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ABSTRACT

TEACHER COGNITION ON WRITTEN FEEDBACK: NOVICE AND

EXPERIENCED TEACHERS’ BELIEFS, ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES

Karaagag, Gul

M.A., Department of Foreign Language Education

Supervisor: V. Assist. Prof. Dr. Nur Yigitoglu

July 2014, 195 pages

Written feedback has in recent years attracted the attention of an increasing
number of researchers. While much research on written feedback has focused on
students’ and/or teachers’ preferences of written feedback (e.g. Zhu, 2010), teacher
beliefs and practices regarding written feedback (e.g. Clements, 2006; Min, 2011),
very few, if any, explored the influence of teachers’ experience on feedback
practices. In an attempt to address this gap in literature, this study investigates the

impact of experience on ESL teachers’ written feedback practices. The purpose of



this research is to explore the relationship between novice and experienced teachers’
experiences and perceived beliefs about feedback practices, analyze the motives
behind their written feedback practices and compare the teachers’ beliefs about
written feedback to see whether they are congruent with their observed practices.
The study adopted a case study approach. One novice and one experienced teacher
working at the preparatory school (Hazirlik) of a private university in Northern

Cyprus were asked to participate in the study.

Data were collected across 15 weeks. A preliminary questionnaire for bio-
data of the participants was administered and then semi-structured interviews with
stimulated recall sessions and observations were conducted to explore these
teachers’ general attitudes and beliefs about written feedback, the challenges they
encounter and the way they respond to students’ writings. Analysis of writing papers
was also carried out to compare teachers’ stated beliefs with their actual practices.
The findings reveal that both the experienced and novice participant have a positive
attitude towards written feedback and consider providing feedback their duty as a
teacher no matter what the institutional policies require. Moreover, the teachers’
main focus while responding to students’ writings was found to be mainly on
grammar due to varying reasons, and they experience several challenges during the
process of giving written feedback. The study also displays the sources behind
teachers’ practices to be their beliefs, the education they received and the
institution’s policies. Finally, the study uncovered some (mis)matches between

teachers’ beliefs and actual written feedback practices.

Keywords: writing, experienced and novice teachers, feedback preferences, teacher

beliefs, written feedback challenges.
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YAZILI GERI BILDIRIM HAKKINDA OGRETMEN BILISI:
YENI VE DENEYIMLI INGILiZCE OGRETMENLERININ INANIS, TUTUM

VE UYGULAMALARI

Son yillarda geri bildirim, giderek artan bir arastirmaci kitlesinin dikkatini
cekmistir. Konu {lizerine yapilmig arastirmalarin ¢ogu Ogrencilerin ve veya
ogretmenlerin geri bildirim tercihleri (Zhu, 2010), O6gretmenlerin geri bildirim
hakkindaki tutum ve uygulamalari (Clements, 2006; Min, 2011) {izerine
yogunlasmasina ragmen, c¢ok azi veya higbiri 6gretmenlerin deneyiminin geri
bildirim uygulamalar1 tizerindeki etkisini incelemistir. Arastirmalardaki bu agigi
kapatmak amaciyla bu calisma, deneyimin ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin yazili
kompozisyonlardaki uygulamalari iizerindeki etkisini arastiracaktir. Bu c¢aligmanin
hedefi, deneyimli ve yeni O6gretmenlerin geri bildirim uygulamalar1 hakkindaki
deneyim ve gozlemlenebilir diislinceleri arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek, geri bildirim
uygulamalar1 ardindaki sebeplerini analiz etmek ve Ogretmenlerin bu konudaki
diisiincelerini  gozlemlenebilir uygulamalariyla uyumlu olup olmadigimi agiga

cikarmak icin karsilastirmaktir.

Bu ¢alisma 6rnek durum inceleme metodu kullandi. Kuzey Kibris’ta 6zel bir
tiniversitenin hazirlik okulunda c¢alisan bir deneyimli ve bir yeni ingilizce

Ogretmeninin arastirmada yer almasi istendi. Data 15 haftalik bir zamanda toplandi.
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Katilimcilarin temel bilgilerini elde etmek i¢in 6n bir anket uygulandi ve
sonra bu Ogretmenlerin geri bildirim hakkindaki genel tutum ve diisiincelerini,
karsilastiklar1  zorluklari, &grencilerin kompozisyonlarma nasil geri bildirim
verdiklerini, ve ayrica Ogretmenlerin geri bildirim konusunda belirttikleri
diisiincelerini gercek uygulamalariyla karsilastirmak ve gelisimi gozlemlemek
amaciyla ogrencilerin kompozisyonlar1 incelendi. Bu baglamda, animsamay1
saglayan goriismelerle yari1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler, ve ders gozlemleri ve
ogrenci portolio incelemeri yapildi. Sonuclar yeni ve deneyimli ogretmenin geri
bildirim konusunda olumlu bir tavra sahip oldugunu ve kurumsal yaptirimlar ne
olursa olsun, geri bildirimin ogretmen olarak gorevleri oldugunu ortaya cikarmistir.
Ek olarak, ogretmenlerin geri bildirim verirken ana odak noktalarinin cesitli
sebeplerden dolayi gramer oldugu ve bu geri bildirim surecinde ogretmenlerin pek
cok zorlukla karsilastigi bulunmustur. Calisma ayrica ogretmenlerin geri bildirim
uygulamari arkasindaki sebeplerin kendi dusunceleri, aldiklari egitim ve kurumun
yaptirimlari oldugunu gostermistir. Son olarak, calisma ogretmenlerin dusunceleri
ve gercekteki geri bildirim uygulamalari arasindaki uyum ve uyumsuzluklari aciga

cikarmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: yazi, deneyimli ve yeni 6gretmenler, geri bildirim tercihleri,

ogretmen inanclari, geri bildirim zorluklari.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.0. Presentation

This chapter has three main sections. The first section provides brief background
information about the study. The following section introduces the purpose of the
study along with its research questions. The third and final section is about the

significance of the study

1.1. Background to the Study

The importance given to English language teaching and English itself has
expanded throughout the world, making English a Lingua Franca (ELF), a term
described as the ‘means of communication between people who come from different
first language backgrounds’ (Jenkins, 2012, p. 486). This means that while the inner
circle, including native speakers, has been shrinking, the expanding circle, where
English is used as a foreign language and the outer circle in which English is taught
as a second language have been on the increase in the last decades (Kachru, 1992).
Since English has been widely used and there is a growing demand to learn English
especially in the expanding circle which includes Turkey, the number of non-native

English language teachers has also been on the increase.



Although they are not, as Medgyes (1994) claimed, “two different species”,
it has been revealed that native and non-native English language teachers differ in
some aspects like vocabulary, pronunciation and fluency (as cited in Llurda, 2006, p.
14). Quite naturally, the problems that non-native teachers face differ from those
experienced by native ones. One such problem is related to writing as Manchon
(2009) emphasizes: “particularly, FL [Foreign Language] contexts show their own
idiosyncrasy regarding the role that writing plays (or can play) in the lives of
students and teachers” (p. 2). Writing in EL contexts is considered to be a necessary
skill for students and teachers alike in professional, academic and daily life.
However, because of the nature of the setting and the participants, it requires special
attention and effort on the part of the non-native teachers to deal with the emerging
problems and simultaneously enhance students’ writing ability, which necessitates
teacher intervention during and after writing. Written feedback, described as the
“input from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to the writer
for revision”, is one method of intervention during the writing process and it aims to

increase student understanding and writing quality in general (Keh, 1990, p. 294).

Thus, written feedback has been subject to research from varying angles
regarding its effectiveness in writing. While some studies asserted that it is not
effective, and thus should be abandoned (Fazio, 2001; Polio et al., 1998; Robb et al.,
1986; Truscott, 1996, 1999, & 2007), others claimed that it is effective and thus
should have its place in writing (Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener &
Knoch, 2008a, 2008b, 2009; Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Ferris & Roberts, 2001;
Sheen, 2007). As the results of these studies indicate, there is no consensus on
whether feedback is really effective in improving students’ skills in writing.

However, some studies have yielded significant results concerning effective ways of



responding. Two of the perhaps most-voiced suggestions are that teacher feedback
should “focus on a range of issues, including content, organization, language,
mechanics, and style, and the focus of response should depend upon individual
students’ needs at that point in time” and that teachers should “give clear and text-
specific feedback that includes both encouragement and constructive criticism and

that avoids appropriation (taking over) the student’s text” (Ferris, 2014, p. 8).

A relatively higher number of research studies on responding to students’
writing has made at least some suggestions regarding good feedback practices that
teachers can utilize when responding to writing. It can also be argued that most of
the teachers throughout the globe still prefer giving written feedback because “both
teachers and students feel that teacher feedback on student writing is a critical,
nonnegotiable aspect of writing instruction” (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005, p. 185).
However, regaring the issue of written feedback, what teachers really believe is
effective, what they are actually doing in the classroom and on student papers and
why they are doing this are some of the questions that have only been addressed to a
very limited extent in the current research arena (e.g. Evans et al., 2010; Ferris,

2011, Lee, 2003; Orsmond & Merry, 2011).

Yet, because “teachers are active, thinking decision-makers who make
instructional choices by drawing on complex, practically-oriented, personalized, and
context-sensitive networks of knowledge, thoughts, and beliefs”, their beliefs should
be investigated in detail (Borg, 2003, p. 81). In other words, it is also because
teachers are not merely passive “implementers” of written feedback theories or
“apprentice of observation”, what they consider to be correct and important and thus

prioritize should also be worth investigating (Lortie, 1975, p. 61). Moreover, taking



university teachers’ beliefs about teaching, students and learning into account is
crucial for the effectiveness of educational programs (Entwistle & Walker, 2000). In
brief, analyzing teacher beliefs concerning written feedback and looking into the
sources behind such beliefs are of utmost importance because what teachers do in
the classroom will eventually affect student beliefs and practices, and thus the whole

teaching and learning environment.

Although not numerous, there have been studies that examined teacher views
regarding written feedback and whether teachers’ practices were in line with what
they believed to be essential (Evans et al., 2010; Ferris, 2006, 2011; Goldstein,
2005; Lee, 2003, 2009; Orsmond & Merry, 2011). As for the causes or motives
behind teachers’ feedback practices, two issues, i.e. previous training and experience
or lack of experience, come to mind (Junqueira & Kim, 2013, p. 182). Since the
former has received “scant attention” (Lee, 2008, 2010; Ferris, 2007), more focus is
called for into this area because “how teachers teach can have a direct impact on
how students learn” (Lee, 2010, p. 143). When it comes to the latter, the impact of
experience or lack of experience, very few, if any, studies have investigated the

influence of the experience on teachers’ feedback practices.

Hence, the current study was conducted with an aim to shed light on the impact
of experience, previous training, institutional polices and beliefs on teachers’, one
novice and one experienced, written feedback practices together with the challenges
they face in the process of giving written feedback. The study adopted a case study
approach since it was suggested that “the field of L2 writing stands to gain much if
the stories of diverse EFL writers are made visible through interpretive- qualitative

longitudinal case studies” (Ortega, 2009, p. 249).



1.2.  Aim of the Study

Written feedback is considered to be a pre-requisite for student success in
writing classes and thus it is largely implemented in second and foreign language
settings. The importance given by the institutions and/or teachers to written
feedback plays a crucial role in how students perceive writing in general and
sometimes how successful they can be in that skill. However, the importance
teachers assign to written feedback is mostly due to their experiences and previous
education. That is, teacher beliefs and experiences determine and shape the feedback

they give to students.

Considering the aforementioned aspects of written feedback, the present study
aims to explore the relationship between novice and experienced teachers’
experiences and perceived beliefs about written feedback practices. It also analyzes
the motives behind these teachers’ written feedback practices. In other words, the
study is designed to find out the reasons why the teachers in question respond in the
way they do to students’ writings. In addition, the present study aims to compare
the teachers’ beliefs about written feedback to see whether they are congruent with

their observed practices.

1.2.1. Research Questions
This study aims to explore the following questions:
1. What beliefs do experienced and novice writing teachers in the preparatory
school of a private university hold about written feedback to learners’

writings?

2. How do these writing teachers respond to learners’ paragraphs?



3. What factors may have influenced university preparatory school writing
teachers’ feedback practices?

4. To what extend are the novice and experienced writing teachers’ beliefs
about written feedback congruent with their observed practices?

1.3.  Significance of the Study

Written feedback has an indispensible place in ESL and EFL writing as it is a
tool that can be used to improve, guide, help and motivate students in the process of
writing. The significance and necessity of written feedback during the learning
process in general, and writing in particular, has been proven in a number of studies
(e.g. Ashwell, 2000; Beuningen, Jong & Kuiken, 2012; Bitchener et al., 2005;

Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Li, 2010).

Moreover, in contrast to the aforementioned grammar-focused corrective written
feedback studies, there are other research studies which investigated teacher
comments only, as a type of written feedback. In such studies, what teachers write
on students’ papers, their intended message and how these messages or comments
were perceived by students were examined (e.g. Chanock, 2000; Conrad and

Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 1997).

Furthermore, although to a limited extent, written feedback has been
examined from teachers’ perspectives because it is teachers’ beliefs and attitudes
that actually determine the application or termination of the practice (e.g. Evans et
al., 2010; Ferris, 2011, Lee, 2003). What is emphasized about teachers’ beliefs and
attitudes in these studies is that what teachers prioritize and regard as necessary is
highly significant and their opinions about this “painstaking task” affect the

students’ attitudes to writing to a large extent (Lee, 2003, p. 218).



In addition to these studies that focused on teachers’ perspectives, research
studies compared native to non-native teachers’ written feedback beliefs and
practices (e.g. Akpinar, 1996; Park, 2008). These comparative studies indicate that
while non-native English speaking teachers (NNESTs) may be superior to native
English speaking teachers (NESTs) when explaining grammatical rules and
language learning strategies, the NESTs seem to be providing students with
compliments for their efforts and utilizing student-centered teaching techniques to
help them write independently (Park, 2008). Also, NNESTSs rank organization in
writing as the most important whereas the NESTs favor content most (Akpinar,

1996).

However, the literature indicates a lack of studies that compare the effect of
experience, training and beliefs on non-native novice and non-native experienced
teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and practices regarding written feedback. Therefore, this
study will address this gap by focusing specifically on non-native novice and
experienced teachers’ beliefs and their actual practices about written feedback.
Besides the novelty regarding the focus in the study, it is hoped to make a
methodological contribution to other studies in the field by applying a case study
design to collect data so as to compare the beliefs, experiences and practices of these

teachers concerning written feedback.

The results are expected to provide some insights about teaching writing in pre-
service education and in-service teacher training programs and teacher professional
development about written feedback and the practice of giving written feedback.

Additionally, it may reveal the challenges that experienced and in particular novice



teachers face while giving feedback and the differences between the novice and

experienced teachers on the issue of written feedback.



CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.0. Presentation

In this chapter, previous literature on written feedback will be reviewed. The
chapter consists of three parts. The first section reviews the literature on the
importance and foci of written feedback in ESL and EFL contexts together with the
effective types of written feedback in such contexts. The second part deals with
teacher beliefs and practices regarding written feedback and also, teacher comments
as a form of written feedback practice. The final section discusses the literature on
the sources behind teachers’ practices, namely, pre-service education, and

institutional policies and experience.

2.1. Studies on the place and foci of written feedback in ESL and EFL

contexts

The attention given to writing in English as a Second Language (ESL) or
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) has increased over the last years, which has
resulted in a growing amount of research conducted in this area. The research has
yielded a considerable amount of information on writing and ways to better learners’

writings.

In an attempt to enhance the quality of students’ writings came the
discussions as to whether learners’ written grammar errors should be corrected and
if so, how they should be treated. The former issue has been discussed extensively
by Fazio (2001), Polio et al. (1998), Robb et al. (1986) and Truscott (1996, 1999, &

9



2007), who found that feedback on errors did not improve student proficiency in
writing. On the other hand, there are a large number of researchers who support
written corrective feedback (WCF) in writing and think that it should stay as one of
the components of writing. Among those researchers that support WCF are Fathman
and Whalley (1990), Ashwell (2000), Ferris and Roberts (2001), Sheen (2007),
Bitchener (2008) and Bitchener and Knoch (2008a, 2008b, 2009).The general
arguments put forward by these researchers are that providing feedback to writing is
what the administration and students expect, so it cannot be ignored, feedback
should be given to prevent fossilization and that teachers are not familiar with the
selective marking. Moreover, they state that the results of their experiments with the
control groups show the efficiency of WCF in short or long term. However, the
present research has been inconclusive. Therefore, both sides, the researchers for
and against WCF to student writing, call for further comprehensive and reliable

studies to ensure the (in)efficiency of WCF in grammar in ESL or EFL contexts.

Other issues concern the type of feedback that is effective and thus should be
implemented. Ferris (2002), for example, suggests that indirect feedback is generally
more appropriate and effective than direct feedback. The danger of direct feedback
is that teachers may misinterpret students’ meaning; however, she suggests that
direct feedback is appropriate for beginner students, when errors are ‘untreatable’,
i.e., errors not amenable to self-correction such as sentence structure and word
choice and when teachers want to draw students’ attention to other error patterns

which require student correction (p. 146).

10



Chandler (2003) focused on different types of feedback in L2 writing to
correct grammar and lexical items with an experimental group. He discovered that
‘direct correction and simple underlining of errors are significantly superior to
describing the type of error, even with underlining, for reducing long-term error’ (p.
267). For accurate revisions, direct correction was found to be the best. Moreover, it
was the students’ preference because of being fast and easy for them and teachers,
alike. On the other hand, students think that they benefit more from self-correction

where the teacher only underlines the errors.

As for the preference of coded feedback vs. marking the place of the errors
(underlining), Enginarlar (1993) found that students were quite positive when the
teacher indicated their errors using error codes. He states that these “students regard
such correction as a type of cooperative learning in which the amount of work and
responsibility is shared by students and teachers’ (p. 193). He further suggests that
‘problem solving manner of this feedback type would lead to more revision and
achievement in writing classes’ (p. 193). The reason why coded error feedback is
the preference of the students in this study might be because of the fact that almost
all of those students are enrolled in science related majors and they like to deal with
symbols and problems. Similar to what Enginarlar (1993) found out, Leki (1990)
indicated that students prefer error correction methods that label mistakes and let
them make corrections on their own. That is, the results of her study indicate that
coding or symbols are preferred by students as they think they will benefit from such

feedback more.

In the light of the previous research, it can be concluded that there is hardly

any ideal way of responding to students’ writings. However, as was confirmed by
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Zacharias (2007) in the study where 100 students and 20 teachers participated and a
questionnaire and semi-structured interviews were utilized, ‘“similar to the
teachers... the majority of students strongly believed that teachers feedback is of
utmost importance to improve students’ writing” (p. 51). Thus, written feedback has

a significant place in writing both for students and teachers.

As for the foci of teachers’ written feedback, the results of studies that
analyzed teacher feedback found out that the main focus of teachers’ written
feedback is generally grammar (Ferris, 2004; Stern and Solomon, 2006;
Vengadasamy, 2002; Zamel, 1985). As Vengadasamy, (2002) indicates “many
teachers treat the teacher response stage as a copy editing stage where they embark

on an error hunt” (p. 2).

Similarly, Zamel (1985) carried out a study to examine university level ESL
teachers’ response to their own students’ writings. She discovered that ESL teachers
‘make similar types of comments and are even more concerned with language-
specific errors and problems’ (p. 79). Moreover, ‘ESL teachers, like their native-
language counterparts, rarely seem to expect students to revise the text beyond the
surface level’ (p. 79). Thus, it is clear from this and the above studies that writing
teachers are more concerned with language specific problems than they are with

content or other aspects of writing.

The reasons behind comprehensive error feedback as a focus in writing
might vary. One reason might be because comprehensive error correction is
something students expect from their teachers because teachers are almost the only
source of knowledge for them. As a result, teachers might feel the need to provide

such feedback to learners. As Schulz (2001) indicates, students feel disappointed
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when teachers do not correct their errors on assignments. Moreover, teachers in
general thought that responding and correcting grammatical errors were among their
responsibilities. Another reason might be due to school policies and exams (Lee,
2003). Several researchers suggest that another reason might be teachers’ beliefs that
corrective feedback is a way by which they can enhance students’ grammar

knowledge (Jodaie et al., 2011).

In sum, even though the literature is inconclusive regarding the effectiveness
of written feedback in general and the types which are more effective than others,
most teachers continue to utilize it in writing because of various reasons and thus it
maintains its firm place in writing both for teachers and students. Regarding the foci
of teachers’ written feedback, studies have found out that most of the teachers give
written feedback on grammar forms while giving little or no importance to content
and other components in writing due to several reasons, which will be discussed in

detail in section 2.2.

