feedback is more time consuming than the direct feedback. The results of 

this study corroborated with results of previous studies at some areas and opposed 

them at other areas.  To conclude, this study is not only useful for teachers to decide 

on the most effective feedback strategy, but also it became personally meaningful 

because it gave the researcher the opportunity to think deeply in the teaching and the 

feedback giving process as well. 
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6.2 Recommendations 

 The study revealed that English language teachers believe that their cycle 3 L2 

learners encounter major challenges when receiving feedback on their 

compositions which hinders them from benefitting from the feedback. On this 

basis, teachers should work hard to identify the challenges and the potential 

challenges their learners might face and help their learners in overcoming them. 

For instance, instead of telling the students that they have many grammar 

mistakes like the teacher’s comment on Student’s A essay (Appendix C), the 

teacher can simply specify some of the grammar mistakes made by the students 

and tell them which lessons they can refer to in order to correct their errors. 

Thereby, teachers can help their students overcome their frustration and low-

language proficiency. Also, teachers can identify the common mistakes made by 

the majority of the students and explain these errors and ways of avoiding them 

to all the students and this strategy is implemented by many of the interviewees 

in this study.  This strategy helps students overcome the challenge of 

misunderstanding the feedback provided to them by their teachers.  

 The findings reported that teachers tend to use the direct-selective feedback on 

surface features when reflecting on their learners’ essays because they believe it 

to be the most effective feedback strategy. However, teachers should use 

differentiated feedback strategies to be able to provide feedback that can reach 

all their learners. For example, providing indirect-selective feedback on surface 

errors to above-average students like Student D (Appendix F) might add nothing 

to their development as this student did not have any surface error in his essay. 

Also, returning students’ work with positive comments only might indicate that 

the given assignment did not add anything to this student’s development. On the 
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other hand, a student like Student C (Appendix E) showed good improvement 

from the direct-selective feedback on content errors and might have also shown 

improvement if they were provided with feedback on surface errors. 

Additionally, Student A (Appendix C) who received direct-comprehensive 

feedback on his essay, did not show any improvement on the second draft of his 

essay. This shows that some students, especially below-average students, should 

not be provided with direct-comprehensive feedback on their essays, rather they 

should be provided with direct-selective feedback. This is because below-

average students might fail to correct their errors by themselves, hence providing 

them with indirect feedback might not help them develop. Furthermore, 

providing below-average students with comprehensive feedback might 

overwhelm them with corrections and red notes which might frustrate and 

demotivate them. Instead, selective feedback might be more beneficial as it helps 

students to focus on specific errors and it might be easier for them to remember 

the selected errors and avoid them in their subsequent work. Hence, teachers 

should provide different correction strategies to different students in the same 

class and on the same assignment based on the students’ learning levels and 

needs.  

 The study has shown that almost all the teachers believed that their learners 

benefit from their feedback and show some progress in their writing essays. 

Therefore, to ensure that their learners will carry on this effectiveness 

throughout their learning journey, teachers should explain to their learners why 

feedback matters, make sure that their learners understand the feedback provided 

to them, and provide opportunities to learners to incorporate feedback during 

class sessions.        
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6.3 Limitations 

As is the usual situation with exploratory studies, the results of this study 

cannot be generalized to all English language teachers and coordinators in Lebanon 

due to the small sample involved in the study. 

Furthermore, the teachers’ responses to the interview questions may not have 

revealed the whole truth of their practices as halo effect among them may have 

arisen. 

Besides, due to the fact that there is a lack of prior research studies on this 

topic in Lebanon, the researcher was not able to collect much secondary information 

that can be applied to the Lebanese context in the Literature Review chapter. 

Another impediment was teachers’ availability as during the distribution of 

the questionnaire they were busy in their classes and the researcher did not have the 

opportunity to meet them. Also, being very busy and work overloaded, most of them 

did not have time to respond to the questionnaire and/or to be interviewed. Many of 

the interviewees preferred conducting the interview over WhatsApp. This made them 

take some time to reply to the researcher’s questions and some of them did not even 

reply to any additional questions that were asked by the researcher. Additionally, 

many teachers who received a copy of the questionnaire did not even answer it.   