2.2. Studies on teacher beliefs and practices regarding written

feedback

It is a fact that teachers bring their beliefs and attitudes to the classrooms and
what they believe and expect either from themselves or their environment affect
their teaching practices to a great extent. As Fleer (1999) points out “the way the
learning context is structured is a direct result of teachers’ pedagogical content
knowledge and philosophy about how children think and learn”, which highlights
the importance of teachers’ beliefs and the impact of pre-service education on
practices (p. 275). Moreover, Davis and Andrzejewski (2009) also stated that “What

[teachers] believe is real and true”, adding to the issue about the importance of
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teacher beliefs (p. 913). Regarding the significance of teacher beliefs, Smith (1971)
further supported Fleer (1999) and Davis and Andrzejewski (2009) in the following
way:
There is little doubt that the attitudes a teacher has towards himself
influence his behavior in the classroom. And there are strong reasons

for believing that the teacher’s attitudes towards his pupils-e.g., his
expectations of them—uwill influence their achievement. (p. 8)

Considered to be ingrained and crucial, teacher beliefs and attitudes have
been subject to research from varying angles. On the other hand, teachers’ beliefs
and perspectives regarding providing feedback have been analyzed to a limited
extent, while these beliefs and attitudes actually play a crucial role as they determine
application or termination of the practice (e.g. Evans et al., 2010; Ferris, 2011, Lee,
2003; Orsmond & Merry, 2011). That is, what teachers prioritize and regard as
necessary are highly significant and their opinions about this “painstaking task”

affect the students’ attitudes to writing to a large extent (Lee, 2003, p. 218).

Considering teachers’ beliefs and practices about written feedback, Orsmond
and Merry (2011) carried out a study in a British university. They investigated six
biological sciences tutors’ intentions when providing feedback, whether there is a
correlation between what they believe and practice and how their practices are
understood by 19 students. Data were collected through interview and document
analysis of written feedback. The findings indicated that teachers used praising and
corrective feedback a lot, which matched their beliefs. However, ‘identifying errors’,
‘correcting errors’ and ‘explaining misunderstandings’ were more focused on than
those aspects that guide students in future assignments and engage them in thinking,
which contradicts teachers’ beliefs that feedback should be given to improve student

work.
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In a study conducted by Rahimi and Gheitasi (2010) with 10 female English
teachers, it was revealed that teachers with high sense of efficacy utilized indirect
feedback while giving feedback on form. Moreover, although “feedbacks on content
were in minority and in most of the parts were through requests for clarification, a
few feedbacks on content were given by the teachers in the high self efficacy group,
whereas the low self efficacy group had no feedback on content” (p. 1937). This
study highlights the importance of teachers’ beliefs about themselves and its effect

on their practices.

Evans et al. (2010) aimed to answer the questions to what extent current L2
writing teachers provide written corrective feedback (WCF) and what determines
whether or not practitioners choose to provide WCF. They conducted an
international online survey to reach many writing teachers from all over the world.
The findings suggest that “WCF is commonly practiced in L2 pedagogy by
experienced and well-educated L2 practitioners for sound pedagogical reasons” (p.
47). The teachers had an average of 16 years experience and stated that “personal
teaching experience, academic training, and research and conferences” were
influential in their practices (p. 64). Together with appreciating WCF in writing,
they thought “it may be ineffective if the students are not motivated enough to take
adequate advantage of the WCF they receive” (64). In short, as Ferris et al. (2011)
state, teachers do want their students’ writing to “improve to its fullest potential”
and they do not want their time and effort to be spent in vain as providing feedback

is a time-consuming and rigorous job (p. 61).

A similar study by Lee (2003) aimed to find out about teachers’ views and

beliefs regarding error feedback in the writing classroom. To answer the research
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question, she used a questionnaire survey and interviews with volunteer teachers.
The results indicate that “teachers’ error correction practices are not always
consistent with their beliefs or the published research, and that the teachers do not
appear to be prepared to help students develop self-editing strategies” (p. 230). She
concluded her remarks by drawing attention to the lack of knowledge among
English teachers in Hong Kong concerning selective feedback and called for pre-
service and in-service training in the teaching of writing. Her findings echoed in a
study by Montgomery and Baker (2007), who surveyed teachers’ beliefs in an
intensive English program in the U.S. university and then compared them with
teachers’ actual feedback practices. They discovered that teachers gave much more
feedback on grammar and mechanics on student papers than they reported in their
surveys, which indicates divergences between what teachers believe and what they
put into practice. It was also observed that teachers ignored the suggestions

regarding best practices by their supervisors and went on with their practices.

A different method of investigation was adopted by Diab (2005) in her study
on teachers’ and students’ beliefs about responding to ESL writing in a case study.
She investigated ESL instructors’ feedback techniques and the rationales behind
these techniques to explore ESL students’ beliefs about the relative effectiveness of
various types of feedback, and to compare students’ beliefs with those of their
instructors. A university-level ESL instructor and two of her students participated in
this case study. Data were collected by think-aloud protocols and semi-structured
interviews. The case study results indicated that the ESL instructor agreed that
writing teachers should provide feedback on content rather than on form and use

alternative feedback methods to the traditional ones. Yet, she still recommended
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using error correction as a ‘“security blanket”, which was agreed with by the

students.

Another case study was carried out by Min (2011). She was the subject of
her research and she wanted to discover her own beliefs and practices in giving
comments in a semester-long academic writing class. She preferred to use a
qualitative study design that “can not only help us understand the different natures
of beliefs and how they evolve from an emic perspective but also empower
ESL/EFL writing teachers” (p. 11). The result of the study revealed that there was
“... little impact of the writing teacher’s educational experience on her feedback
beliefs” (p. 33). Her professional knowledge from the literature shaped the way she
approached students’ writings. As an experienced researcher, she observes the
changes in her feedback with the focus changing “from students’ texts to their
affective state and intentions, from the procedural aspect of commenting on local

and global issues to the interpersonal and conceptual aspects of commenting” (p.35).

A more comprehensive study by Li (2012) analyzed the beliefs and practices
of 16 New Zealand university teachers. Preliminary survey, think-aloud protocol,
individual interviews, stimulated recall discussions and focus group discussions
were utilized to get in-depth data. The findings revealed that there were
convergences and divergences between tutors’ beliefs and practices about providing
assessment feedback to the written work by undergraduate students and also,
teachers’ beliefs were found to be contextually- regulated and emotionally- modified
(p.178). Moreover, teachers’ experiences were found to be important in their

decision making.
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Lastly, Ferris (2014) investigated the reasons behind teachers’ feedback
practices and the sources behind the reasons together with their actual feedback
practices. She surveyed 129 and interviewed 23 community college and university
writing instructors and also analyzed sample student papers of those teachers that
participated in the interview. The findings suggest that most of these teachers apply
what has been advised in writing response literature as best practices and teachers
use “flexible response strategies that fit the student and the task rather than
following rigid prescriptions”, which was in line with what they considered to be
important while responding (p. 21). In short, teachers who participated in the study

cared about teaching writing and giving feedback.

In sum, the above studies were conducted using mostly questionnaires and
surveys with a couple of them using class observations, stimulated recall and think-
aloud protocols. They in general looked into what beliefs teachers hold about written
feedback and the convergences and divergences between beliefs and practices.
However, the present study aims to look into teachers’, one novice and one
experienced, beliefs, reasons behind their beliefs, written feedback practices and
sources behind them by using interviews, class observations, written feedback

analysis, stimulated recall interviews and portfolio analyses.

2.2.1. Studies on teacher written feedback and student revision

Written comments are a form of feedback aimed to enhance student
understanding and improvement in writing. The process of writing comments is
“slow because it is demanding and difficult” for teachers (Bruno & Santos, 2010, p.
118). Because writing commentary is challenging, time-consuming and often not

well-taught to the practitioners, some problems may arise. That is, written comments
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require quite a lot of variables like “teachers’ own beliefs, socio-political dimension,
language ability of students, task type and the stage at which feedback is given”
(Hyland & Hyland, 2001). Thus, they are “multidimensional social acts in their own

right” (Sperling, 1994, p. 202).

Moreover, as Parr and Timperley (2010) suggest, “without a sound grasp of
subject matter, from the point of view of teaching others, teachers are not able to
formulate effective comments or questions” (p. 71). That is, “if teachers have less
robust pedagogical content knowledge, they are more likely to emphasize the
quantity of students’ work rather than its quality”, which most probably results in
superficial error corrections in terms of written feedback (Jones & Moreland, 2005,
p. 196). Therefore, teacher commentary and students’ understanding of these
comments have been the subject of several studies which addressed the

aforementioned issues.

In one study carried out by Chanock (2000), the misunderstandings resulting
from teacher comments were analyzed by asking the subjects what they think “Too
much description; not enough analysis” means. Using a questionnaire with open
ended questions in different departments, she discovered that “almost half of the
students who responded did not interpret this comment in the way their tutors
intended it” (p. 95). In other words, although quite a few students indicated that they
understood the comment, it was discovered that they did not understand it correctly.
Because the comment can be considered to be generic, it would be safe to deduce
that such comments lead to misunderstandings and poor revision on the part of the

students.
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Another study was carried out by Conrad and Goldstein (1999). They
investigated the relationship between written comments and students’ subsequent
revisions for one teacher and three students in an advanced ESL composition course.
They analyzed students’ drafts before and after comments and exchanged ideas with
students in student conferencing. The findings showed that “students tended to be
successful in resolving many types of revision problems (e.g., adding examples,
increasing cohesion), but they were unsuccessful in revising problems related to
explanation, explicitness, and analysis” (p. 147). In other words, problems such as
lexical errors, and sentence structures were found to be too difficult for students to
correct with teacher’s comments and thus they needed other types of interaction with

the teacher.

Stern and Solomon (2006) also investigated “how faculty assess student
papers (providing feedback)” by making content analysis on comments written on
598 papers. They found that “faculty are providing feedback on technical writing
components such as spelling, grammar, and word choice” without writing any
positive or negative comments. The findings of this study are in line with some
previous teacher written commentary studies such as those done by Connors &
Lunsford, (1993) and Sommers, (1982). As Sommers (1982) very nicely put it after
the findings of her study which analyzed 35 teachers’ comments and students’
revisions in return and interviewed both about the effectiveness of the feedback,
most teachers are biased about “what the writer should have said or about what he or
she should have written”, and they look for errors and thus, “instead of reading and
responding to the meaning of a text, we [teachers] correct our students' writing” (p.
154). That is, what teachers do is to detect the grammatical errors and respond to

them.
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Mitigation, which is described as “a form of politeness intended to buffer
and mediate the emotional involvement and possible sense of inadequacy of
receiving critical responses to one’s writing” is another aspect of teacher
commentary (Rubin, 2002, as cited in Treglia, 2008, p. 134). This issue was
investigated by Treglia (2008) who looked into the effects of the critical and positive
commentary, mitigated or unmitigated, written by two novice teachers on two
students drafts in two assignments. Although she did not find the effect of
mitigation, or hedging, on student revisions to be significant, she revealed that “it
plays a critical role as a face-saving technique and as a tool to motivate and engage
students to take an active part in revision” (p. 128). She concluded that “students
found most helpful the commentary that, in addition to indicating some
acknowledgment of their work, offered specific suggestions and provided choices”
(p. 129). That is, the comments students favored were those that were specific and
hedged. In her 2009 study, she found out that students could understand mitigated
comments, which contradicts Hyland and Hyland’s (2001) study results where they
discovered that L2 students often misunderstand mitigation, which results in poor or
no revision. She concluded that “type of comment, linguistic form, and hedging
technique used by a teacher did not appear to be determining factors in cases where

there were poor or no revision” (Treglia, 2009, p. 83)

Ferris (1997) examined over 1,600 marginal and end comments written on
110 first drafts of papers by 47 advanced university ESL students. In her analysis,
she focused both on the pragmatic goals and the linguistic features of each comment.
She also looked at the second drafts of the learners to see the extent of effectiveness
of teacher comments. What she found out was that teacher comments resulted in

substantial revision; however, some types of feedback appeared to be more
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effective. That is, the “marginal requests for information, requests (regardless of
syntactic form), and summary comments on grammar appeared to lead to the most
substantive revisions” (p. 330). She came up with another interesting result
regarding the less influential feedback types. These were the questions or statements
that provided information to the students, but positive comments almost never led to
any change because they were short and general. The conclusion she draws is that
longer and specific comments lead to more revision. Also, similar to what Treglia
(2008) discovered, she found out that “the presence or absence of hedges had little
effect on the degree to which changes were made” (p. 330). Therefore, it can be
concluded that teacher commentary helped students improve in revision but certain

types were found to be more effective than others.

In short, writing comments on student papers is a form of written feedback
that some teachers utilize while responding to writing. Although research is not
extensive in this aspect, it can be concluded that teachers’ preferences when writing

comments vary and it is difficult to mark one type of comments as the best one.

2.3.  Studies on the sources behind teachers’ practices

This section will summarize previous studies on the sources behind teachers’
practices in teacher education. The literature reports two main factors as influential
sources behind writing teachers’ practices: (1) Pre-service writing teacher education
and (2) Institutional policies, experience and intention. The following sections will

summarize previous literature on these main sources behind teachers’ practices.
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2.3.1. Influence of Pre-service Writing Teacher Education

Language teachers’ pre-service education holds an indispensible place in
teachers’ professional development. As Jones and Moreland (2005) emphasize
“teachers’ understanding of the nature and purpose of the discipline strongly
influences their personal pedagogical content knowledge, i.e. what they highlight as
important” (p. 195). That is, “both lack of knowledge of the content of the subject,
writing, and the difficulty in specifying a quality performance may partly explain the
nature of unintended outcomes or lack of outcomes reported in the majority of the

literature on teacher response to student writing” (Parr & Timperley, 2010, p. 72).

Additionally, because pre-service education serves as “the link between what
is known in the field and what is done in the classroom”, its importance cannot be
underestimated (Freeman, 1989, p. 30). She adds that the purpose of language
teacher education is to create a change in the teacher’s decision making process.
However, research conducted on pre-service teacher education in general draws a
pessimistic picture about the effectiveness of the programs to shape teachers’ future
practices. The teacher education programs are defined by Grossman (2008), and
Zeichner and Tabachnik (1981) as a “low-impact enterprise”, which is partly
because it is difficult to change people’s beliefs, practices and attitudes just by
education (as cited in Lee, 2010, p. 144). Some student teachers may resist change
and be determined to do whatever they think is the best no matter what education
they receive. This was further supported by Almarza (1996) who states that trainee

teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching may not change but remain unchanged.

As can be clearly seen, teachers’ perceptions have a significant importance in

their perceptions about the effectiveness of the teacher education programs and their
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influence in prospective teachers’ teaching writing practices. However, it is not only
the teachers’ perceptions but the way teacher education programs are set which has a
great impact on the success of the pre-service education in preparing future writing

teachers.

There have been some scholars who have emphasized the need for
improvement in pre-service education regarding writing and written feedback in
particular. One such scholar, Lee (2010) drew the attention to the fact that “scant
attention has been paid to writing teacher preparation” and called for more attention
to be given to this area since “how teachers teach can have a direct impact on how
students learn” (p. 143). Moreover, since giving feedback to students’ writing is a
very challenging task a writing teacher experiences and it is certainly “the most
time-consuming, preparing future teachers to respond to L2 writing becomes an
important aspect of any pre-service training course” (Ferris, 2007, p. 165). Although
there have been some studies which focused on prospective writing teacher
education (Hirvela & Belcher, 2007; Hochstetler, 2007; Lee, 2008, 2010; Reichelt,
2009), further attention needs to be given to writing teacher education especially in

preparing teachers to give feedback to students’ writing.

Lee (2008) aimed to fulfill the gap that exists in research concerning how
school teachers in EFL contexts respond to student writing and why teachers
respond to writing in the ways they do, and if discrepancies exist between teachers’
feedback practices and recommended principles and the reasons that may account
for the disjuncture (p. 69). She worked with 26 Hong Kong secondary English
teachers and examined their feedback to 174 student texts. This was followed by

interview to get details about the reasons behind teachers’ feedback practices. The
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findings suggest that the reasons are (lack of) teacher training, examination culture,
teachers’ beliefs and values, accountability, and overall context of teachers’ work.
The data revealed that teachers were unaware of the research findings in the area of
feedback and they all indicated that “the training they received in the area of
feedback was mostly from the more experienced teachers within the English panel”
(81). That is, as Zeichner (1983) puts it, experienced teachers act as “guards and
guardians” helping novice teachers in their first years (p. 9). However, not all the
teachers are as lucky and they may have serious difficulties in assessing students’
writing and giving feedback to them. Thus, as the study by Lee (2008) showed,
future teachers do not get enough education in teaching writing and providing
feedback to writing, which highlights the need to focus more on writing teacher

preparation regarding feedback in pre-service teacher education.

To explore this phenomenon in more detail, Lee (2010) worked with four
EFL teachers in Hong Kong and conducted classroom research and interviews to
investigate teachers’ perspectives on their own development as teachers of writing at
the end of an in-service writing teacher education program. Another aim of the study
was to explore the ways in which writing teacher education promotes teacher
learning. She found out that “writing teacher education does have a role to play in
the trajectory of EFL teachers’ development...” (p. 154). She concluded that teacher
education was essential if students’ writing ability was to be improved and this
improvement occurs through feedback, which is often neglected in pre-service

teacher education.

In her paper, Ferris (2007) focuses on her own approach to training writing

teachers in the area of written feedback. She discusses the three sections, approach,
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response and follow-up that she follows when training future writing teachers in
providing written feedback. She draws her students’ attention to individualized
feedback rather than a “rubber-stamped or generic sounding” one when responding
to students’ writing in the approach section (p. 169). In the response section, she
focuses on the techniques which better the ways of giving feedback. Finally, the
follow-up section is more like a practice section where students put what they have
learned into practice. Ferris states that since response to students’ writing is a very
difficult task, teachers who are to teach writing should be prepared to respond

effectively to writing in pre-service language teacher training programs.

In a more recent study, Ferris (2011) surveyed 129 college writing
instructors in both mainstream and specialized L2 writing contexts and interviewed
23 of them about their training, experience, philosophies and practices with regard to
response. The findings revealed that most of the instructors did not receive “any
substantive formal training in working with L2 writers, nearly two-thirds of their
sample reported adapting their feedback to the needs of L2 writers at least
sometimes and the nature of these adaptations varied considerably” (p. 223). In other
words, writing teachers struggle to do their best in responding appropriately to
students’ writing; however, lack of training in the area is a challenge for most of the

teachers, which should be addressed in undergraduate programs.

Hochstetler (2007) aimed to explore the question of how pre-service
secondary school teachers are taught to teach writing in three teacher education
programs in California colleagues. Through an informal e-mail survey, she asked
what institution taught them how to teach writing. “All indicated that they were

‘self-taught’ in writing instruction, meaning that they modeled their teaching after
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other teachers of writing and sought help through continuing education or textual
support’ (p. 71). The study showed that the education of teachers in writing in pre-
service programs is not enough as teachers feel the need to seek help from other
sources. Therefore, it would be unnecessary to question whether these teachers

received enough training regarding written feedback during pre-service education.

Additionally, Baleghizadeh and Rezaei, (2010) focused on a pre-service
teacher’s beliefs about written corrective feedback. They used questionnaire on
beliefs and informal interview, and after teacher training course, they conducted
class observations. The findings of their study suggest that the beliefs and practices
of the teacher changes a lot after the Teacher training course, which hints the place
of pre-service education and the way it affects teachers’ future written feedback

practices.

In the light of the recent research, it can be concluded that little attention has
been paid to writing and especially feedback to writing in pre-service teacher
education programs and teachers try to compensate for this gap by their own efforts.
It would then be safe to conclude that student teachers’ preparation to respond to L2
writing in EFL or ESL contexts has been of little concern as this is clear when the
relevant literature is analyzed. Therefore, lack of training during teachers’ university
education generally represents a significant hindrance to teachers when responding
to students’ writings. However, in some cases, teachers stated that they benefitted
from previous education by observing their teachers at the time, which helped them,

although to a limited degree.
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2.3.2. Influence of institutional policies, experience and intention on

written feedback practices

It is a fact that there is no single perfect way of doing things because what
works in one country might not in another. That is, as Kramsch and Sullivan (1996)
emphasize “what is appropriate in an international context may not be appropriate in
a local context” (p. 199). Therefore, the notion of “particularity” described as one
that facilitates “the advancement of a context-sensitive language education based on
a true understanding of local linguistic, sociocultural, and political particularities” is
also needed in teaching practices (Kumaravadivelu, 2001, p. 537). Thus, teachers
and institutions alike should be aware of the local characteristics and thus

appropriate their practices accordingly.