Moreover, access was difficult to some schools as very strict and long 

procedures were required to gain access which was time consuming and unfeasible to 

the researcher.  

 

 



71 
 

6.4 Suggestions for Further Research 

 This study was conducted to explore the challenges that learners face when 

receiving feedback and the effectiveness of teachers’ feedback from the teachers’ 

perspective. Researchers should consider finding out the challenges that learners face 

when receiving feedback and the effectiveness of their teachers’ feedback on their 

writings from the students’ perspective.  

Further, the findings do not indicate long-term effects of teacher feedback on 

learners’ writing. Therefore, a longitudinal study needs to be designed to generate 

results over a long period of time.  

Finally, different types of learners react to error correction strategies 

differently. Thus, researchers should identify learners with different learning styles 

and their reactions toward different error correction strategies.  
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Appendix A 

Teacher’s Questionnaire 

The purpose of the questionnaire is to establish an understanding about English 

language teachers’ perceptions regarding the challenges encountered by L2 students 

when receiving feedback from their teachers on their writing essays. Further, it 

explores English language teachers’ reactions through feedback toward these 

challenges that their students encounter to help them overcome these challenges. 

Section 1 

Please circle the appropriate answers. 

1. Gender:         

a. Male 

b. Female 

2. School of Employment:         

a. Private 

b. Public 

3. Position:         

a. Teacher                

b. Coordinator 

4. Social Class of the Students:            

a. High-Middle              

b. Middle-Low              

c. Low 

5. Intermediate Teaching experience: 

a. Less than 5 years 

b. 5 to 10 years 

c. Over 10 years 

6. Do you have a degree? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

7. Do you have a Diploma/ Certificate in Education? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

8. Do you have an English-related degree (e.g., TESL/TEFL, linguistics, 

translation)? 

a. Yes 
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b. No 

Section 2 

1. In your opinion, what is the main purpose of providing feedback on students’ 

errors in writing? 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

___________________ 

2. Most of the students’ reactions when receiving feedback on their essays is 

(Please circle the most appropriate choice(s)) 

a. They never read the comments provided to them by their teachers. 

b. They usually read the comments and ask for clarification. 

c. They decide to read the feedback or not depending on the amount of the 

‘red ink’ shown on their essays. 

Other________________________________________________________

_______ 

3. Students prefer to receive feedback on (Please circle the most appropriate 

choice(s)) 

a. Ideas and creativity 

b. Grammatical mistakes 

c. Organization 

d. All 

Other_________________________________________________________

_______ 

4. The reason students avoid reading feedback is (Please circle the most 

appropriate choice(s)) 

a. the teacher being unselective (i.e. corrects all the mistakes) 

b. they believe they will not be able to effectively acquire the writing skill 

no matter how hard they work. 

c. they know that their mistakes are the same in all the essays so there is no 

need to read the feedback. 

d. they don’t usually understand the feedback provided to them. 

Other_________________________________________________________

______ 

5. I can help my students accept and benefit from feedback by (Please circle the 

most appropriate choice(s)) 

a. Suggesting ways to avoid their mistakes in the feedback. 

b. Giving positive comments even if their essays are full of mistakes. 

c. Deducting grades. 

d. Explaining the feedback provided to them. 

e. Giving them guidelines on what can and what cannot be done in writing. 
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f. Giving them examples of good essays and using them as references. 

Other 

______________________________________________________________

_ 

Section 3 

1. Which of the statements below best describes your existing error feedback 

practice? Please circle the most appropriate choice. 

a. I don’t mark students’ errors in writing. 

b. I mark ALL students’ errors. 

c. I mark students’ errors selectively. 

If your answer to Question 1 is “a” you do NOT have to answer this 

questionnaire. 

If your answer to Question 1 is “C”, answer Questions 2 and 3. If you have not 

circled “C”, go to Question 4. 