Written feedback is one of these practices and while giving written feedback,
teachers refer to institutional policies frequently as sources behind their practices.
However, research has indicated that such policies generally constitute hindrance for
teachers and thus, result in frustration. While institutional practices can sometimes
be helpful, they can also cause a hindrance and become an object of frustration for
teachers because among the problems teachers face and the sources behind their

feedback practices, institutional policies have an important place.

Aiming to analyze sources behind teachers’ feedback practices and the
problems that underlie the practices, Lee (2011) used teacher feedback data from 26
English teachers from Hong Kong and interview data from six of them. The findings
from the interview data showed that teachers provided feedback on all errors in
students’ writing, or at least they claimed to do so since this was the schools’ policy.

That is, they claimed to use comprehensive feedback since the school policy
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necessitates it, not because they want to apply it, which naturally results in dilemmas

for teachers.

Moreover, Bailey & Garner (2010) investigated the views and beliefs of
teaching staff regarding written feedback along with what students do or do not do
with it. Data were collected in a British higher education institution via interviews
with 48 teachers coming from various educational backgrounds. Results indicate
that teachers emphasize “the formative and developmental role of feedback”
together with its motivation function (p. 191). That is, while giving feedback,
teachers need to use it both “as a way of explaining to students how their work has
been judged and graded and providing of feed-forward advice on how to improve it”
and to “conform to institutional requirements, procedures and priorities” (p. 195). It
is clear that as part of the institutional practices, teachers give feedback to justify the
grade they assign. This often gives rise to conflicts between what teachers intend to
do and what institutions require from them. Thus, it is concluded that “the policies
and practices of the institution; the quality assurance agency; the stipulations of
internal and external audit; and the often unclear and varied practices of colleagues
across and within disciplinary and subject boundaries” all may bring about
alterations in “the amount, form and quality of the feedback [teachers] can provide”

(p. 195).

A study which came up with results concerning various sources behind
teachers’ practices was carried out by Paiva (2011). She investigated Brazilian EFL
teachers’ beliefs about grammar-based corrective feedback on L2 writing and the
extent to which their beliefs related to their perceptions of their classroom practices.

She found out that in addition to teacher beliefs, “experiences, educational
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background and contextual factors at work are influential factors that shape

teachers’ instructional decisions” or feedback practices (p. 41).

Moreover, Ferris (2014) revealed teacher intentions as sources that
determined their practices. Results indicate that “teachers’ approaches ranged from
the noble (empower students as individual writers) to the compassionate (build
students’ confidence in themselves) to the pragmatic (manage the time demands) to
the cynical (just give students models to follow because they don’t care much and
won’t exert much effort)” (p. 21). However, regarding the provision, value and
efficacy of feedback, some teachers expressed “enthusiasm” while others voiced

“frustration and doubt” (p. 21).

Thus, although there have been only a few studies on the matter, it is
apparent that institutional policies exert a profound influence on what teachers do in
the class or on paper because eventually, the place one works in determines the
criteria and teachers need to take these criteria seriously during their practices.
Furthermore, regarding experience and intention, they do have an impact on what
teachers practice to some extent. It can be concluded that the impact experience has
on teachers is quite positive because they get to know feedback types with their pros
and cons under various situations, which probably helps them feel confident.
Teachers’ aim while responding is also influential, as what teachers want to achieve

by their feedback can affect the way they respond.

2.4.  Summary of the chapter

In the preceding literature review section, a significant number of studies

have been analyzed and the following gaps have been identified:
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To begin with, the current literature shows that teacher beliefs regarding
written feedback have been subject to a limited number of research (e.g. Evans et al.,
2010; Ferris, 2011, Lee, 2003; Orsmond & Merry, 2011). In addition, while some
studies have focused on the impact of pre-service teacher education (e.g. Hirvela &
Belcher, 2007; Hochstetler, 2007; Lee, 2008, 2010; Reichelt, 2009), experience (e.g.
Paiva, 2011) and institutional practices (e.g. Lee, 2011; Bailey & Garner, 2010),
very few investigated the possible influence of these aspects with a holistic
approach. Moreover, regarding the possible impact of experience, very few, if any,
studies in the current literature investigated what experienced and novice writing
teachers do concerning written feedback and the possible sources behind their
teaching practices. Furthermore, there seems to be a niche in the present day
literature regarding the methodology used to investigate teacher beliefs and sources
behind their beliefs because the frequently used methodologies so far have been
questionnaires and interviews. Lastly, although some studies have analyzed the
teacher feedback (e.g. Conrad and Goldstein, 1999; Stern and Solomon, 2006;
Treglia, 2008), very few, if any, studies investigated teacher feedback on student
papers throughout the semester and whether there are converges or divergences

between teacher beliefs and practices.

Therefore, the present study aimed to enhance the understanding of teacher
beliefs regarding written feedback and the sources behind teachers’ beliefs
investigating the possible impact of institutional policies, teacher education
programs and experience. This research also aimed to contribute to literature by
using a more comprehensive research design namely, semi-structured interviews,
class observations, written feedback analysis, interviews with stimulated recall

sessions and a detailed student portfolio analysis.
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CHAPTER 11

METHODOLOGY
3.0. Presentation

This chapter will present the methodology of the study. It will provide
information about the participants, setting, data collection and instrumentation used
in the study along with the data analysis.

3.1. Participants

The study was carried out at the preparatory (Hazirlik) school of Middle East
Technical University Northern Cyprus Campus located in Northern Cyprus, during
the fall semester of 2013-2014 academic years.

To determine the participants, the study applied two types of non-probability
sampling, purposive and convenience. Purposive sampling, where ‘“researchers
handpick the cases to be included in the sample on the basis of their judgment of
their typicality or possession of the particular characteristics being sought” was used
(Cohen et al., 2000, p. 115). This was indispensible for this study since only such
participants could “best help the researcher understand the problem and the research
question” (Creswell, 2009, p. 178). In other words, for the purposes of this study,
selecting teachers with at least 10 years’ experience and those without any
experience was crucial and this was achieved by the use of purposive sampling.
Moreover, so as to minimize the variables concerning the participants, teachers who
came from the same educational background were asked to participate in the study,
which was only possible by purposive sampling. The teachers were both female with

a BA degree and they taught students with beginner level of proficiency, which was
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also ideal for the study purposes and for gathering sound data with as few variables
as possible.

Convenience sampling, on the other hand, “involves choosing the nearest
individuals to serve as respondents and continuing that process until the required
sample size has been obtained or those who happen to be available and accessible at
the time (Cohen et al., 2000, p. 113). Because this is a case study and it involves
continuous access to its participants, convenience sampling was preferred.
Additionally, at the time of the study, | was also teaching in the same institution,
which made the data collection that involves semi-structured and stimulated recall
interviews and feedback analysis, relatively manageable. Besides “geographical
proximity, availability at a certain time and easy accessibility”, I opted for this type
of sampling because “willingness to volunteer” was very important for the study
(Dornyei, 2007, p. 99). The participants were expected to spare time for the semi-
structured and stimulated recall interviews and also arrange dates for the class
observations, which could not have been achieved without willingness to participate
in the research.

Considering all the factors and needs, a bio-data questionnaire was
conducted to determine the study participants. Depending on the careful analysis,
one novice and one experienced teacher, who are both full time teachers in the
institution, were asked to be the cases of the study for 15 weeks. The study
participants had to be representatives of the group the study aimed to compare,
namely novice and experienced teachers. Therefore, the following participants were

chosen for the study.
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The experienced Participant (EP)

The experienced participant was a female teacher who was a full time staff at
the university where the study was done. She held a Bachelor’s Degree in English
Language Teaching at the time of the study. After graduation, she worked in various
institutions and places like Turkey and Germany as an English teacher, mostly in
universities. For the last 10 years, she has been working in Northern Cyprus
universities teaching students with different levels of English Proficiency.

As for the experience, the participant can be considered to be highly experienced
since she had over twenty years of experience in English language teaching when
the study was conducted. She attended many workshops during her teaching life on
error correction and student errors. In addition, she had some input session on error
correction on how to correct them, how to peer correct them, how to correct spoken
errors, and how to correct written errors while she was studying for COTE
(Certificate of Overseas Teachers of English).

During the data collection, the participant was teaching at beginner level with
four hours of instruction every day with the same class. She was also teaching all the
skills, namely reading, listening, writing and speaking.

The novice Participant (NP)

Novice teachers are defined as those “who have completed their teacher-
education program (including the practicum) and have just commenced teaching in
an educational institution” (Farrell, 2009, p. 182). Farrell (2012) also adds that
novice teachers are considered novice usually within the first 3 years of completing
their teacher education program (p. 437). Gatbonton (2008), on the other hand,
describes novice teachers as “those who are still undergoing training, who have just

completed their training, or who have just commenced teaching and still have very
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little (e.g. less than two years) experience behind them (p. 162). For the purposes of
the study Gatbonton’s definition was adopted. In other words, since the study is
comparing the novice teacher written feedback practices with those of the
experienced teachers, novice teachers should be as little experienced as possible so
that the difference between the two, if any, could be determined. Moreover, because
the study also aimed to find the reasons behind teachers’ written feedback practices,
previous education could be best observed in a novice teacher with the least

experience in teaching.

The novice participant was also a female teacher in her twenties and she was
teaching at beginner level at the time of the study. She held a BA degree in English
Language Teaching when the study was carried out; however, she had also
specialized in Psychology. Apart from her short Comenius Assistantship experience
with children in Portugal (9 months), she had no teaching experience. In other
words, she can be considered to be a complete novice English teacher.

As soon as she graduated from university in 2013, she started teaching at the
university where the study was conducted. The participant was giving lessons on all

the skills at the time of the research.

3.2. The Setting

The study was administered at Middle East Technical University Northern
Cyprus Campus (METU NCC). The medium of instruction at METU NCC is
English; therefore, the students are required to get at least 59.5 / 100 in the English
Proficiency Exam (EPE) in order to qualify for their departments. Upon being
accepted to METU, students have to take the English Proficiency Exam which aims

to determine whether their level of proficiency is appropriate to study at their
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departments. In this proficiency exam, there are three main sections. 1. The language
section includes two cloze tests, dialogue completion (five items), and response to a
given situation (five items). 2. In the listening section of the exam, there are thirty
listening comprehension questions and a note-taking section, where the test takers
need to listen to a lecture, take notes and answer a related question in three or four
sentences. 3. In the writing section, the test takers are to write an academic
paragraph on a given topic. Therefore, writing is considered to be an important skill

both by the students and teachers.

In the Department of Basic English at METU NCC, a year is divided into
five spans and in each span, students write paragraphs on various topics. Beginner
level students start with basic sentence level paragraphs and then, towards the end of
the first span, they focus on different modes of discourse like process, descriptive
and cause-effect paragraph writing. Process paragraph writing where students
produce three drafts is applied in the institution. In this process writing students and

teacher alike should follow the steps mentioned below.

In the first step, students write the paragraphs in class after an input session
where students are presented with some new grammatical structures (App. E) and
the teacher signs their papers to show that the student was in the class while the first
draft was written and then students write the second drafts on their own outside the

class by looking at the grammar check-list they are provided with.

In the second stage, the teacher collects the second drafts and gives feedback
using an indirect written feedback form which is the error codes (GR: grammar, SP:
spelling and so forth). The institution provides the teachers with an example code

list that will be used during the year at the beginning of the academic year. The
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teacher gives the second drafts back to the students and the students are to correct
the mistakes according to the feedback the teacher has given. They write the final

copy and hand that in to the teacher.

In the final step, the teacher collects the final drafts and gives direct written
feedback to them. Then, s/he gives them back to the students. Students are expected
to keep the paragraphs in their folders, which are assessed at the end of the span and

have a 20% average of effect on students’ yearly grade.

3.3.  Data collection

The present study set out to explore the relationship between the novice and
experienced teachers’ experiences and perceived beliefs about written feedback, and
analyze the motives behind their written feedback practices. Because “the choice
and adequacy of a method embodies a variety of assumptions regarding the nature
of knowledge and the methods through which that knowledge can be obtained, as
well as a set of root assumptions about the nature of the phenomena to be
investigated” (Morgan and Smircich, 1980, p.491), this study adopted a qualitative
case study methodology, which is an empirical enquiry investigating “a
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context especially when the
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2003, p.
13).

One reason for the methodological choice is that case studies are very
beneficial means which provide invaluable insight into the individuals’ beliefs,
perceptions and feelings. In other words, this design will enable a detailed

investigation of teachers’ perceptions, beliefs and practices regarding written

feedback in a natural context, which will also allow the researcher to “preserve the
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multiple realities, the different and even contradictory views of what is happening”
(Stake, 1995, p. 12) and thus further contribute to gathering rich and in-depth data.
This will in return enable the researcher to “gain a holistic view of a certain
phenomenon or series of events and can provide a round picture since many sources
of evidence were used” (Noor, 2008, p. 1603).

Moreover, the study aims to explore the “how and why of a complex
situation”(Yin,1994, p. 16) and this is best addressed through case studies, thanks to
their flexibility in allowing multi-methods of data collection to explore “complex
social units consisting of multiple variables of potential importance in understanding
the phenomenon”(Merriam, 1998, p. 41). These methods include observations,
interviews and documents, which will be the main data sources of the current study.

Furthermore, qualitative research methodology, case study, is favored over
the quantitative one as this way of data collection provides “a means for the
researcher to capture or interrogate the “real world” — be that a situation, an
organization or a set of relationships- in all its complexity in a way that quantitative
approaches cannot do” (Atkins & Wallace, 2012, p.108).

The last reason for the methodological choice is that “case study research is
richly descriptive because it is grounded in deep and varied sources of information”,
which are “quotes from key participants, anecdotes, narratives composed from
original interviews, and other literary techniques to create mental images that bring
to life the complexity of the many variables inherent in the phenomenon being
studied” (Hancock and Algozzine, 2006, p.16). In short, to ensure “that the issue is
not explored through one lens, but rather a variety of lenses which allows for

multiple facets of the phenomenon to be revealed and understood”, a case study
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methodology was preferred over other ways of data collection (Baxter & Jack, 2008,

p. 544).

3.4.  Data Collection Instruments and Procedures

The present study utilized a case study approach to investigate its research
questions. To address its research questions effectively and adequately, this study
used various data collection instruments, which are bio-data questionnaires, semi-
structured interviews, stimulated recall interviews, writing paper analysis, class

observations and analytical feedback analysis model.

3.4.1. Bio-data questionnaire

At the beginning of the study, as a first step, a bio-data questionnaire was
administered in order to find out the experiences, backgrounds and written feedback
practices of the EFL teachers in the institution. The aim of implementing a
questionnaire was to form a baseline for the in-depth analysis and determine the
participants for the study. Also, the reason for the choice of the instrumentation was
because questionnaires are “quicker to code up and analyze...” (Bailey, 1994, p. 118)
and they are “directly to the point and deliberately more focused ...” (Cohen et al,
2000, p. 321).

In line with the study needs, the questionnaire was created by the researcher
(App. A) and distributed immediately after the new semester started to all the
instructors working at the Department of Basic English at Middle East Technical
University Northern Cyprus Campus, where the study was carried out.

Later, the results of the questionnaire were analyzed by the researcher and

depending on the careful analysis of the responses, one novice and one experienced
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teacher were asked to take part in the study. While selecting the participants,
limiting the variables down was important in that in order to make a comparison
between a novice and an experienced teacher, there should not be a huge gap in their
background.

3.4.2. Semi-structured interviews

Another instrumentation used to address the research questions was the
semi-structured interviews (App. B & C). These interviews were used so as to
generate data about the novice and experienced teachers’ beliefs and their reported
practices in giving written feedback, to explore the sources of their beliefs and to
form the base for the stimulated recall interviews.

The aim behind the choice of such instrumentation was because semi-
structured interviews enable participants to express their opinions over the matter
easily and thus they generate subjective data. Although the gathered data are
generally subjective, semi structured interviews are useful means “when the
researcher wants to delve deeply into a topic and to understand thoroughly the
answers provided” (Harrell & Bradley, 2009, p. 27). As the aim of the present study
was to reveal novice and experienced teachers’ perceptions and beliefs regarding
written feedback, interviews would serve well for the study purposes since they help
uncover participants’ subjective opinions on the issue.

The interviews were done at the beginning and end of the study (two times)
to observe the changes in teachers’ perceptions or practices concerning written
feedback. While preparing the first interview questions (app. B), in line with the
study goals, the researcher adapted the interview questions used in some other
studies (Junqueira & Kim, 2013; Lee, 2008; Vandercook, 2012). As for the second

semi-structured interview (app. C), besides the interview questions from Hyland and
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Hyland (2001), some other questioned generated by the researcher for the study
purposes were used.

The first interview was carried out in October, 2013 and the second one in
January, 2014. At the beginning of the interviews, the participants were informed
about the aim of the interviews and assured that their responses will be used only for
study purposes and that their names will be kept confidential. The interviews were
done in English so that any problems stemming from translation could be avoided.
They were all audio- recorded and transcribed by the researcher.

3.4.3. Stimulated recall interviews

Stimulated recall interviews were yet another way used to gather data in the
study. Stimulated recall interview (SRI) is one subset of the various introspective
methods and it is considered to be “an empirically rigorous introspection data
collection tool that allows the interviewer to elicit, identify and explore participants’
thinking” (Henderson et al., 2010, p. 3).

Although these interviews are invaluable tools to dig deeply into people’s
consciousness and reveal the reasons behind their practices, there are some issues
that need to be considered before they are implemented. In order to get the most out
of these interviews, the interviewer should “reduce anxiety; limit the perception of
judgmental probing; reduce the intrusion into the action; stimulate rather than
present a novel perspective/insight; make the retrospection as immediate as possible;
allow the subject a relatively unstructured response; and employ an “indirect” route
to the focus of the research” (Lyle, 2003, p. 865). With all these in mind, the
stimulated recall interviews were carried out three times during the study. The first
interview took place in November, 2013. The second one was conducted 5 weeks

later in December, 2013. Similarly, the final SR was done 5 weeks after the second
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one in January, 2014. The aim for having these specific intervals was to see whether
there are any changes in teachers’ practices in time, which was one of the study
purposes. Additionally, using SRs this way would help reveal any convergences and
divergences between the teachers’ beliefs and practices.

It is thought that with the help of some stimuli like a visual record,
stimulated recall interviews can enable the recall of the mental processes that were
in operation at the time of the event itself. As was stated by Bloom (1954), “a
subject may be enabled to relive an original situation with great vividness and
accuracy if he is presented with a large number of the cues or stimuli which
occurred during the original situation” (as cited in Gass & Mackey, 2000, p. 17).

In order to enable teachers, both novice and experienced, relive what they
were really thinking and what aims they had in mind at the time of their practices
and collect “live data from live situations” for the stimulated recall interviews,
classroom observation and feedback analysis data were utilized in the study (Cohen
et al. 2000, p. 305).
3.4.3.1. Written feedback analysis

Feedback data were collected from the participants to provide stimuli for the
stimulated recall interviews. First, the novice and experienced teachers were asked
to provide all the papers that they lastly gave feedback to. Then, the feedback given
by these teachers was analyzed by selecting five of their students’ papers randomly.
This analysis was repeated three times during the study, right before the stimulated
recall interviews were carried out. Depending on the careful feedback data analysis,
the researcher prepared some questions to be used in the SRs.

Contrary to some other feedback data analyses utilized in teacher written

feedback practices studies, real feedback data were used in the study since teachers’
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natural and real practices would best reflect their beliefs and thus help achieve the
study goals. This would also enable the reasearcher to observe any changes in
teachers’ feedback practices and to see whether these teachers’ beliefs about written
feedback were congruent with their actual practices. In addition, the way teachers
respond to students’ writings would help in understanding the differences, if any,

between the novice and experienced teachers.

3.4.3.2.  Class observation

Since what teachers do is not confined to their feedback practices, the study
also carried out three class observations to gather more data on these teachers’
feedback practices in the classroom. The findings generated by classroom
observations would exemplify and reflect the practices of the teachers in a natural
environment and provide a basis for discussions among the teachers and researcher
during the stimulated recall interviews.

Additionally, class observations were used as an indirect route to the focus
of the study. To clarify, with class observations, the aim was also to reduce the
possibility of guessing and responding in line with the study goals since these
observations also enabled the researcher to ask a few questions about participants’
in-class practices.

3.5.  Portfolio Analysis

In the present study, student portfolios were also analyzed and what the
teachers, both novice and experienced, had written on the second and final drafts
were all noted down for close examination. The institution where the study was
carried out used a process-oriented approach to writing and that enabled the

researcher to delve deeply into the teachers’ feedback practices over a semester.
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Therefore, both the novice and experienced teachers were asked to provide 15 out of
20 student portfolios to be used in the study. However, only 10 of the portfolios
were selected randomly and analyzed in the study. The reason for requesting more
student portfolios than needed was to prevent teachers from selecting the ones that
they thought were appropriate.

The teachers’ commentaries were all analyzed according to an updated
scheme suggested in Ferris (2007). This model (app. D), “a teacher commentary
analysis scheme”, was originally developed for a research project by Ferris, Pezone,
Tade and Tinti (1997).

The purpose for using this model was that it is an invaluable tool to answer
the question how the novice and experience teachers respond to students’ writings.
That is, this model would reveal teachers’ responding behaviors or focus, what
variations they have in different drafts, and what language they use in written
feedback. In addition, using this scheme would enable the researcher to analyze the
margin, in-text and end comments the novice and experienced teachers provide on
student papers. Another contribution is that the model would help in finding out the
ratio of comments each teacher provides over 15 weeks. In brief, analyzing teacher
comments by means of this model formed one of the pillars of the study and would
further strengthen the findings.

3.6. Data Analysis Procedures

The data in the present study were gathered through qualitative means. That
is, the data came from two semi-structured interviews, teacher feedback analysis
(three times), three class observations and three stimulated recall interviews. Thus,
the analysis procedures were carried out with utmost care to prevent any data loss or

manipulation. The collected data went through three main analysis stages and each
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stage was checked by another colleague who is a native speaker of English with an

MA degree.

First, the data gathered through semi-structured and stimulated recall
interviews were recorded, and transcribed immediately after each was completed
and, along with the audio recordings, filed under each teacher’s name. The
transcriptions were carried out manually by the researcher by noting down every
sentence uttered in the audio recordings onto a word document. This process eased
the following coding process by helping the researcher become familiar with the
data. They were then checked by the native colleague to prevent any

misunderstandings resulting from grammar or punctuation.

After the transcription stage, the data was transferred to MAXQDA
(Qualitative Data Analysis Software) for initial coding. After iterative reading and
reflection on the transcripts several times as suggested by Bogdan and Biklen
(1982), initial codes were formed. As Charmaz (1990) suggested, “prior theoretical
socialization in a researcher may produce ideational and ideological baggage which
inhibits forming fresh ideas and promotes tunnel-vision” (p. 1171). Thus, every
incident mentioned in the data was taken into consideration and coded. For
interrater reliability, the data were reanalyzed by another researcher and the

differences were discussed until an agreement was reached.

After the open coding stage was completed, the codes together with the data
were reanalyzed and reflected on. When the necessary changes were made, the
codes were hierarchically grouped into categories. In other words, the codes which
give information about similar incidents were categorized under a more general

name. During this process, none of the codes were excluded just because they were

45



not related to the research questions the study aimed to answer. As it was in the
initial coding, everything was considered to be important and thus included in the

study.

When the results were transferred and commented on, some unclear and
contradictory points were observed. Thus, follow-up interviews were carried out in
order to eliminate such points in the stimulated recall and semi-structured

interviews.

46



Table 1

Summary of data collection and analysis
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

4.0. Presentation

This chapter presents the findings of the study. It consists of four main
sections. The first section aims to answer research question 1 by analysing the
beliefs which novice and experienced writing teachers in the preparatory school of a
private university hold about written feedback on learners’ writings. To answer this
research question, the results of the semi-structured interviews 1 and 2 together with
some sections concerning the teachers’ beliefs which emerged from stimulated recall

interviews 1, 2 and 3 were used.

The second section is designed to answer research question 2 which is about
teachers’ observed practices, and the challenges which they encounter when
responding to writing. To address this research question, data were collected mainly
through class observations, written feedback analysis and stimulated recall
interviews. However, some themes from the semi-structured interviews were also

relevant and are therefore included in the analysis in this section.

The third section aims to address research question 3 which tries to identify
the sources behind teachers’ written feedback practices. The results of the semi-
structured and stimulated recall interviews were used so that this specific question
could be answered. After the data were coded, the sections in which the novice and
experienced teachers stated the sources behind their practices were gathered and

categorized under relevant themes. The final section deals with the extent to which
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the novice and experienced writing teachers’ beliefs about written feedback are
congruent with their observed practices, which is research question 4. In order to
ascertain teachers’ written feedback practices and compare them with the beliefs
which they stated regarding written feedback, ten randomly chosen student
portfolios of each teacher were analysed at the end of the study and the findings
were compared with the beliefs which the teachers had stated in the semi-structured
and stimulated recall interviews. This section helps to see teachers’ practices in the
second and final drafts and, additionally, to observe the changes throughout the
semester. Furthermore, it clearly reveals the differences between the experienced
and the novice teachers regarding their written feedback practices, which facilitates

the comparison between their stated beliefs and their actual practices.
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Table 2

Emerging categories and themes for each research question
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Table 2 (continued)
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Table 2 (continued)
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4.1. Research question 1: The beliefs which experienced and novice writing
teachers in the preparatory school of a private university hold about written

feedback to learners’ writings

To address the first research question of the study, two semi-structured
interviews were conducted. The beliefs which emerged from the stimulated recall
interviews 1, 2 and 3 are also included in this section. The first semi-structured
interview was carried out at the beginning of the study so that attitudes of teachers,
both experienced and novice, towards and beliefs about written feedback could be
elicited. The second semi-structured interview was conducted at the end of the
semester in order to gather more data about teachers’ beliefs and thus have a better
overall understanding of their ideas and beliefs. The stimulated recall interviews, on

the other hand, were conducted every five weeks.
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4.1.1. Beliefs regarding the purpose of written feedback and teacher’s role

in writing

The experienced participant (EP) indicated that written feedback “has a big role”
in writing and that its intention is to improve students’ language abilities in general.

More specifically, according to her, the purpose of written feedback was as follows:

eliminating their mistakes and making room for new mistakes, new risk-
taking ... unless they correct their mistakes, they will not be brave enough to
risk making new mistakes so their writing will always be extremely limited.

.. if they feel confident about those things, then the next time they will be
more adventurous and write more stuff and make different mistakes,
hopefully. That will lead to learning and improvement. (EP, SI-1)

Moreover, she noted that she expected students to read and process her written
feedback, and to be able to correct their mistakes. Similar to what she indicated
previously, she emphasized that students should not continue to make the same
mistakes as this would result in a vicious circle and that students should “fully
understand what they did wrong and be able to avoid or correct that in the following

paragraphs” (EP, SI-2).

In SRI-1, the EP stated that written feedback was a way to show students how
much you cared about them and their work, which emphasizes the communication
function of written feedback. As for the second stimulated recall, the EP emphasized
that written feedback was given just because it was a tool which enables students to
see their strengths and weaknesses before the exams. Having given written
feedback, she would tell them what their grade would be if that piece of work had
been an exam, which she believed was a way to motivate some and encourage others
to take the necessary measures before the exam. She stated that “written feedback is
100% exam-oriented” because “it aims to point out [students’] strengths and

weaknesses in writing and give them support on what they need” (EP, SRI-2).
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Overall, she believed that as a teacher it was her duty to provide written
feedback because it was necessary for students to get an idea about what they had
done. Although the students might not use or read her written feedback, she was
very careful to provide equal feedback opportunities to every student because she
thought that to do otherwise would be unethical for a teacher. Also, she held the
opinion that it is not quantity, but quality which matters in written feedback and
despite not being sure, she hoped that written feedback would lead to permanent
learning. She also aimed to provide students with good models for writing so that

they could be better writers in their subsequent writings.

In the third stimulated recall interview, similar to what she had said in the first,
the EP expressed the view that written feedback could strengthen her relationship
with the students because correct use of written feedback shows that you care about
the students, which in return leads to improvement in writing. She also said that the
effectiveness of her feedback depended very much on the student and on his/her

application of the feedback.

In parallel with what the EP said, the novice participant believed that the purpose
of giving written feedback was “to bring the student to a better level” (NP, SI-1).
Different from the EP, she added that another aim of written feedback was “to raise
awareness” (NP, SI-1). That is, the purpose was “to indicate that everything —
grammar, vocabulary and content — is important while writing” (NP, SI-1). She
added another purpose, which was to help students to see their own progress because
she believed that if the student does not see any progress, s/he might become sad and

discouraged, which would put them off learning. She therefore gave “feedback to
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show the student that s/he has progressed a lot from the first draft to the final” and

she “just put the codes, and that is his success” (NP, SI-1).

She also mentioned the use of the language in a more appropriate and natural
way in writing as yet another aim of written feedback. That is, the combination of
words without errors does not automatically mean a natural and acceptable
language, and “the only person that can make the student realise this is the teacher

and we do this with feedback to writing” (NP, SI-1).

Additionally, like the EP, she indicated that the aim of written feedback
was to prevent the reoccurrence of the same errors. In other words, it is “like
investing for the future” (NP, SI-2). She also emphasized that her real purpose was
to improve herself as a teacher as it was not only the students but also the teacher
who needed to improve when giving written feedback. In short, she saw written

feedback as a tool to better herself and her practices as a teacher.

In the final SRI, the NP noted that written feedback had a communication
function but that it did not work every time, so it should be supported with
“immediate help”(NP, SRI-3). That is, oral feedback should be preferred when
students need instant help. As for her position in the process of writing, which she
believed is very difficult to do in the mother tongue let alone a second language, it is

to be just like a guide, showing the way but not doing the job for them.

4.1.2. Beliefs concerning the effectiveness of written feedback

Under this section, teachers’ beliefs regarding the effectiveness of written
feedback along with their opinions about the effectiveness of their own written

feedback practices are discussed. Teachers’ preferences about oral or written
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feedback and their beliefs regarding the effectiveness of comprehensive feedback

are also included in this section.

The EP claimed that her written feedback is effective because she can easily
observe the improvements in the final draft. An improvement of 80% was a success
for her and when a student failed to improve, she stated that this was his/her fault as
she had helped them in different ways, with symbols, mini written presentations and

examples, and had done her best.

In SI-2, she stated that because she did not know whether the students were
repeating the same errors, she was not sure about the effectiveness of her own
feedback but the reason for this was “not because [her] feedback was not useful” but
because students “were not interested” (NP, SI-2). However, she still thought that
some students benefitted from her feedback. Although she was not completely sure
about the effectiveness of her written feedback, she thought, in general, that it was
effective and in cases when it was not, her feedback was not to be blamed as that
was the students’ mistake. She wished her feedback to result in permanent learning;
however, she indicated that this had not been the case so far. Nevertheless, she was
determined to continue her practices because of the ethical issues and her own

personality.

Regarding the effectiveness of written or oral feedback, she stated that oral
feedback given during the lesson while students are writing is not useful at all
because students do not pay attention to how they write at that time. That is, their
only aim is to finish writing as soon as possible. As for her preference, she believed
that generally “oral and written feedback should be hand in hand” (EP, SI-2). She

also indicated that written feedback is necessary but that there were times when
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students could not understand what she meant in her comments as they were all in
English. Therefore, they needed help in their mother tongue as well, which

necessitates oral feedback. In general, she favoured both forms of feedback.

As for comprehensive feedback, she remarked that “whether it works in the long
term depends on the students” (EP, SRI-1). As in any other issue, if a person is
interested, s/he would benefit from everything whilst it is just the opposite for those
who do not care. To conclude, she thought that comprehensive feedback was useful
only when the students make use of it. In the subsequent SRIs, she continually
emphasized that comprehensive feedback is good when students already know the
structures. At lower levels, she corrected known structures only, whereas she
corrected every error when students reached the pre-intermediate level. That is, she
stated that she “corrected all errors” because “at higher levels, it is necessary” but

“at lower levels, you can just correct what you have taught” (EP, SRI-3).

Like the EP, the NP claimed that her feedback was effective and good enough to
guide students to discover their errors in their writing. In her comments, she
indirectly referred back to awareness raising as she said that she created a desire in
students to correct their errors. Although the NP questioned the effectiveness of her
written feedback, she concluded that “this is all about students” (NP, SI-2).

Therefore, similar to the EP, she blamed the students for any failure in their writing.

To support her opinions regarding the effectiveness of her written feedback, she
recounted a case in which she wunderlined the word ‘fish® and wrote
‘singular/plural?’, which resulted in the student searching for countable and
uncountable nouns and then using the same and similar structures correctly, which

she considered to be a success for herself.
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As for her preference regarding written or oral feedback, unlike the EP, she
stated that oral feedback is better in the first stage when students are writing in the
class because it is immediate help and this might make it permanent, but she was not
quite sure about that. In the second draft, however, she opted for written feedback.
She also added that they should go hand-in-hand when the student is weak and
cannot understand her written feedback. For the final draft, she thought that “written
feedback is more important” as students want “to see what went wrong in the
paragraph and they just want to see it explicitly” (NP, SI-2). Therefore, written
feedback, she agreed, is better than oral in the second and final drafts because it is

on the paper and thus prevents students from forgetting it.

She was asked whether she used the same comments she made during class
when giving written feedback because her comments in class were slightly insulting.
She replied that she preferred not to write personal comments when responding to
student writings as she liked to express her thoughts orally. She thought that written
feedback is “just a (piece of) paper and your message can go wrong” (NP, SRI-1).
So although “this is about your relationship with your students and it depends on the
student most of the time”, she tried to avoid expressing anything personal in written
feedback (NP, SRI-1). However, she thought written feedback to be better than oral

feedback as students can see everything on paper.

In the second SRI, she stated that written feedback is more effective than oral

feedback and she explained this view as follows:
When you write on the paper, they know that they have to correct their
mistakes and they will be graded for this, so it is being more effective and

more meaningful for them ... The written feedback is more effective in these
terms. ...Sometimes in the class, it is a 50-minute lesson and they are just
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getting lost, but if it is on the paper, they read it. If they do not understand,
they reread it and try to make it meaningful for them. (NP, SRI-2)

She added that she approved of written feedback when there are not many errors.
However, when there are lots of errors, it would be a very difficult and not practical
for the teacher to provide written feedback. In addition, correcting papers full of
errors would make the teacher’s job much more difficult so oral feedback, she
thought, is more practical than written feedback as she expressed in the following

quote:

If there are not many mistakes, written feedback is more practical. ... but if it
is a paper like this with many grammar mistakes, no appropriate sentences or
words, oral feedback is easier. Maybe it is not an exact solution but it (oral)
may help better and it is also a burden for the teacher. What if | have six
students like this and if | had to correct each and every mistake in the
paragraphs in every draft? (NP, SRI-3)

Regarding comprehensive feedback, the NP commented that she corrected every
error in the second and final drafts “but it does not work most of the time” (NP, SRI-
1). That is, although she believed that comprehensive feedback does not yield the
results she expects, she still carried out the practice. Also, she was “not comfortable

with correcting the mistakes that students should have dealt with before that point”

but she still corrected the errors as this was part of the school policy (NP, SRI-1).

In SRI-2, she was also found to continue giving comprehensive feedback. In
SRI-3, however, when she was asked whether she still corrected each and every

grammatical error, she gave the following explanation:

Not each and every error in writing. The big mistakes like wrong usage of
linkers or very obvious grammar mistakes, but not article mistakes or
preposition mistakes all the time if it is not very important again. (NP, SRI-3)

Thus, towards the end of the semester, she gave up giving comprehensive

feedback and focused on what she regarded as major grammatical problems.
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Overall, the EP thought that written feedback is effective as she could observe
student improvement directly in the final drafts. However, because she could not
follow students’ progress continuously, so she was not sure whether written
feedback results in permanent learning. She still gave written feedback and thought
that failure in writing is the students’ fault not hers. Regarding her preference
between oral and written feedback, she stated that oral feedback is not effective
when students are writing the paragraphs but it is necessary if students cannot
understand written feedback. However, she thought that written and oral feedback
should be used together. Regarding the effectiveness of comprehensive written
feedback, she stated that it depended very much on how students use it. She

preferred comprehensive feedback only when structures have already been studied.

Like the EP, the NP believed that her written feedback is effective because she
creates a desire in students to discover their errors. Her preference between written
and oral feedback, on the other hand, varied in different phases of writing. That is, in
the first stage, she thought oral feedback to be better but in the second and final
drafts, she preferred written feedback. Moreover, her feedback preference changed
under different conditions. In other words, when there were many errors in a
paragraph and when she wanted to say something personal, oral feedback was more
practical and appropriate for her. As for comprehensive feedback, she practised it
although she did not think it worked. However, towards the end of the semester, she

said that she had given up the practice and focused on major errors only.
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4.1.3. Beliefs regarding written comments and their effectiveness

The participants expressed their beliefs regarding written comments on
students’ paragraphs. In this section, the teachers’ opinions are discussed separately

for the experienced and the novice participant respectively.

The EP stated that comments motivate students and as long as they are academic
“not ‘lovely’, ‘wonderful’ or ‘very bad’ or ‘terrible’”, they are useful (EP, SI-1). The
focus of the EP’s written comments was on writing both positive and negative
comments when responding. In other words, she not only gave negative feedback,
but she also provided positive feedback which she thought is necessary for student
motivation. She pointed out that if the students received negative written comments
all the time, this would put them off, so “it is always nice to say something good
about the paragraph” (EP, SI-2). Another significant point she raised was that
comments should guide the students and show them how they can correct their
mistakes. Fortunately, she believed that students would appreciate her efforts and
“tell the difference between writing a feedback for the sake of writing a feedback
and writing a feedback because you really want to point out something” (EP, SI-2).
That is, she implied that different from the written feedback which other teachers
provide, her feedback is personalized and specific and that she really is careful when

writing a comment.

She went on to suggest that the most useful comments are those written in a
short tutorial form because students cannot understand the codes used in second
drafts every time, and those which ask questions to “get students to think and look at

[the paragraph] in a more critical way” (EP, SI-2).
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The NP, like the EP, believed that written comments are very important in
motivating or demotivating students. She also added that comments are like guides
for students to correct their own errors. Similar to the EP, the NP considered that the
“comments or feedback which are the least extreme, and fair to everyone, should be
given to the students” (NP, SI-1). Additionally, she preferred feedback that is “as
short and concise as possible” (NP, SI-1). It should also be specific enough to guide
the student to find the answer without giving it directly. In other words, she
emphasized the need to write more to the point and to give specific comments rather
that generic ones as such comments are not helpful for students at all, which she

explained in the following extract:

For example, when I say ‘be careful about your grammar’, he or she does not
get anything, but if I say ‘focus on passive sentences or linkers’, they do
better in their final drafts, so being specific is very important for them
because they do not know what went wrong or they cannot identify the
mistakes. (NP, SI-2)

Regarding the effectiveness of comments, the NP thought that she knew what is
important when writing effective comments, but she did not know the theoretical
background. For her, comments should be understandable so she kept them short
and simple. They should also be “encouraging not discouraging and you should not
write a million of feedback” (NP, SI-2). She also suggested that comments should
also be “to the point” and that guidance should be given to students in other
handouts (NP, SI-2). She believed that she should “at least cover all the language
points or one or two that they can use in their lives or homework” (NP, SI-2). That

is, when writing comments, she gave importance to directing students to use daily

and natural language in their writing.
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In brief, the EP considered written comments to be important and useful as long
as they are academic. She paid attention to writing negative comments after the
positive ones as she thought that comments are effective for motivating and guiding
the students. The most effective comments, for her, are the ones written in short
tutorial form and aimed at eliciting the answer by asking questions. She thought that
her comments, unlike those written by other teachers, are specific and written

meticulously, which she hoped that students would appreciate.

Similar to what the EP said, the NP agreed that comments are important and
necessary in guiding, motivating or demotivating the students. Her focus was on
being fair to every student by writing the least extreme, short and concise comments.
That is, she preferred specific comments over generic ones. Her foci when writing
comments and her beliefs regarding effective comments turned out to be almost the
same as those of the EP. In other words, short, motivating, specific and directive
comments in addition to those that encourage the everyday use of the language were

the best for her.

4.1.4. Beliefs on best practices for responding

This section aims to explain what the participants thought regarding the best
ways to respond to students’ writings. Similar to other sections, the experienced
participant’s comments are discussed first, and then those of the novice participant

are recounted.