2. Which of the following best describes the major principle for error selection? 

Please circle the most appropriate box. 

a. The selected errors are related to students’ specific needs (e.g., knowing 

that students are particularly weak in subject-verb agreement, I provide 

feedback on subject-verb agreement). 

b. The selected errors are directly linked to grammar instruction in class 

(e.g., after I have taught conditionals, I provide feedback on conditionals 

errors). 

c. The selected errors are suggested by the English coordinator. 

d. The errors are selected on an ad hoc basis (i.e. I decide what errors to 

provide feedback on while I am marking). 

Other_________________________________________________________

_______ 

3. Are your students aware of the type(s) of errors you select to provide feedback 

on? Please circle the appropriate answer. 

a. Yes 

b. No 

4. Please circle the appropriate answer for the following questions about the use 

of marking codes. 

A. Do you use a marking code for providing error feedback on student 

writing? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

B. Does your school require you to use a marking code? 

a. Yes 
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b. No 

If you use a marking code, answer Question 5. If not, go to Question 6. 

5. Who designed the marking code? Please circle the most appropriate choice. 

The marking code I use 

a. was designed by another English teacher (e.g., co-ordinator) 

b. was designed by another English teacher (e.g., co-ordinator) and adapted 

by me. 

c. was designed by me. 

d. was taken from an external source (e.g., books, the internet, etc.). 

Other_________________________________________________________

_______ 

6. Rate the frequency with which you use each of the following error feedback 

techniques. Please tick the appropriate answer. 

 Never 

or 

Rarely 

Sometimes Always 

or 

Often 

How often do you use the following error feedback techniques?    

A. I indicate (underline/circle) errors and correct them.    

B. I indicate (underline/circle) errors, correct them, and 

categorize them (with the help of a marking code). 

   

C. I indicate (underline/circle) errors, but I don’t correct them.    

D. I indicate (underline/circle) errors and categorize them (with 

the help of a marking code), but I don’t correct them. 

   

E. I hint at the location of errors, e.g., by putting a mark in the 

margin to indicate an error on a specific line. 

   

F. I hint at the location of errors and categorize them (with the 

help of a marking code).  

   

 

7. Please circle the appropriate answer for the question below. 

Does your school prescribe the error feedback technique(s) you indicate you 

always or often use in Question 7? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

8. What factors influence the error feedback technique(s) you always/ often use? 

Please circle the appropriate answer. 

Factors affecting the error feedback technique(s) I always/ often use 

A. Students’ requests (i.e., students ask for it/ them) 

a. Yes 

b. No 

B. My perception of students’ needs  

a. Yes 

b. No 

C. The amount of time I have  
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a. Yes 

b. No 

Other_________________________________________________________

_______ 

9. What do you usually do after you have marked students’ compositions? Please 

circle the appropriate answer(s). 

A. I do not do anything. 

B. I hold a conference with each student/some students. 

C. I make students correct errors in/ outside class. 

D. I make students record their errors in an error log/ error frequency chart. 

E. I go through students’ common errors in class. 

Other_________________________________________________________

_______ 

10. How much time approximately do you spend marking one composition? 

Please circle the most appropriate box. 

a. Less than 10 minutes 

b. 10 to 20 minutes 

c. More than 20 minutes 

11. How would you evaluate the overall effectiveness of your existing error 

feedback practice on student progress in writing at the end of one academic 

year? Please circle the most appropriate answer. 

To what extent do you agree with the 

following statements? 

Strongly 

disagree 

1 

Disagree 

 

2 

Agree 

 

3 

Strongly 

agree 

4 

A. There is no need for teachers to provide 

feedback on student errors in writing. 

1 2 3 4 

B. Teachers should provide feedback on 

student errors selectively. 

1 2 3 4 

C. It is the teacher’s job to locate errors and 

provide corrections for students. 

1 2 3 4 

D. Teachers should vary their error 

feedback techniques according to the 

type of error. 

1 2 3 4 

E. Coding errors with the help of a marking 

code is a useful means of helping 

students correct errors for themselves. 