The EP noted that best practices change depending on the “content of the
paragraph”.  She continued by stating that showing students’ strengths and
weaknesses together with direct feedback and the appropriate symbols is good

practice. That is, writing not only negative but also positive comments, using
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symbols and giving direct written feedback were considered by her to be the best

practices. She added that teachers:

should show how mistakes could be corrected, not just point out the

mistakes, not just using signals but also showing how they can be corrected. |

also suggest everybody should do some sort of free writing with their

students if they can. Most semesters, | try to do two or three creative writing
activities. (EP, SI-2)

As is clear from the comment above, she pointed out that written feedback

should show students how to correct their errors rather than merely marking the

place of the errors. However, she emphasized that there is no perfect way of

responding and that teachers should help students “in various ways to try to get them

to check or correct their mistakes” (EP, SI-2).

For the NP, the process approach, with students writing multiple drafts and
receiving feedback on each, was the best practice. Similar to what the EP stated, she
thought that good feedback should be encouraging, but the most important issue
which she developed was providing “the feedback in which students can make
progress”, which implies that she was open to different ways of responding as long

as they ensure student improvement (NP, SI-1).

She added that “the feedback where the students discover their mistakes and
correct them is the best one” (NP, SI-1). This, she believed, results in permanent
learning as students discover and see for themselves. Also, little, specific and
understandable comments were stated to be some of the best practices for giving
written feedback. Above all, she stated that empathy when giving feedback is of the

utmost importance as teachers should put themselves into students’ shoes.

Overall, although the EP thought that best written feedback practices change

based on the content of paragraphs and that there is no perfect way of responding;
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she generally agreed that written feedback which reveals students’ strengths and
weaknesses is one of the best practices. She also considered codes, and direct
feedback along with feedback which shows students how to correct their errors in

order to become very proficient.

The NP, on the other hand, considered the process approach to be the best one
for improving students’ writing. Moreover, like the EP, she emphasized motivation
and development in written feedback to be some of the best practices. Furthermore,
she stated that written feedback which aims to enable students to discover their
errors is a very good way of responding. Finally, together with being specific and
understandable, written feedback which empathizes with students is very effective

and good practice.

What teachers described about their feedback practices was almost identical to
the methods mentioned regarding the best practices for responding. It can therefore
be concluded that teachers’ written feedback practices stated in the semi-structured
interviews were in parallel with their beliefs regarding the best practices for

responding.

4.1.5. Beliefs concerning the reasons for student failure in writing

The participants were asked whether they knew the reasons for student failure in
writing regardless of teachers’ written feedback on each draft, which would in return
reveal the teachers’ opinions regarding the effectiveness of written feedback in

general and their own feedback practices in particular.

The reasons which the EP gave for student failure were mostly linked to their

“laziness” (EP, SRI-2), and because they did not take teacher feedback seriously or
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did not want to spend time on writing, they showed little improvement. Another
reason which the EP gave was related to the school practices. She explained that
“because we move too fast for the students to absorb what they have been
introduced to, they cannot see they have made a mistake” (EP, SRI-2). Moreover,
she thought that students cannot write even in their mother tongue as they lack
critical thinking and questioning skills. They cannot produce ideas and thus they fail

in writing.

For her, students who pay attention to her feedback improve whereas others who
do not care do not show any progress. However, she still asked the question about
whether student failure is because they are “lazy or they did not understand [her]
comment”’; therefore, she kept “mentioning it in different ways and correcting it in

different ways” (EP, SRI-2).

At the beginning, in answer to the question about why most students repeat the
same errors, the NP explained that students make the same errors for several
reasons. One of these might be transfer errors from the mother tongue. Also, because
they have the same teacher, if they cannot learn from that teacher, then there is no
another person who can help them. That is, “understandings or misunderstandings
could be the same in the class” (NP, SRI-1). Another reason was inadequate writing
opportunities and the artificiality of the writing handouts as “they are not relating
this to their lives” (NP, SRI-1). It might also be merely because students do not care.

It was observed, however, that she was not sure about the reasons for student failure.

Later, regarding the reasons why some students are unsuccessful and are

consistent in their errors, she again mentioned direct transfer from Turkish, student
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laziness and capacity. Interestingly, she did not blame herself or her written

feedback in any way, which is clear in the following extract:

But his grammar is always poor so this is not about reading and not
understanding the feedback, but this is his capacity in a way ... but when we
look at the final draft, there is no correction and this is not about my
feedback, I guess. (NP, SRI-2)

In SRI-3, it was again observed that some students continued to make the same
mistakes and she was asked what she thought were the reasons for this. Similar to
what she said in previous SRIs, she put the blame on the students. That is, they were
inattentive, uninterested or lazy. However, when the majority of the students
repeated the same errors, she accepted the responsibility, so it depends, to her way

of thinking, on the number of students.

To summarize, the EP believed that because students are lazy and lack critical
thinking skills and ideas, they do not show progress in writing. She added that the
teaching programme in the institution is so overloaded and fast-paced that students
do not have time to digest what they have been presented with. In general, however,
she held the opinion that if students take her written feedback seriously, they can
improve their writing, which implies that she blames students themselves for failing

in their writing.

Regarding the reasons for student failure, the NP said that students fail because
they depend heavily on translation and have only one source of information, which
is the teacher. In addition, the insufficient writing opportunities and artificiality of
the writing handouts in the institution were, for her, among the reasons why students
failed. She gave student capacity as yet another reason for failure. Like the EP, she
also thought that students do not improve in their writing because they do not care

about it. In general, similar to the EP, she put the blame on students when they
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failed. However, when a large number of students failed, she accepted the

responsibility for it, just like the EP.

4.2. Research question 2: How do experienced and novice teachers respond to

learners’ writings and what are the challenges they encounter in the process?

4.2.1. Feedback Practices

4.2.1.1. Foci when giving written feedback

In this section, the foci in teachers’ written feedback practices are analysed. The
related sections mostly from class observations, written feedback analyses and
stimulated recall interviews are gathered to answer the second research question of

the study. Below, the findings from the EP and the NP are discussed consecutively.

In the semi-structured interviews, the EP noted that the focus of written feedback
varies depending on the content of the input before the writing. She preferred to
focus only on those specific language points ignoring every single error. That is, she
always gave priority to those structures introduced in the input section when giving

written feedback.

In the first SRI, the EP talked about her practices during the first class
observation. What she did was to note down the common errors which students
made in that handout and then shared them anonymously with the whole class.
Students practised the codes and how to correct the errors on the board with the
teacher, which she claimed is necessary because otherwise, it would have been very
difficult to answer similar questions individually. She focused on the grammar in

those sentences and ignored the content. Five weeks later, in the second SRI, she
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said that her focus was on content and language in feedback, and the reasons she

gave were as follows:

| have to. Even if we do not agree with the ideas, we still have to give them
feedback on whether the ideas support the main idea or not, so you have to
look at the paragraph from different perspectives. We have to look at the
language and check if the student has used the necessary structures and
vocabulary appropriately, but you also have to check if their ideas are
cohesive and in line with the controlling idea, so feedback is necessary. (EP,
SRI-2)

It was observed that she helped the students a lot during the class by giving some
sentences directly, and finding the main ideas herself (observation-2). Thus, she was
asked whether she helped the students that much with her written feedback and
wrote some sentences directly. She noted that if the students did not yet know the
structures, she would still correct their sentences directly as she wanted to

familiarize them with the structures. However, she still thought that this would not

work or result in effective learning.

The paper analyses revealed that she wrote the referencing errors directly on the
second drafts of some students, which she thought was necessary as that was a
repeated problem and she wanted to draw students’ attention to that issue. She put a
tick on some sentences, which was her general practice when she liked a paper, and
she wanted to encourage the students and “thank them for the effort” in that way
(EP, SRI-2). In the final SRI, she was observed to correct each error and when asked
the reason for that, she replied that this was dependent on students’ levels. That is, at
higher levels, she would correct every grammatical error because the students had
studied the structures. At lower levels, however, she would correct only the errors

that the students were immediately familiar with.
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For the NP, her general practices stated in the semi-structured interviews
included writing ‘well done’ or similar messages on good written work and if there
is something missing or wrong, she wrote messages such as ‘be careful about
punctuation’ and ‘use more linkers’ because sometimes students are not aware of
their mistakes or they are careless (NP, SI-1). She also drew smiley faces on good
writing. She found “not receiving the message worse than using the incorrect

language”, which clearly highlights the importance she gave to content.

The focus of her written feedback was grammar but she also paid attention to the
use of the language and the content. In other words, she guided students to use
everyday, natural language by her feedback. For example, she wrote comments such
as ‘your sentence is correct grammar-wise, but you would not see such a sentence in

daily life’ to indicate that the language is artificial (NP, SI-1).

In SI-2, she emphasized that the focus of her written feedback was not purely
grammar but she still focused on grammar. She changed her practice of writing full
correction sentences by leaving this to the students. She added that when there are
many major errors, she ignores the minor ones and focuses on the correction of the
major ones. Surprisingly, she also mentioned that she paid attention to grammar
even when there are coherence and organization problems in the paragraph. She
explained the reason for her practice as being the school’s practices: “This is what
we do in the midterms and finals or in their quizzes, so of course my first focus in on
grammar because we expect them to write pure grammatical paragraphs” (NP, SRI-

3).

She also noted that the focus of her written feedback was grammar because the

administration is “so stuck with grammar and students are also stuck with it” (NP,
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SRI-2). Even if students cannot understand the logic of a structure, they try to use it
in their paragraphs since this is what is wanted from them. As a consequence, she
considered her feedback to be rather artificial, grammar-based and demotivating

because the weaknesses rather than the strengths of the students are emphasized.

Moreover, she indicated that in the first handouts, it was easy for her to correct
the grammar because there was not much content to correct, but now that the
students had started to write more, “you should think about the content, coherence
and everything”, which made her unsure of her written feedback as she thought that

content is very subjective (NP, SRI-2).

To conclude, at first, the EP stated that her focus when giving written feedback
changed depending on the content of that specific writing handout. She gave
feedback heavily on content and grammar. Later, she emphasized that she corrected
every grammatical error so that she could familiarize students with these structures.
She was also observed to correct some errors directly, and to use ticks in her written
feedback. At the end of the semester, however, her feedback analysis indicated that
she corrected every error, which she explained as something that depends on
students’ level. This contradicted what she had said at the beginning of the term as
she had indicated that she corrected everything no matter what the level of the

student was.

The NP’s explanations at the beginning of the term indicated that she used
generic comments and focused on content, grammar and formality of the language
when responding. When a paragraph was full of errors, however, she corrected
major ones only. Sometimes, she was also observed to correct the grammar of

sentences which were meaningless and irrelevant. Overall, it was clear that she
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focused mostly on grammar, which she found easy to correct, and secondly on

content, which she considered challenging.

4.2.1.2. Practices in the second draft

The EP explained that she gave feedback on drafts, second and final, by “writing
notes” and “giving examples”(EP, SI-1). She used basic, simple symbols when
responding as she was teaching at beginner level at the time of the study. She then
checked whether the students made use of her feedback, which she considered to be
important in the final draft. Because she believed that symbols are not adequate as a
form of feedback, she preferred to “give them sample sentences with similar
mistakes”, and also to use arrows to point out errors (EP, SI-1). She explained her

feedback practices in the second drafts as follows:

... they know that it is a tense mistake but they do not know how to correct it
according to what. So | do not think using just symbols is enough. It is
always useful to give an example sentence with similar errors and correction,
ways of correcting it. And also writing some comments at the end of the
paragraph is, I find it very useful, positive and negative feedback. Not just
for errors but also on positive things. (EP, SI-1)

The first thing the EP focused on was whether the students had addressed the
content “because it is the way they are graded and tested in exams” (EP, SI-2). Thus,
in the second draft, she made sure that problems about content were eliminated by
her feedback. Then came ‘“language and other things” for her (EP, SI-2).
Additionally, because of the school policy, the second drafts were corrected by using
codes. Writing comments or using any other extra practices was left to the individual

teacher’s choice.

The EP talked about the reasons why she corrected everything in the second and

final drafts by referring to the fact that these writings are “designed in a way that
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[students] are revising already what they were supposed to learn in the other
lessons” (EP, SRI-1). Because there was nothing new in their paragraphs, she
corrected everything. She also omitted some errors directly without using the
symbols in the second draft, which she said was because “it is more practical for me
when I check and read” (EP, SRI-1). Not only was direct omission practical for her
but also for the students, so she preferred it. She was asked why she gave full
sentences directly as feedback and she explained that she would use similar practices
when the students did not know the structures and she wanted to make them familiar

with them.

The EP was also asked what she thought about symbols and their efficiency. The
efficacy of symbols, for her, depended pretty much on whether the student makes
use of them properly. If not, she did not think they were effective. She also pointed
out her use of smileys. For good improvement and effort, she put a smiling face
whereas she put a crying one for unsuccessful paragraphs. She emphasized that her
aim was to show that she cared about them and did not read the paragraphs just for
the sake of grading. In other words, she believed that feedback, symbols here, has

the function of communication as she can convey her feelings that way.

The paper analysis revealed that the EP deleted incorrect words or structures
directly in the second drafts although she was supposed to use the error codes. She
explained that this was easier for the students and more practical for the teachers.
Moreover, each error was indicated by the symbols. The reason for that was because
students had used the structures in grammar lessons, practised them and “studied so
many skills around the same content” (EP, SRI-1). It was further observed that she

checked the self-checklists to see whether the students had made use of the
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structures required from them. If not, she addressed the problem by writing the
structures down. However, she was careful not to give the structures directly.
Another interesting practice was that the EP started correcting the errors directly

without reading the paragraph for the content:

When 1 first started checking, | started checking like any other paragraph by
trying to put symbols and then towards the second sentence, | realized that
the sentences did not make any sense at all, so | decided to call the student to
my office. (EP, SRI-1)

Furthermore, the codes which she used varied from one paragraph to another.
For example, instead of using the ‘wo’ symbol for wrong order, she preferred to
correct by arrows for weak students, or in some papers, she preferred to use two
symbols for the same error because, as she put it, her “choice of symbols and the
way to use these symbols were also very dependent on the student that wrote it” (EP,
SRI-1). That is, student level and her communication with the students determined
her practices in general. She used the ‘?” symbol frequently when she could not get
the meaning and preferred to delete words instead of using the ‘frag/m’ symbols

(fragment/meaning). She avoided ‘frag’ and ‘S/V’ because she stated her practices

as follows:

... what I do is I choose the most basic ones at the beginning and when they
see how this affects their writing, S/V, frag, this and that, then | can start
using them as well, but at first I use the very basic ones and slowly, maybe
one-by-one, | add new ones so | do not use too detailed ones at beginner
level. (EP, SRI-1)

She also had interesting practices regarding good paragraphs. She used lipstick
and kissed the well-written papers in addition to smileys and terms of praise such as
‘good’. In general, when she was first interviewed and her papers were analysed, it
was clear that she was quite flexible in the use of coding and varied her practices a

great deal in the second drafts depending on the students. She additionally indicated

74



her wish to change the symbol list which she gave to the students in the following

quote:

I will try to give them more details about their mistakes but I have just
realized, when | was talking to you, | need to change this before I give them
because | think this [a symbol list] is better for the second semester. So
perhaps, thank you, | have just realized | need to revise that for them. (EP,
SRI-1)
In the second SRI, the EP maintained that symbols are “mostly for language not
organization or ideas”. For her, they are really effective for language errors and she
still used them. Moreover, the use of illustrations in written feedback, a form of

symbols, was favoured although she agreed that they cannot be used in every type of

feedback.

Later, she was again observed to correct each grammatical error and if there
were any uncorrected sections, the reason was because she “did not see or ignore
them on purpose” (EP, SRI-2). She said that she would have corrected the errors if
she had seen them. Different practices were again common in her feedback and the

following extract explains her practice clearly:

It depends on the student. | know that he is able to correct the mistakes just
by looking at the symbols, but some need more support, some need less
support. So it depends on the student’s needs. That is how I decide. (EP, SRI-
2)

Similar to what she did in SRI-1, in SRI-2, she again corrected some errors
directly and wrote comments on some papers in addition to all the help she gave
with codes. Also, she did not read the paragraph for content and coherence first but
directly started to correct the errors. That is because she was reading the same

paragraphs and thus did not feel the need to do so first. Additionally, she liked using

drawings such as umbrellas to guide students in organization. Another practice was
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to write the same symbol under each repeated error instead of indicating the error

once.

In SRI-3, her practices had not changed much as she went on correcting the
errors. She opted for writing comments on the second draft as she explained that her
aim was to help students to correct their errors and thus get a good grade from the
final draft. Even so, she wrote some comments on the final draft as well because she

thought “maybe it will help in the next writing handout” (EP, SRI-3).

The NP described her practices and focus in the second drafts when she was
asked questions regarding her class practices and students’ paper analysis. She
explained that a meaningful and well-organized paragraph was important for her.
However, “the most important part while responding to drafts is grammar because of
the administration because they just want the students to write perfectly grammatical
writings” (NP, SI-2). She emphasized that “vocabulary is the least important part”
for her “because even native-like speakers sometimes cannot use the words

appropriately” (NP, SI-2)

The NP’s opinions in the first SRI indicated that she used coding to raise
students’ awareness and made them do most of the job instead of the teacher, which
she thought was something positive. Questioned about the reason for her practice of
writing comments in addition to codes on students’ second drafts, she claimed that
sometimes the “coding is not working” (NP, SRI-1). Later, she emphasized that
coding sometimes works but that at other times it does not, depending on students’
level. She therefore concluded that although “it is not a magical stick” and it is tiring

for teachers and students alike, “for most of the students it works” (NP, SRI-3).
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The NP was observed to be quite flexible in her practices in the second drafts.
The paper analyses revealed that her most common practices were crossing out
grammar errors and irrelevant sentences directly without using the codes. She was
also correcting some errors such as capitalization directly because she thought this to
be more effective at times and for her some errors were just not worth indicating by
using the symbols. Moreover, she used codes plus a question word frequently and
she explained that “this is more effective than just using the symbols” (NP, SRI-1).
Additionally, she underlined whole sentences to show that the meaning and the
grammar should be corrected. Even though she was observed to use different codes
for the same types of error in different paragraphs, because she had a limited number

of codes, she claimed that she was consistent at least in the same paper in their use.

She claimed not to correct every grammatical error in the second drafts;
however, “if it is the new topic that they are getting used to write in, I am
comfortable with correcting every error because | know that you should process the
information for a while and sometimes you cannot” (NP, SRI-1).Therefore, we can
conclude that errors related to something newly studied were all corrected whereas
others were corrected selectively. Although some paragraphs were divided into
different sections, she said that she did not check organization. She went on by

defining her focus:

Most of the time, I am focusing on grammar and then the meaning and then
if we have something special to check like linkers, past perfect or past tense
whatever, I am just checking them. I think they are not there yet (NP, SRI-1)

Thus, it is obvious that grammar came before meaning and organization in her
feedback. It was also seen that some inferences and additional sentences in the

second drafts were indicated by her with the code ‘m?’, which shows there is a
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problem with the meaning. This is a clear indication that these sentences are not
encouraged in her feedback because for her, such sentences cannot be used in such
paragraphs. Another observed practice was the use of smileys and ticks in her

feedback, which were given to show that the paragraph is a good one.

She was asked whether she had a different strategy or technique which she used
in writing or written feedback. The NP described giving short, clear, consistent and
encouraging feedback as her technique when responding. “Putting an exclamation
mark (next) to the section where there is something missing or helping them
discover their own mistakes and thus ensure permanent learning are the strategies”
was a technique that she used at the time (NP, SRI-1). She discussed common errors
on the board in front of the whole class without mentioning the names of the
students, which was a technique noted down once during class observation 1. She
additionally taught them the source of their errors, which she believed was their
mother tongue, and she gave feedback accordingly. Another strategy she used was to
“explain the errors by using some examples that might stay in their mind”, such as

saying ‘am/is/are/ are like brothers’ (NP, SRI-1).

In the second SRI, the NP focused on improper vocabulary use by the students in
her feedback because sometimes “you just need to be a natural language speaker”
(NP, SRI-2). She was also observed to pay attention to natural and correct
vocabulary use during the class observations. Another practice was that she was not
correcting every error in some papers because she did “not know how to correct
them” (NP, SRI-2). Some irrelevant sentences were also just indicated by comments
such as “you used some irrelevant sentences” (NP, feedback analysis-2). That is,

they were not directly marked in the paragraph because students should “come up
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with the answer” not her, and they should spend more effort than she did (NP, SRI-
2). Another observed practice was that she varied her feedback, although slightly,
according to the level of the students. In other words, she helped weaker students by
giving more explanation while leaving some of the corrections for the stronger

students to make for themselves.

The final SRI revealed similar results with those of the previous SRIs because
the NP was not correcting every error, indicating irrelevant sentences or writing long
detailed comments. As for the reasons for her practices, she said that sometimes
there are many more important errors than petty ones, and she did “not like giving so
much feedback and writing more than the student” (NP, SRI-3). Moreover, students
at this stage “should be able to differentiate between relevant and irrelevant

sentences” (NP, SRI-3).

Furthermore, she was observed to insert some structures directly without using
the codes. That was because she did “not have enough codes to correct everything”,
the errors were minor ones or some students would be able to do it anyway (NP,
SRI-3). She used short comments, one of which was ‘rewrite’, very frequently as

that was “the easiest way to convey my message” (NP, SRI-3).

Additionally, she gave very limited content-directed feedback as she thought
only “after this (grammar) phase, they can move to the content because even in the
midterms, [they] did not lower their points for content but only for the grammar
mistakes” (NP, SRI-3). However, she claimed that she did not give grammar-
focused feedback very much anymore. She still used symbols to correct their
grammar mistakes but different from previously, she was not writing full sentences.

The motive behind this was because if she did not focus on content, this meant that
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she wanted them to achieve the grammar points and her first focus was on grammar
because the institution and teachers expect students to write pure grammatical
paragraphs. In case of plagiarism, she was observed to indicate it directly in her
comments and call students to her office. That is to say, she did not tolerate

plagiarism.

In summary, the EP preferred to write notes, give examples to exemplify the
correct use of the errors, focus on content, and correct every error with symbols in
writing. Moreover, she changed the symbols in different papers and used a great
deal of praise for good work or improvement. Similar to the EP, the NP focused
mostly on grammar by correcting almost every error in the second drafts because of
the school policy. She also paid attention to meaning and organization. She did not
focus on vocabulary, however, because she thought that even native speakers have
difficulty in this aspect of language. She also used codes although she did not think
that they are always effective. Her practices on student papers were observed to be
quite flexible since she ignored using the codes or used different codes for the same
type of error, she corrected errors directly or wrote question words next to the codes.
She was also observed not to give feedback on organization, which she thought
should be done after grammar has been mastered. Moreover, she wanted students to
delete the sentences which they had written independent of the writing handouts.
That is, she did not allow additional relevant sentences in the paragraphs. Finally,

she took a firm stand against plagiarism in her practices.

4.2.1.3. Practices in the final draft

In the final draft, the EP focused on “whether the mistakes in the second draft

have been corrected or not” which she thought is “the whole purpose of process
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writing” (EP, SI-2). If errors are not corrected in the finals, she corrected them with
direct feedback, using arrows or writing comments asking the reason “why they
have not corrected their mistakes” (EP, SI-2). The EP was observed to correct all the
errors in general in the final drafts in the first SRI. The reason why she did the
corrections was because everything had been covered previously and so the students
were expected to use the structures correctly. If the students, however, had not

corrected their errors in accordance with her feedback:

there is always some kind of telling-off, like ‘you are supposed to make
corrections by looking at the symbols before you write the final’. There is
some polite way of saying ‘I do not appreciate this’, ‘I do not like this’, and
‘next time, make sure you use the symbols and correct your mistakes’”. (EP,
SRI-1)

The second SRI revealed that the EP still wrote comments, marginal and end,
and she rewarded the students even when there had been only a little improvement
in the final draft compared with the second by writing ‘good’ or ‘very good’ in
general. Overall, she tried to encourage students in every possible way whenever she
saw an effort being made. In the final SRI, she was observed to continue with her
practices. In addition to comments, she also sometimes wrote mini-lectures at the
bottom explaining how to correct errors related to content. Another interesting
practice which she had started doing by the time the third SRI was carried out was
that she gave up correcting all the errors in some students’ final drafts as these were
generally just copied from the second draft. In other words, she thought that if the
student had not bothered to correct them, she did not correct them, either. When she
was asked whether that was her usual practice, she denied that and said that this was

her “practice for those who can do it but won’t do it”, like a punishment (EP, SRI-

3).
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Although she stopped giving comprehensive feedback to those who ignored her
written feedback, she continued the practice with those who she thought were
struggling to improve their writing. That is, by not providing some students with
written feedback, she was punishing them for not paying attention to her previous
feedback. However, she went on helping those who tried to act on her written

feedback.

As for the NP, most of the time, she concentrated on “grammar, especially if the
student has not corrected himself” as she thought that students need to see the errors
in the final phase of the writing (NP, SI-2). The NP drew smiling faces on some
final drafts and corrected every error in the paragraphs. In the first SRI, she
emphasized that if the student tried very hard and achieved something, she put such
faces to indicate that she appreciated the effort. The analysis of her papers and class
observation for the second time revealed that she preferred not to correct every error
and, although only a few, she wrote comments on the final drafts. She explained that

she did not correct errors for the following reasons:

I think that they will check their final draft and see the mistakes that the
teacher did not correct and they will come and ask me, and sometimes | feel
that even if | correct the mistakes, my message will not be conveyed to
student. .... Even if I corrected it, s/he will not get it so sometimes | just give
up maybe. (NP, SRI-2)

One of her reasons for this practice was because she expected students to
discover their errors and ask her related questions. Another reason was because she
had lost faith in her own practices. She did not believe that her feedback would help
students to understand their mistakes. As a result, she gave up. She went on by
stating more reasons:

I did not correct all the errors in the final draft because | did not know how to
correct them. | really do not want to write everything because they do not
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care about the draft. ... | do not want them to feel untalented. ... If my teacher
gave me a final draft with the whole (thing) written again, 1 would feel bad ...
(NP, SRI-2)
In short, she did not correct everything because she did not know how to do this,
but she was hopeful that the students would realize their errors themselves; she did

not believe in the efficiency of the feedback as the students did not care about the

final drafts and she did not want to discourage students by writing everything.

As for the comments which she wrote on the final drafts, she thought that some
of the students would read the comments because they knew that they would have to
write six more writing handouts and they were all going to be similar, so her aim

was to prepare them for future writing.

In the final SRI, however, there were very few comments on the final drafts and
not all the grammatical and content-based errors were corrected. She stated that she
was hoping that students would correct their errors, but because they just copied the
second draft onto the final disregarding her feedback, she did not care anymore.
Similarly, she started to write very few comments because of the lack of student

interest. She explained her practice and feelings as follows:

I write just because | think that maybe they will use this information or
feedback on their next writing handout, but most of the time they do not use
it. They do not care and | just give up writing. (NP, SRI-3)

It can be observed that, towards the end of the semester, the NP was not sure
about the effectiveness of her written feedback on students, so she changed her
feedback practices to some extent. In some cases, however, she tried to comment on
the final drafts with the expectation that students would use her feedback in their
future writing. The results were not close to what she hoped, which made her

doubtful about her practices.
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To sum up, the EP paid attention to whether her feedback was taken into
consideration and errors were corrected in the final drafts. If the errors were not
corrected, she corrected them all at first, but then she gave up doing so with those
who were not interested in her feedback. She also wrote comments and praised

students who she thought deserved it.

Like the EP, at the beginning, the NP focused on grammar by correcting each
error in the final drafts. But she started to make fewer grammatical corrections
gradually for various reasons: because she did not know how make corrections, she
expected students to correct their own errors, she did not believe in the efficiency of
the feedback and she did not want to discourage students by writing everything, so
she stopped giving comprehensive written feedback. Another practice of hers was to
check whether the students had corrected their errors and to draw smiley faces on
papers where there was progress. Moreover, unlike the EP, she wrote few comments

on the final drafts because of students’ reduced interest.

4.2.1.4. Practices regarding comments

In general, the EP stated that her focus was on starting with positive and then
moving on to negative expressions when writing a comment as student motivation
was important for her. Moreover, she avoided the use of general adjectives as she

thought that they are not always useful, which she explained as follows:

My comments are not mass production, they are custom made. | do not write
similar or the same sentences to everyone. ... They are personalized. ... Of
course coherence is very important also. When | write feedback, 1 also try to
focus on how | can get them to write more coherent paragraphs where the
ideas are in harmony and the sentences are in harmony with each other, and
not just independent sentences that do not fit together. ... And language and
vocabulary of course. | try to push them a little bit so that they can take risks
when they use vocabulary. (EP, SI-2)
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Comments were observed to have a significant role in the EP’s feedback as she
stated that she tried to “put comments, positive or negative, in most of [her] papers”
and preferred to write guiding questions for students to find the errors in their
writing (EP, SRI-1). She appreciated students’ efforts in using newly acquired

vocabulary or structures in writing. She explained her practices thus:

Yes, praising, or criticizing or telling off the students are important because
students need to know that we are really reading their papers, we are not just
reading for grading, or that we can tell the difference between somebody
who has put a lot of effort and somebody who did not care at all. (EP, SRI-1)

She thought that comments are a way of communicating with her students and
that is why she used them frequently in her written feedback. In other words, she
conveyed different messages through her comments. Also, because she felt close to

her students, she did not mind using imperative structures in her comments.

In the second SRI, in response to a question related to her giving written
feedback in different ways, she responded that her aim was to reach the students in
every possible way and because she did not have enough time to talk to each one
separately, she tried to do her best with comments. She talked about her practices as

follows:

I exemplified the structure because it is not enough for them just to see
referencing. Just trying to provide more help. It is like a mini-lecture really.
Because | do not want her to make the mistake again and | am trying to teach

her. (EP, SRI-2)
What we can infer regarding her practices is that she wrote comments in the
form of questions, mini-lectures or sentences to compensate for oral feedback.
Moreover, she used many comments such as ‘V. good’ and ‘good’ at the bottom of

the paragraphs as end comments. However, she also wrote some comments in the

margins because she thought that if there is a very good sentence, she should
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indicate it directly. As for the end comments, she used them to refer to the whole

paragraph and the effort which the student had made in general.

During the written feedback analysis in the third SRI, it was noted that she made
use of names frequently before writing a comment and she explained that this was

very important for the following reasons:

They realize that it is not something that is written just for the sake of
writing, it specifically refers to their own problem; but it is also
acknowledging your students. It makes you feel valuable, cared for I think.
(EP, SRI-3)

When asked about the things that she focused on when writing a comment, she
said that she was attentive about using students’ names, giving specific rather than
mass-produced feedback and showing how much she cared about them, which she
said strengthens her relationship with students and encourages them to correct more.

She also focused on students’ needs while writing comments, which she explained

as follows:

. so student personality is important, students’ level of English is
important, students’ needs are important. (For) The easiest and best way to
get to see what their mistakes are, | have to be direct and | have to consider
the most effective way for that particular student and for that particular
paragraph. (EP, SRI-3)

Other things which she focused on in comments were organization and
coherence. She indicated whether sections that should have been in a paragraph
were missing and any irrelevant sentences. However, she emphasized that she was
not interested in the stated ideas even when they were completely different from
what she herself thought. The language structures she used in her comments were
sentences, questions or imperatives, but her practices varied under different

conditions. For example, when she sensed that a student was plagiarising but still

had doubts, she expressed this indirectly, by using a question. However, when she
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was sure about plagiarism, she would “definitely take more drastic measures” and

punish the student severely (EP, SRI-3).

She made comments such as ‘be careful with fragments’ which contain jargon
that the student might have difficulty in understanding (feedback analysis-3). The
reason for writing such comments was to make the student curious about the words
and come to her to ask for the meaning. Because students did not ask clarifying
questions contrary to her expectations, they ended up having even more fragments
or errors. However, she claimed to use jargon only when such words had been

covered in class.

The best way of writing a comment, to her, was when the comments are directed
at that particular student and paragraph. Praising was frequently encountered in the
EP’s feedback as well as her classroom practices. When asked the importance of
praising, she replied that it was essential in every part of our lives as teachers or
students, and that is why she was careful to provide motivating feedback as much as
she could. However, she pointed out that intrinsic rather than extrinsic motivation is
important because although she can push the student a little further by praising them,
that would not last long if the student is not intrinsically motivated. She also said
that she preferred to use specific praising phrases instead of clichés in her feedback

to make the student aware that she is really interested in what they are writing.

On the other hand, in the semi-structured interviews, the novice participant
explained that she focused on short and to-the-point comments. Additionally, using
simple language in comments was important for her. Overall, “short, specific, to-
the-point, basic grammar, natural language points” were her focus in comments (NP,

SI-1). Moreover, she stated that she never used the students’ first language (L1)
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when making written comments but she did use L1 in oral feedback. The reason she
gave for this was that “everything should be in ELT” and even if it was free to do so,
she would not use L1 because she does not like it (NP, SI-2). She added that if the
teacher uses Turkish (L1), students would use Turkish in their paragraphs as the

teacher is a role model.

At the beginning of the study, in the first SRI, even though the NP stated that
comments are more “meaningful” and attention-grabbing for students than codes,
her feedback analysis showed that she wrote a few impersonal and generally
grammar-focused comments mostly on the second drafts. She explained this as

follows:

I do not prefer to write comments. Just about the grammar or “use this more”
because this is the criterion by which | will give the points or cut the points,
so | am just saying do this or you will lose points. (NP, SRI-1)

Although they were very few in number, she was observed to put smiley faces or
ticks on some good paragraphs to show her appreciation and to motivate the
students, which was among her general practices regarding comments at the

beginning of the semester.

In the second SRI, the analysis showed that although they were still few, her
comments varied according to students’ levels. Although she wrote comparatively
long comments for strong students, she preferred short ones for weak students. What
she focused on were generally grammatical errors but, in some instances, her
comments were aimed to elicit more natural language, break some prejudices or
challenge students to realize their potential. Another observation was that her end

comments were fuller than the ones in the margins and that was because there was
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more space for her to write at the bottom of the paper, an issue which she discussed

in the following extract:

... if you give them that feedback at the end, they are reading their own work
and then there is the comment part. Everything is in their head and the
comments are also at the end so they can just link the things and the feedback
together. That is easier for them. (NP, SRI-2)

On the other hand, the expressions she used at the end of her comments indicate
that she was neither sure about the effectiveness of her comments nor hopeful that
students would benefit from them. To illustrate, she explained that she was “sure
they do not get it” and that “maybe sometimes it is just not working for students to
make them find their own mistakes” (NP, SRI-2). In addition, she said that in the

end, you, as a teacher, are “just feeling under” and give up (NP, SRI-2).

In the last SRI, the comment ‘rewrite” was used frequently on student paragraphs
and her other comments were also direct and short. She explained her feedback
practice by maintaining that because students’ level was not good enough, and she
had herself had bad experiences in university as the long feedback she received then
was very demotivating, she opted for short comments. Additionally, for her, even
when the feedback is good, it should not be long, as that would make it confusing
for the students. Therefore, for her, “student’s potential, level in the class and [their]
participation” and “sometimes personalities” are important considerations when

writing a comment (NP, SRI-3).

She used feedback to motivate students similar to her practices which she talked
about in SRI-2, but again she preferred to use only smileys or ticks as praise, but still
they were used very rarely. She explained that when she did not give very much
feedback such as negative feedback, that meant that she “liked the paragraph and the

students know it”” because she had told them beforehand (NP, SRI-3). She explained
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the reasoning behind her practices regarding the amount of praise she used as

follows:

This is my style because if you really praise them and if they fail, they feel
bad, but as a teacher you also feel bad because you know that s/he has the
potential to do better but because of your praising maybe, she just got snob
and stopped studying. (NP, SRI-3)

It is clear that another reason why she avoided giving too much praise was
because she did not want the students to overestimate their success and thus give up
studying. That is, she believed that too much praise has negative rather than positive
effects on the students as this is very clear in the quotation above. She was also
observed to use little praise during class observations and she explained that, in
general, she only approved students’ answers by saying ‘yes’, ‘this is true’ or
‘correct’ and using words such as ‘congratulations’ or ‘very good’ “if it is a real
success” (NP, SRI-3). Yet another practice was about plagiarism. Her comments
‘This sentence is from the internet!” and ‘Not written by you!” was a very direct
comment accusing a student of plagiarism (feedback analysis-3). She noted that if

there was a case of plagiarism, she directly warned the student concerned and

criticized him/her, which was her general practice in such cases.

In summary, the EP paid considerable attention to writing comments which she
stated were a way of communicating with the students. She was especially careful
to start a comment with something positive for student motivation and then to
continue with the negative comments. She also claimed that her comments were
specific ones aimed at encouraging students to take more risks and thus improve
themselves. In addition to content, she aimed at improving students’ language and
vocabulary skills with her comments. Because she did not have time to talk to each

student individually, she preferred to give detailed written feedback by asking
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questions, writing positive, negative and specific comments, and giving examples

and mini-lectures.

When the NP wrote comments, she focused on them being short and specific,
with simple grammar and everyday language. The reason for using short comments
was because of her own experiences in her undergraduate studies and of students’
level of competence. That is, whatever the content is, written feedback should be
short. She also focused on students’ personality and capacity when writing
comments. She avoided using the students’ mother tongue as she thought that
everything should be in English. She preferred to write comments mostly on second
drafts but still her total number of comments was limited and mostly grammar-
oriented. Although she claimed that positive comments motivate students, she used
few, mostly smileys and ticks on good paragraphs, because she did not want
students to overestimate their success and give up studying. She also varied her
feedback slightly by helping less proficient students more. She said that her
comments were aimed to encourage students to take more risks, use natural
language and break their prejudices. Her other practice was that she wrote more end
comments than marginal comments simply because she had more space at the
bottom of papers. Regarding plagiarism, she took a firm stand against it and warned

the students directly with her comments.

4.2.1.5. Written feedback preferences

Teachers were asked what their written feedback practices would be if there was
no enforcement policy in the school. That is, if they were free to do whatever they
wanted regarding feedback, what their preferences would be is discussed in this

section.
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The EP said that she would definitely give written feedback to students no
matter what the school policy entailed. To replace the grammar-focused writing
syllabus of the school, she indicated that she would apply a journal-keeping activity
with those who volunteered so that she could “have some satisfaction in the job”
(EP, SI-1). In addition to being on a voluntary basis, this activity would be based on
free writing and a creative topic which the teacher assigns. Students can write as
much as they want and depending on students’ requests, the teacher would give
language feedback using symbols or by giving direct feedback. She would also
respond to questions herself and comment on their ideas. She emphasized that the
type of the feedback would depend on that particular student’s preference at the

time.

Moreover, when asked whether she already applied something different from
what the administration required, the EP said that she had a “best work of the week
corner” (EP, SI-1) where she hung well-written paragraphs so that other students
could see what had gone wrong in theirs and be motivated for the next time, as they
would want to see their paragraphs on display in the corner. To encourage students,
she would still give positive feedback before negative. She would also discuss
common errors on the board in the class and train students on what was wrong, and
how it can be corrected. Additionally, she would have a voluntary diary-keeping
activity in which students write freely on whatever they want and she would give

them written feedback if asked to.

The EP stated that she was developing over the course of time and experience
and that she “would change lots of different things that would reflect on their

writing” if she had the opportunity (EP, SI-2). However, changing only writing
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would not help and “you have to follow a different approach to teaching” (EP, SI-2).
Overall, she would change “a lot more than just writing” as her priorities were

different from those of the institution (EP, SI-2).

As for the feedback practices, she expressed her desire to “sit down with the
students and spend more time with them individually and explain their mistakes,
give them more guidance and get them to rewrite their paragraphs”, which, for her,
is impossible under the current circumstances because of the workload (EP, SI-2).
She found process writing, symbols and written feedback very useful but she wanted
to have more peer and in-class correction as “perhaps [students] do not have enough
practice in correction and that is why they do not use it and all our efforts go to
waste” (EP, SI-2). Moreover, she repeated her desire to get students to do some free
writing as she believed that they cannot improve their academic writing skills
without free writing because “you need to feel the urge to write something in order
to make it better and develop it” (EP, SI-2). That is why she had introduced a journal

keeping activity but it did not work as it was not graded.

She also pointed out the use of the symbols in the second draft. She was of the
opinion that symbols should be used more than once until students “get it right,
instead of giving direct correction in the final draft because some of them write the
final draft just for the sake of writing it without paying attention to the symbols”
(EP, SRI-1). If they are forced to do so by providing them with symbols more than
once, “in the end, they will get fed up with writing the same thing and start
correcting their mistakes” (EP, SRI-1). Similarly, she mentioned another aspect
regarding the symbols. She said that she would train the students first on the use of

the symbols properly in more detail as she claimed students do not know how to
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make use of the symbols. Also, she would make them write a similar paragraph after
each handout but as a product because they need this to better get prepared for the

exams.