1 2 3 4 

F. Marking codes should be easy for 

students to follow and understand. 

1 2 3 4 

G. All student errors deserve equal 

attention. 

1 2 3 4 

H. Students should learn to locate their own 

errors. 

1 2 3 4 

I. Students should learn to locate and 1 2 3 4 
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a. Good progress 

b. Some progress 

c. Little progress 

d. No progress 

12. Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements 

according to the scale below. Please circle the most appropriate box for each 

statement. 

 

13. Do you have any concerns and/or problems regarding providing error 

feedback on student writing? Please elaborate. 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________ 

14. Would you like to add anything else? 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

correct their own errors. 

J. Students should learn to analyse their 

own errors. 

1 2 3 4 
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Appendix B 

Teacher’s Interview 

The interview questions aim at exploring the teachers’ perceptions toward challenges 

faced by students when receiving feedback and their reactions to help their students 

overcome these challenges. 

1. Are you in favor of comprehensive or selective error feedback? Why? 

2. What error correction strategies do you use? Why do you choose these strategies? 

3. What challenges do your students face when receiving feedback on their writing 

essays which impede them from effectively benefitting from the feedback? 

4. How do you react through feedback toward the challenges your students face 

when receiving feedback on their writing essays? 

5. How beneficial do you think your reactions are to help your students consider the 

feedback they receive and take subsequent actions? 

6. What concerns or problems, if any, do you have in correcting student errors in 

writing? 

7. In your opinion, what is the best way to go about error correction? Explain your 

answer. 
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Appendix C 

Student A (Direct-Comprehensive Feedback) 

Draft 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



92 
 

 

 

 



93 
 

 

Draft 2 
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Appendix D 

Student B (Indirect-Comprehensive Feedback) 

Draft 1 
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Direct-Selective (Content-Based) Feedback 

Draft 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Draft 2 
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Indirect-Selective (Content-Based) Feedback 

Draft 1 
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Draft 2 
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Appendix G 

Direct-Selective (Focused-Based) Feedback 

     Draft 1 
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Appendix H 

Indirect-Selective (Focused-Based) Feedback 

Draft 1 
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Draft 2 
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dix I 

Writing Guidelines 

 Outline/ Chart: 

- The Roman numbers in the outline should be written before the margin. 

- Add a title to the outline. The title in the outline/chart should be the same title 

used in the essay. 

- Add supporting details to the body paragraphs. 

- In the ‘Events’ section in a chart: ADD a brief description of the beginning, 

middle, and end in a (personal) narrative essay. 

 Title: 

- DON’T add a period (.) to the title. You can add question marks and 

exclamation marks only. 

- The MAIN WORDS in the title should be capitalized. 

- DON’T underline the title. 

- MAKE your title effective and attractive. 

 Essay: 

- The title in the essay should be the SAME title used in the outline. 

- ADD a topic sentence and a closing sentence to every body paragraph. 

- USE transitional words to connect ideas and paragraphs. 

- Write numbers in letters. DON’T use numerical digits. 

- DON’T use contractions. 

- Be aware of COMMONLY MISUSED WORDS like: their & there. 

- DON’T start with coordinating conjunctions, i.e. FANBOYS. 

- DON’T add a comma after ‘so’ and ‘then’. 

- DON’T add a comma before ‘because’. 

- DON’T add ‘but’ after a clause that starts with ‘although’ or ‘even though’. 

- ‘Me & my friend’ is wrong; ‘MY FRIEND AND I’ is correct. 

- ADD a coma after a time clause if it comes at the beginning of the sentence. For 

example, When I met him, I remembered our friendship. 

- ADD a coma after an adverb clause if it comes at the beginning of the sentence. 

For example, Because I was sick, I missed the party. 

- AVOID redundancy. 

- AVOID run-on sentences. 

- Be CONSISTENT: DON’T use the American and the British English in the 

same essay. 

- Be CONSISTENT: The tense used in the essay should be the same used 

throughout the essay. DON’T use the past and the present tenses in the same 

essay. 
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