Furthermore, if it was free writing, which she believed is necessary to really
master writing, she would not “correct every mistake or give symbols or put
symbols on every single mistake”. She would be more flexible but still, when she
was asked whether she would still give written feedback, she concluded that it was
her job to do so and unlike teachers who do not care about their students, she would
do her job properly by providing written feedback. Thus, she considered giving

feedback as an important component of being a teacher.

Similarly, the NP held the opinion that students certainly developed with written
feedback, which meant that she thought that it is necessary in writing. However,
“they cannot produce as much as they can do with [teachers]” (NP, SI-2). That is,
she believed that students are so dependent on teachers to direct and help them in the
process of writing that they have trouble in writing even when they are guided.
Therefore, the NP would add some free-writing tasks to the schedule if she could,
but would keep some tasks for grading to be fair. Furthermore, she would ask
students to keep a journal in which they would do some free writing, and she would
give them written feedback if they wanted it. Consequently, she hoped that students

would feel more confident in their writing.

As for her feedback practices, she mentioned giving more individual oral
feedback and asking questions so that she could “understand if [the problem] is a
lack of grammar knowledge, vocabulary knowledge or it is just student’s potential”

(NP, SI-2). She explained that she would continue using the drafts by omitting the
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input part as she thought that the writing handouts are “bombing [students] with the
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input and then we are asking them ‘now produce it’” and “it is not working” (NP,
SI-2). In addition to academic writing, she said that students should be able to write
something in everyday language. “Drafts, giving feedback, guiding, using symbols”
are “all great things” in her opinion, and she liked process writing but she was

annoyed because of the fact that what is done is “very teacher-centred” (NP, SI-2).

Therefore, she would make the process writing more learner-centred if she could.

She also agreed with giving written feedback to students even if it is not the
school policy. She was content with the input sessions, in which grammar points that
students are supposed to use in their writing are introduced. However, she did not
approve of writing the first drafts immediately after an important grammar point had
been presented as “the students should be given enough time to digest them before
production” (NP, SRI-2). She also was not happy with the fact that teachers help
students just a little when they are writing the first draft in class. If it was left to her,
she would “be a bit more tolerant and flexible in this aspect” (NP, SI-1).
Additionally, she indicated that she would give individual feedback as she
sometimes could not be sure what the student meant and oral, person-to-person
feedback would do in that case, which she, interestingly, emphasized would lead to

“permanent learning” (NP, SRI-2).

Moreover, the NP mentioned the changes that she would make in the coding
system for responding to the second drafts. She realized that her current coding list
was not detailed enough to help students find their errors. Therefore, she was
planning to change the list by adding new codes. Likewise, after a meeting with her

colleagues, she noticed that she was “not specific about pointing out their students’
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mistakes” and she considered using two specific codes in places where it was
necessary to spot the errors (NP, SRI-1). Later, she explained that she had added
some codes to her list and she would continue doing so after students learn new
subjects. However, when her overall feedback was analysed, no change in the codes
was observed. She maintained that she did not know the names of the techniques, or
which techniques should be used for giving feedback. However, she would still try
to develop her own written feedback, the coding system, and try to be consistent

with the codes.

In brief, the EP emphasized that nothing would change except when the
regulations regarding writing in the institution are changed, but that she would like
to make changes in many things. Yet she would still give written feedback no matter
what the school administration required and would use symbols in multi drafts until
students discover all their errors. However, since she was tired of the institution’s
grammar-focused syllabus, she wanted to have free and creative writing activities in
which students could express their opinions and feelings freely without the need to
conform to any pre-determined structure. She would provide the students with the
written feedback they wanted. She would also spend more time with students giving

them individual feedback if she had the opportunity.

Similar to the EP, the NP regarded written feedback as something that is
important and should be given even when school policies do not require it. Because
she complained about the spoon-feeding-like writing practices in the institution, like
the EP, she wanted to do more free writing activities but to keep some fixed tasks
for grading. Similar to the EP, she would give students feedback if they wanted it.

Although she liked process writing, using drafts and symbols, the process writing,

96



she thought, should be more learner-centred, which was one of the changes she
would like to make. To learn the source of students’ problems in writing, she would
also give more individual oral feedback, which she believed results in permanent
learning. Moreover, in spite of complaining about too much guidance and the lack
of a learner-centred approach, she stated that she would help the students more when
they are writing and keep the time between the input and writing longer. The coding
list was another change that she was planning to make. Because there were not
enough codes in her list, she wanted to add more to give more specific feedback, an
aim which she had not achieved when her feedback was analysed. Finally, she said
that she was open to changes particularly in written feedback, although she lacked

the theoretical background.

4.2.2. Challenges Which Teachers Face When Responding To Students’

Writings

The EP stated that she had experienced various challenges when responding to
students’ writings. She stated that she felt “very frustrated” as her students made
“really huge mistakes” (EP, SI-1). She explained one of her challenges in the
following extract:

... they do not just make grammar mistakes or language mistakes; the whole
sentence can be upside-down. | mean, you look at a sentence or a paragraph,
the sentence order is wrong, the tense is wrong even the idea is wrong. There
IS no subject/verb agreement. So what are you going to do? | mean, you need
to prioritize and you do not want to give the paper full of red lines, so you try
to find different ways of correcting and it takes a long time. (EP, SI-1)

The EP thought that seeing no progress in students’ work after she had given so
much feedback and put a lot of effort and time into it was “very demotivating”.

However, she indicated that she did her best even when the students did not pay any

attention to her feedback because she wanted to feel that she had done her part.
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In the first weeks when the first SRI was carried out, the EP mentioned several
problems which she faced when giving written feedback. One of them was that
when she read a paragraph that could have been written in a better way for the
student’s level, or they were supposed to write it in a certain way but they wrote it in
a very basic way, she desperately wanted to “cross it out and write the correct
version”. However, because she believed that this would not help the students, she

tried to stop herself from overcorrecting, which she explained in the following way:

... to hold yourself back from correction is quite challenging because we are
teachers and when you see mistakes, it really disturbs you and you want to
correct it. ... The challenge is then is to hold yourself back a bit if you can
while giving feedback and give feedback on the most important things that
the writing handout focuses on. This is the challenge for me. | want to give
more feedback than | do. I want to do more corrections than | have done.

(EP, SRI-1)
Similarly, students sometimes translate from Turkish to English directly, which
“causes chaos” and in that case, she did not know what to correct or underline

because “none of the symbols work™. Therefore, she resorted to oral feedback and

just asked the student to see her in the office.

Another challenge she mentioned was about correcting the content. Although
she sometimes completely disagreed with what students write as the ideas are
“extremely meaningless”, she cannot express this in her feedback as those are
students’ ideas and thus, she cannot say that they are wrong (EP, SRI-1). It is clear
that she experienced problems in responding to the ideas in the paragraphs because

opinions are subjective and she felt the need to respect them.

Yet another problem was that she did everything to help the students but she still

could not observe any notable change or improvement, which made her sad and
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helpless. She linked this to the use of symbols in responding and explained it in the

following way:
I do not know what else | can do. | gave the list, | gave an exercise on it
every time | gave the papers, and | explained the errors on the board. Still,
they do not register. Perhaps it is because they have never used symbols
before because most of them come from traditional schools. ... It is very
difficult for them to understand why they have to correct their own mistakes.
Maybe there is a mismatch between what the students expect from us and
what we offer them. Maybe they still cannot see the rationale between using

symbols and doing process writing and editing their work several times
before they give the final (version). (EP, SRI-1)

The final but the “biggest” challenge she stated in SRI-1 was also related to the
symbols. She said that “sometimes the symbols are not enough because there is not a
symbol for correcting a really problematic sentence when there is nothing right in
the sentence” (EP, SRI-1). Therefore, she felt helpless and frustrated as she had

either to rewrite the whole paragraph or call the student to her office.

In the second SR, she pointed out a different problem about comments. Because
she often received really bad papers, she had difficulty in starting with positive
comments and then moving on to the negative ones, although she knew that this is
how it should be performed. She added that making mistakes is quite normal for
students in the second draft, but when they repeat the same errors in the final draft
despite her feedback, then it becomes “very difficult to be positive”. Moreover, she
again complained about the symbols in that she thought they were not adequate for
responding appropriately. Finally, she mentioned the huge amount of time she spent
on writing comments; however, she was not sure about the efficacy of what she was

doing and thus felt frustrated.
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In the final SRI, she identified three main problems, some of which were the
same as those expressed in the first SRI. First, she faced some problems when giving

feedback on content because the ideas are:

... so irrelevant that they have nothing to do with the sentences. There is no
coherence at all. The sentences are like independent sentences. They have
nothing to do with each other. There is no flow of ideas, no coherence and it
is very difficult for me sometimes to make them see it, because in their mind
somehow it is connected. ... To make them see that it is wrong and how it is
wrong is quite difficult. (EP, SRI-3)

In addition, like the problem which she raised in the first SRI, she complained
about the fact that most of the student paragraphs are full of errors, mostly caused by
direct translation from Turkish, which made it very difficult for her to respond.
Although she intended to cross the paragraph out, she could not do so, so she wrote
comments such as ‘rewrite’ instead. She was asked how she felt when the students
did not show progress despite her feedback, and she replied that she felt “frustrated,
very frustrated” (EP, SRI-3). She also stated that she sometimes felt “demotivated

because you try and try and you do not get much in return in terms of satisfaction”

(EP, SRI-3).

To conclude, one of the challenges the EP faced was when she encountered
papers in which there was hardly anything that could be corrected. Thus, she
struggled to find ways to respond. She also felt demotivated when there was no
student progress despite her written feedback. Holding herself back in order not to
rewrite everything again was another challenge encountered by the EP. Yet another
challenge was about students’ translations from Turkish to English, which creates
chaos and makes it very difficult to understand the sentences and respond properly
using the codes. That is, the codes are inadequate when the grammar and the content

are very poor in a paper. She also thought that the codes do not work with her
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students because they cannot grasp the rationale behind using symbols since they did
not have to discover their errors themselves in their previous education stage.
Moreover, the EP could not comment on the content presented in paragraphs no
matter how ridiculous and meaningless the content is since she thought that she
should respect students’ ideas. However, she found this very challenging.
Additionally, she had difficulties in finding something positive in some papers with
which to start her comments. Although she spent a great amount of time writing
comments, she did not believe in their effectiveness due to the lack of improvement

in the students’ papers.

Similarly, the NP experienced numerous difficulties when giving written
feedback. She stated that at the beginning of the semester, she “felt terrible because
when [she] got the first writing handout, [she] did not know what to do” (NP, SI-2).
That is, because she was inexperienced, her first difficulty stemmed from her lack of
expertise in providing written feedback. Another challenge was when students did
not show any progress. She said that she got really “mad” and started to “show
errors directly if they could not do it” (NP, SI-2). As a consequence, the NP said that
she had a period when she questioned and doubted her abilities as a teacher.
Afterwards, she came up with two reasons for that: students might read but not
understand the feedback, or they might be disinterested in it. However, she

concluded that that failing was entirely the students’ mistake.

Most of the problems mentioned in SRI-1 were related to the use of the symbols.
Differentiating between errors and deciding which symbol to use for each was one
of the challenges the NP faced when responding. Another problem was related to

the variety and number of the codes because even at the beginning of the term she
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realized that “there were not enough symbols” to indicate all the error types (NP,

SRI-1).

Although the school encouraged teachers to use the codes to respond to the
second draft, the NP claimed that when a paper is very poor and there is no way to
correct it but writing sentences again, “coding is not working in that case because
the student is so weak that he will not understand even if [she] says ‘spl’ or ‘gr’”
(NP, SRI-1). Another challenge that caused frustration in her was when she
corrected an error many times and spent a considerable amount of time on it but saw
no improvement in the student. Then, she got really “annoyed” (NP, SRI-1). She

expressed her feeling as follows:

I think that ‘oh, what the hell, I could not teach you anything. Why are you
making these mistakes?’ these small mistakes are more annoying than these

real grammar topics. ... this is ridiculous. That feeling is really annoying me.
(NP, SRI-1)

In SRI-2, the NP expressed a different challenge for her, vocabulary. That is,
when giving written feedback, she could not be sure whether the word is really the
correct one, and most of the time, she checked dictionaries to eliminate the problem.
This problem worsened with the level of the students. The higher the level, the more
challenging it became for her in terms of vocabulary and this “is chaos for a teacher”

(NP, SRI-2).

Other problems that became more challenging by the students’ level were
“content and coherence” (NP, SRI-2). She thought that in “the first handouts, it was
just correcting the grammar and the word” but with the rising level, the difficulty of
giving adequate and effective content directed feedback increased (ibid.). She found
content feedback very “subjective” and she might be “too harsh or too tolerant”
(ibid.).

102



The final challenge was about students not taking her feedback seriously, which
made her feel down and thus reconsider her feedback practices. That is, she came to
a point where she said “OK, if you do not (care), then I will just keep my feedback
short and leave you alone” (NP, SRI-3). She recounted one of her experiences with a

student who did not care about her feedback as follows:

| told [name of the student] to organize her ideas better and | was kind of
(very annoyed). When | see the same paragraph just with little changes, this
means they are not reading your feedback ... when I am angry, I am just
taking a step back and I am just reducing my scaffolding and helping. | am
trying to make them aware that ‘OK, you have to work, not me’, and it was
one of the ways | was trying to say this. (NP, SRI-2)

In SRI-3, she again complained about the inadequate number of codes, which
made her job even more challenging. Additionally, mostly because students
translated directly from Turkish to English, she did not know what to correct in the
paragraphs mainly in terms of grammar and vocabulary. She talked about her

challenges in the following extract:

... and sometimes because I am not a native English language teacher, I feel
like ‘OK, this seems OK, but maybe some other word should be here’, and 1
have this ambiguity and | am checking the dictionaries sometimes. That is
the only challenge for me. Not the grammar points, but most of the time the
cohesion, coherence and the appropriate word in the paragraph, the flow of
the ideas, tense and everything. (NP, SRI-3)

She felt frustrated and desperate as a result of the challenges she experienced
when giving written feedback. Because she did not see her feedback being taken
seriously, she thought, ‘if they do not care, I do not care’ and thus, “I just give up

writing” (NP, SRI-3).

In short, the NP had difficulties first because she did not feel she had been
prepared to give written feedback in her pre-service education, and second, as

students did not show progress, she felt helpless and inadequate. Moreover, she
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encountered numerous challenges such as differentiating between codes, an
insufficient number of codes and the effectiveness of codes when responding. She
also faced challenges in terms of vocabulary use in paragraphs as she could not
judge the appropriateness of words in various contexts. Additionally, she

experienced difficulties when giving written feedback on content and coherence.

4.3. Research question 3: The factors which may have influenced

university preparatory school writing teachers’ feedback practices

When the sources behind teachers’ practices and beliefs were analysed, three
main categories emerged. These were: i teachers’ attitudes towards writing, errors,
teacher role in writing and students; ii the impact of teacher education and
experiences on teachers’ beliefs and practices towards the students; and iii beliefs
about school policies. In this section, each category is discussed for the experienced

and novice participant respectively.

4.3.1. Attitude towards writing, errors, teacher role in writing and

students

Understanding the beliefs which teachers hold about writing, errors, teacher role
and students is a way that might enlighten the sources behind teachers’ practices as
what teachers believe highly influences what they actually do. About writing and its
purpose, the EP stated that writing is one of the means people use to express
themselves in the best way. She went on by talking about the place of writing as

follows:

I do not think without writing, | cannot imagine, for example, myself because
for me it is very important to express my feelings, the way, the code, the
register, everything. You can understand the attitude of a writer, point of
view, even cultural religious background and beliefs. Writing reflects all that,
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so | think it is a very important means of expressing beliefs and opinions.
(EP, SI-1)

It is clear from what she explained that writing was essential in her life and that
it is not just writing since it is a tool that includes various layers. For her, good
writing should have “coherence”, “fluency” and “richness of vocabulary”, which are
necessary for a piece of writing to be enjoyable and understandable (EP, SI-1). Thus,
it is natural to expect her to pay attention to those aspects when giving written

feedback and assessing students’ writings.

The EP approached student errors as something quite natural and necessary for
further improvement. She also paid attention to students’ feelings in that she did her
best to make them comfortable about asking questions about their errors. She let
them know that she was always there to give help and encouragement. She talked

about her practice in the following way:

My philosophy is that they need to explore, they need to experiment with the
language, they need to take risks and make mistakes but also after making
mistakes, they also need to take the feedback seriously and correct their
mistakes. That is what causes improvement. (EP, SI-1)

Regarding her approach to students, the EP’s general attitude to students was
observed to be quite positive, caring and helpful. She was quite attentive and
positive during class observations throughout the semester because this was “just
part of [her] policy as a teacher” and whatever she did, “positive reinforcement is
always very important” (EP, SRI-1). Even if there were some negative things like
sleepy students in the class, she used humour to warn them. Another finding was
that because she knew each student individually together with their backgrounds and
problems, she varied her feedback depending on the student. She noted her practice

as follows:
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His English is quite good but he is the laziest student in the class. He is lazy
in nature. He just cannot be bothered even though he can. This is the reason
why | wrote harsher comments. [The name of the student] would not be able
to correct her mistakes even if she tries. She is a hopeless case when it comes
to English. However, [the name of the student] is just the opposite. He cannot
bother to correct his mistakes even though it takes five minutes. (EP, STI-3)

It is obvious from the comment quoted above that she used harsh comments for
students who could have written better paragraphs but she gave detailed feedback to
those who could not have written a better paragraph even if they tried. In other
words, she tried to vary her feedback according to the individual student’s level in
English. In short, during class observations, she had a very positive way of
communicating with her students but she was careful about their personality and
study habits and varied her feedback accordingly. She tried to do her best as she

believed that even a small improvement is a significant success for her.

To sum up, the EP thought that writing is a necessity in life as it an important
way to express beliefs and opinions. As for the characteristics of good writing, she
stated that it should be coherent, fluent and rich in vocabulary. Her approach to
students and the errors which they make was observed to be quite positive. She
approached students in a friendly manner and varied her feedback according to their
level and personality. That is, because she knew her students closely, she was able to
differentiate between those who studied but could not be successful and those who
did not study although they had the capacity to succeed in writing. Therefore, she

altered her feedback accordingly by helping the individual students less or more.

The NP, on the other hand, thought writing to have been born out of the “need
for production” (NP, SI-1). She explained that writing was only one of the ways of

showing the degree of mastery in a language. Although she thought that writing is
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highly feared, she believed that individuals can develop with the help of another

person. She explained her beliefs in the following way:

The thing that gives the sense of mastering the language is speaking and
writing. ... We need to write as well. ... For me, the most important aim of
writing is its practicality. That is, | do writing since | can benefit from it.
First thing is about production where you prove your language ability and
then because of its utility in daily life. (NP, SI-1)

The NP thought that “making mistakes is not something that is bad or should be
punished” and that errors show the teacher what to correct (NP, SI-1). That is, she
thought that “errors are like things that show the reality” (NP, SI-1). Moreover,
teachers should be a guide, showing the way in the process, and should “try to
encourage students and say things like ‘make mistakes, we will correct them
together’” (NP, SI-1). For the NP, writing was perceived as an indication of
language proficiency. She also thought that it is a tool to be benefitted from in daily
life, when writing an application, for example. As for good writing, she believed that
that is what manages to convey its message no matter what ideas it has. She added
that when the message is clear, she did not pay much attention to grammar, which

she explained as follows:
If the message is conveyed, it is successful for me, but apart from this, of
course grammar, the structure and suitability of the sentences are important.
Content and consistency are also important in writing, but if | am to grade
them, 1 would divide it into two. Has the student conveyed the message? Has
he met my expected criteria? (NP, SI-1)
Above, she mentioned grading as well while indicating her priorities in writing.
In addition, when the issue is grading, the NP expressed her worries about
objectivity and consistency. She thought that writing is a highly feared skill but still,
the teacher is the person who can help students to develop themselves in that skill.

Therefore, the teacher’s role in writing is that of a role model who is knowledgeable

in his/her field. That is, they should know the types of essays, the differences
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between them and how they should be taught. They should also “help students and
give clear instructions and a similar example in a familiar context”, so the teacher’s
role is similar to that of a “facilitator” (NP, SI-2). As for teacher role in responding
to drafts, the NP considered herself to be highly important during the process of

writing. She put forward this issue in the following way:

I think I am the source of everything for them ... You should give them
feedback about everything; grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, capitalization
and everything. ... We are the source especially at the beginning but then
you are just guides to them because then they have enough knowledge, how
to form a sentence, use vocabulary. (NP, SI-2)

In the final draft, her role is showing students their mistakes explicitly because if
they were unsuccessful up to that time, then this means they need direct help, which
is provided by direct feedback. Yet, instead of blaming the school policy for making
her give direct feedback to the final drafts, she considered it to be quite natural and

part of her duty.

Because the way in which teachers approach their students in general and some
in particular can affect their feedback practices, teachers’ attitudes towards students
during class and SRIs were analysed. The NP seemed to be a very caring, friendly
and sympathetic teacher during the class observations in the first observations and

SRI. The following comment summarizes her attitude towards her students:
Rapport is always important with the students in every lesson. You see how
it affects the students, their attention, interests. | really like to have a good
relationship with my students. You should be approachable as a teacher and
the best way to do this is not by being friends, but friendly in the class. They
should be comfortable with you and the classroom atmosphere. (NP, SRI-1)
Although she thought that written feedback does not have a rapport function, she

emphasized that she would never change her feedback practices depending on

whether she likes the student or not. Thus, her personal emotions are irrelevant
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during her practices. However, later she stated that she varied her feedback when the
student level is concerned. In other words, she was “always more helpful” to weak

students whereas it was just the opposite for “strong students” (NP, SRI-2).

The reason why she did not give a lot of feedback was that she felt empathy
towards them and therefore avoided giving too much feedback as this would mean
that they could not produce anything correctly. She sometimes opted for correcting
the grammar of irrelevant sentences because she gave priority to grammar with those
students who had bad grammar. At the end of the term, she had changed her attitude
to those who did not take her feedback seriously. That is, she made changes in her

written feedback by not correcting their work and by giving little feedback.

In short, the NP considered writing to be a way of showing a person’s mastery in
a language. She added that writing is necessary because of its utility in everyday life.
In other words, her approach to writing was quite practical. Her opinions regarding
errors were that she thought errors to be quite natural and good indicators for
teachers to see what to correct and thus obtain feedback about students’ progress.
Another point she made was about the criteria that make writing effective and good.
She stated that conveying the message was very important in addition to grammar
and other structural issues, to which she gave equal importance when grading the
papers. She regarded herself as the source of everything, so she felt the need to give
feedback on “grammar, vocabulary, punctuation and everything” (NP, SI-2).
Moreover, giving direct feedback in the final draft was something she thought quite
natural as students need to see their mistakes explicitly. As for attitude towards the
students which might have affected her practices, she was friendly to and

approachable by the students. She said that she would not change her written
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feedback depending on her feelings towards a student, but that she would vary it
based on a student’s level. Additionally, because she understood how students
would feel after receiving a paper covered in red ink, she avoided giving large

amounts of feedback.

4.3.2. The impact of teacher education and experiences on teachers’

beliefs and practices

The teachers mentioned pre-service and in-service education and experiences in
teaching as important factors which had affected their feedback practices. Although
both came from similar educational backgrounds, the EP raised different aspects
about pre-service education. When asked about the type of training she had received

for responding to students’ writings, the EP said:

We did not actually receive any training. I do not remember receiving any
particular courses on error correction. Of course, we always had the theory
from methodology books and methods and approaches and ... the classical
approaches and how they approach this problem of error correction. Errors
should be corrected or else they become habits and they become fossilized.
Or else students make mistakes over and over again. That is all we learned
when we were at university. (EP, SI-1)

In addition, she did not remember any activities or techniques that would be
useful in providing feedback from her undergraduate education. She claimed that
practical issues were not dealt with in pre-service education and that it was more
theory-based, which she found difficult to reason out. To her, practical issues were
left out, so that teachers struggled to cope with them when they start working in the
profession. When she was asked whether the pre-service education had prepared her
enough to be a competent feedback provider, she replied that it was “just
memorizing stuff, going to exams” (EP, SI-2). Therefore, she thought that her pre-

service education was inadequate in helping her to feel confident about giving
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written feedback. She had had particular difficulties in that aspect at the beginning

of her career.

She also referred to her pre-service education when she was asked to talk about
the source behind her practices concerning motivation and its place in written
comments. She said that motivation is essential and that she tried to motivate
students with her written feedback. As the source behind her belief, she argued that
“most probably we read in books at university that motivation is important and we
have to give positive feedback” (EP, SRI-3). Thus, her pre-service education

seemed to affect her practices.

The EP, in short, had not received any training in terms of written feedback, as
all she did was read sections from methodology books regarding errors. That is, her
pre-service education was based on theory not practice, so teachers like her were left
to struggle with various issues including giving written feedback when they started
in the profession. She concluded that the pre-service education she had received was
inadequate in preparing her to respond to students’ writings, which created
numerous difficulties for her at the beginning of her career. However, she said that
her practices regarding motivation and writing positive comments were the result of

the theories she read about during her undergraduate studies.

Similarly, the NP complained that she was not in general content with the
education she had received at university regarding written feedback and writing
assessment. She said that there had not been a specific class which was particularly
dedicated to giving feedback at university and that as a consequence she had doubts
about the efficiency of her pre-service education in this respect. Like the EP, the NP

referred back to the fact that what they had learned was pretty much based on
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theory, not practice. She observed and imitated her previous teachers in her

practices. She explained this as follows:

We have not learned such a technique but what should and should not be
done. For example, do not use red pen when giving feedback, or do not just
give the symbols to the student. Give students tips that they can use in their
writing. Be consistent with your feedback and let the feedback be
explanatory. These kinds of things | remember hearing in classes or learning
from our teachers by chance, but there has not been a particular activity or
something that I would say ‘yes, I can use (that) in my classes’. (NP, SI-1)

As for the question of whether her previous education had prepared her enough
to be a competent feedback provider, her answer was a direct and clear “no, not at
all, no” (NP, SI-2). In short, she did not find her pre-service education satisfactory

on the issue of written feedback, which she stated in the following extract:

Of course not. It was so limited practice for me. ... I do not think it really

prepared me for this feedback and also as a teacher you learn by time, the

experience, wisdom comes with this period. ... You should really live these

things and then you can come up with your own style or philosophy. ...

Maybe they can give a course about this feedback to future teachers. (NP,
SRI-2)

She concluded her remarks by emphasizing the need for a comprehensive course

on written feedback in pre-service education so as to prepare future teachers in this

area. This would, in return, contribute to teachers’ having fewer problems when they

start in the profession.

Although the NP did not approve of her pre-service education in general, she
was observed to have been affected by it. She often referred to her university
education when talking about the sources behind her practices. However, unlike the
EP, some of her responses hinted at the issue of the “apprenticeship of observation”
(Lortie, 1975, p. 61). Her comment “I learned how to give and how not to give

feedback from my teachers’ feedback to my work™ is a very nice indication which
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supports this term (NP, SlI-1). The following excerpt shows how her observations

about practices were and the way she was affected by them:

Our teachers would give us examples from their work. Every teacher had a
different way of giving feedback. | firstly became aware of that. Then, |
chose the ones that I thought would be good for me but ... no specific thing
was done as to how to give feedback. (NP, SI-1)

Previously, she had indicated that the best techniques for her were when the
students find their own mistakes, which she believes results in permanent learning.
The reason behind her beliefs turned out to be her observations during her
undergraduate studies, which is another indication of how undergraduate education
might determine feedback practices and beliefs about them. She explained this as

follows:

Firstly, one of my undergraduate teachers used to use this technique. We
were writing drafts and discovering our own mistakes ... and now I never
make those mistakes as | found them myself, corrected them and thus they
are in my mind. (NP, SI-1)

One of her practices was writing few comments in the margins and numerous
ones at the end of papers, which was because this was “one of the techniques that
one of my university teachers used and it was effective on me” (NP, SRI-2).
Therefore, she was “just trying to do it her way” although she was not sure whether
it has any methodological foundations (NP, SRI-2). Another practice of hers was to
give very little feedback, which was the result of her pre-service education. She

believed that long feedback is demotivating. She talked about her experiences in the

following extract:
(If) there is more writing of the teacher than of students, it makes you feel
bad. At least for me, as a student, this was the case at university. | had such

an experience. Even if good or bad, too much feedback is not good for the
students. It might be confusing. (NP, SRI-3)
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She ignored students who did not care about her feedback and just copied the
second draft to the final without considering the alterations. She was of the opinion
that if students did not care, she would not care, either, which was again the result of

her previous education as she explained below:

This is what worked on me when | was a student, either the ignorance of the
teacher or seeing he or she is trying harder than me and I am embarrassed. If
he or she is trying for me without a reason, why should | give up? Those are
the two policies that worked on me. (NP, SRI-3)

The features of a good comment were the ones related to students’ level,
potential and participation for her. The motive behind her practice about comments
was thanks to “all the methodology courses about personalization, relating to their
lives and so forth” (NP, SRI-3). She emphasized that the methodology courses
taught her how to teach grammar, speaking, listening and writing in general but she
did not have a specific course in which she learned how to respond to student
writings. She knew the theoretical background to a limited extent thanks to her pre-
service education, but she insisted that they did not practice giving feedback and

how to do that at university.

The other reason given as a source behind teachers’ practices and beliefs was the
in-service training. When talking about the in-service training, the issue of
experience emerged, which was considered to be part of the in-service education and

is therefore included under this title.

When considering her pre-service education which had been inadequate for
preparing her to be a competent feedback provider, the EP spoke highly positively
about the in-service training she had received in different universities regarding
written feedback. In response to a question regarding the source behind her beliefs

about best feedback practices, she mentioned experience along with the in-service
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training in different universities. Over the course of time, she had experimented
with written feedback and after a trial-error period, she had devised her own way of
responding. During that period, she also received quite a few training sessions,

workshops and seminars, which had guided her.

Unlike the EP, the NP stated that the in-service training she had received was not
sufficient because she had “not seen anything about writing handouts” (NP, SI-2).
That is, she claimed not to have been sufficiently prepared in terms of giving

feedback during the in-service training.

Although the NP did not have much experience as a teacher at the time that this
current study was carried out, she still mentioned her experiences with her students
at the time as a factor influencing her practices. She emphasized that experience is
influential in helping a teacher to become competent in written feedback. That is,
trial, error and experiences with students determine and form a teacher’s feedback

style.

In her written feedback practices, she was observed to cross out sentences or
parts of sentences and, for her, this was because she knew that the students were
weak and could not correct their own errors, so she did the job for them.
Additionally, when giving examples to clarify her comments on some papers, she
preferred not to do this on others with the same mistakes because she varied the
feedback according the level of the student, which she related to her experiences
with her students. In brief, depending on students’ level, personality and her
perspectives about them, her written feedback varied, and this is clear from her

following comment:
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I know that this student is kind of weak and even if | underlined the whole
sentence and wrote ‘gr’ or ‘linker’, I know that she will not be able to find
the mistake. Instead of that, | am making her job easier (NP, SRI-1)

The NP’s written feedback was mostly focused on grammar, ignoring content or
organization. She explained that as she knew her students and their levels, she
thought “content might be achieved later for beginner students” (NP, SRI-1). That
is, because of her experiences with the students, she was able to devise a way of
responding to them. As for the reason why she opted to give as little praise as
possible, her praise would lead to laziness in them as they would believe they were

too good to study more, which is clear in the following comment:

This is my style because if you really praise them and if they fail, they feel
bad, but as a teacher you also feel bad because you know that s/he has the
potential to do better but because of your praising maybe, she just became a
snob and stopped studying ... I am not always flattering them, so I
sometimes say ‘OK, that is good’ That is it. (NP, SRI-3)

As it is obvious from this comment, because she did not want to affect students
negatively, which she believed happens if there is too much praise and flattery, she
preferred short phrases and smileys to indicate good work. That is, she thought that

too much praise would harm not help students, so she avoided it.

In brief, the contribution of pre-service education had been quite influential in
determining the NP’s written feedback practices. Although she did not find it
adequate in terms of written feedback, she was observed to refer to her observations
during that period frequently when explaining the reasons behind her practices. That
is, she managed to survive thanks to the careful analyses of her pre-service teachers’
written feedback practices, some of which she used herself as a teacher to give
written feedback. Moreover, she emphasized that the pre-service education had been
based on theory rather than practice. However, she still explained that the theories

she learned then were effective on some of her practices. In addition to pre-service
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education, she thought that experience had an indispensable role in helping teachers
to become better at responding. As part of experience, she referred to the in-service
training that she had received, which she believed was not at all adequate concerning

written feedback.

4.3.3. Beliefs about school policies

Institutional practices, that is policies, were found to be one of the most frequent
excuses that teachers used when talking about the reasons behind their practices.
Below are discussed the sources which the experienced and novice participants

stated respectively.

When asked what her role as a writing teacher is, the EP stated that her role in
writing “depends a little bit on school policy” (EP, SRI-2). That is, teachers’
practices and roles are constrained by the policies and she was not satisfied with
this. She added that the writing in the institution was guided and mechanical without
a place for creativity, which “is a pity”, because without free writing, she did not

think that academic or any kind of writing can improve.

She considered herself to be a “postman” who delivers whatever the institution
requires without the choice to decide for herself (EP, SI-1). She explained that the
input sessions, steps, materials and exercises are all provided so “you do not even
get to decide how you are going to practise” (EP, SI-1). She went on to give the
reasons behind her focus when giving written feedback. She paid attention to the
input sessions before the writing handout, in which grammar topics are introduced
first and then students are asked to use those structures while writing about the topic
specifically designed to elicit the structures. Thus, she had to focus on whatever the

input is when giving written feedback and assessing students’ work.
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She also expressed her thoughts regarding the tasks and feedback schedule used
in the institution, which she believed affected her practices naturally. She expressed
her desire to get the students do more free writing because she did not think that
“getting them to write about how oil is made or things like that works” (EP, SI-2).
Because everything is controlled, guided and specifically designed for specific aims,
she thought that what they do in class is not really writing but that “it is more
grammar, vocabulary than writing skill” (EP, SI-1). Additionally, she would
definitely do more peer-correction together with teacher feedback. Moreover, she
warned that “we should not be imposing things”, which she thought is “what we do
here with regards to writing”. She emphasized that writing is “too mechanical”, so
“a little bit more freedom would be nice” (EP, SI-1). In other words, she was against
forcing students to write very mechanical and grammar-based paragraphs about
topics which they do not have the freedom to choose. As an example of what the

school required them to do, she gave the following explanation:

The school tells me that when 1 read the final, | have to write the correct
answers, so | do not have a choice but I still write some comments there, like
‘next time be more careful about this’. I try to give as much as I can, but the
school policy is that in the final draft, you just write the correct answers. (EP,
SI-2)

When asked what her written feedback practices would be if she had the
freedom and choice, she stated that she would definitely give written feedback.
However, she thought that making alterations only in writing would not solve the
problem since writing is merely part of a much larger picture. She expressed her
opinions in the following way:

You have to follow a different approach to teaching I think, and that again

depends on school policy because we have such an intensive programme. To
be honest, | think some of the things that we test are too much. (EP, SI-2)
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However, the “process writing is ... very useful”, “symbols are ...very useful”
and “giving written feedback is ... very useful” (EP, SI-2). That is, there are school
practices such as process writing, symbols and giving written feedback that she was

content with.

As was stated in the methodology section, the school has a process approach to
writing and teachers are asked to apply this procedure. However, in the real exams,
that is, midterms and proficiency exams, students do not have the opportunity to
rewrite a paragraph for a second and third time and then get graded on the final
draft. These exams are product-based and the EP thought that “there is a mismatch”
between what is applied and what is required in the end (EP, SRI-1). In other words,

she did not approve of this sort of dichotomy.

When she was asked about her comprehensive feedback practices in the second
and final drafts, she commented that “it is the school policy” and that she did what
she was told by the school, indicating that she had no freedom in this respect and
this was not her decision (EP, SRI-1). Moreover, she claimed that what students are
doing regarding writing is neither creative nor free writing. Because the writing in
the institution is very structured, she questioned whether it really develops students’
writing skills. Although she accepted that “the aim of the school is not to help them
become writers, authors, poets, or help creative writing”, and that it “needs
structured, clear, cohesive and fluent writing”, she wished that was not the case as
she was not really sure about the effectiveness of these goals (EP, SRI-2). She
believed that this type of writing is not writing but grammar, and very artificial as
the topics are designed to fit whatever grammar rules are being studied at that time.

She stated her opinions in the following extract:
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There are things that | question. For example, it is a fact that our writing
topics are determined by the grammar subjects the students see in that week.
I do not think that is very good because sometimes it is so obvious that the
task is chosen so that they can use the grammar they have seen in the course
book and it just does not fit. It becomes like very grammar-like. ... You can
tell that somebody tried very hard to choose a topic to suit the language
purpose in the course book. (EP, SRI-2)

In other words, she complained about the grammar-focused writing handouts
that did not in the real sense promote writing. Additionally, she stated that there is
always a new input and that students repeat the same errors in addition to the new
ones because they are not given enough time to recycle what they have learned. She

emphasized this issue in the second stimulated recall interview as follows:

Having the same errors means we have to reconsider our system, doesn’t it?
We need to reconsider and develop. Perhaps some things are not working
properly for the students. That means we have to reconsider things as an
institution. (EP, SRI-2)

She was aware of the fact that the writing system in the institution was not
working properly as students were repeating the same mistakes regardless of the
written feedback they had received. Therefore, she recommended that institutional
practices be altered to increase efficiency. However, because this has turned into a

vicious circle, it puts “a new burden on teachers” when responding and makes them

doubt the efficiency of their written feedback (EP, SRI-3).

The grading procedure and the focus during that process were also mentioned by
the EP as an important factor that had an effect on her written feedback practices.
That is, the written along with the oral feedback which the EP gave during the
observations and analyses revealed that grades had a significant role in her feedback
practices. To illustrate, the EP paid a great deal of attention to whatever the students
would be graded on when giving written feedback, mostly with the help of

comments. She supported her practice by indicating that she wanted her “students to
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get high marks and to score well in the exam” (EP, SRI-2). Overall, grading or what
students are required to do in a specific task because of the school policies had a
significant role in the EP’s feedback practices. However, her corrections were

mostly about grammar.

In brief, school policies were found to be effective in the EP’s many written
feedback practices and her role in writing. To illustrate, she indicated that her role in
writing was like a postman because the school determined everything and what was
left to her was merely to convey what she was told to, which she found quite
mechanical and non-creative. Moreover, because every writing and input session is
specifically designed to make students practise particular grammatical rules, she
thought that what they have to do is not real writing, which naturally affected her
writing and written feedback practices. In addition, because in the final drafts, the
school tells her to make corrections, she felt that she did not have the freedom to
practise whatever she wanted to, but she still wrote comments to overcome that
feeling. Regarding her practices in the second and final drafts on which she gave
comprehensive written feedback, she explained that this was because of the school
policy, not her. However, despite such comprehensive feedback, she thought that
students’ writings did not improve or even actually worsened with new types of
errors added each time, which implies the necessity for the policies to be changed.
Another effect of the school policies was on the grading process, which in return
affected the EP’s feedback practices as she focused more on the structures which the
writing handouts aimed to elicit from the students. However, she thought that there
was a dichotomy between the process writing applied throughout the semester and
the product-based approach to writing in exams. Although she liked the codes and

process writing, she still thought that the school’s approach to writing should be
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changed and that teachers should have more freedom to apply their practices in

writing.

The NP produced similar reasons for why she carried out her practices in a
particular way. She explained that her “focus in written feedback is grammar for
now because this is what is required from [her]” (NP, SI-1). This was repeated
frequently when she talked about the sources behind her practices:

| think the most important part when responding to drafts is grammar
because of the administration, because they just want the students to write
perfectly grammatical writings. So of course | mostly focus on grammar.
(NP, SI-1)

Like the EP, she complained about the fact that the school and the handouts it
prepared did not allow creativity or free writing as students were asked to write
about topics specifically prepared for them to practise recently learned grammar
topics.

... when you leave them alone, they cannot produce as much as they can do
with us. ... They really need an outline, a topic, a brainstorming stage. I was

hopeful in the beginning because | thought that if you practise enough, you
can make it perfect. But no, it is not. (NP, SI-1)

Additionally, she did not like the idea of presenting grammar rules and then
requiring students to write about a topic and use these structures immediately
afterwards. She was, however, satisfied with the codes, which is one of the school
practices in writing. Different from the EP, she raised the topic of assessment and
the advantages of institutional practices by stating the reasons as follows:

I am actually happy with the things the institution recommends us because |
am a new teacher who does not have a lot of information about this
(feedback) ... I mean, they give you the basics but you are free to change the
coding system if you want. ... I think teachers should be given the necessary
freedom and basics to ensure standardization, but sometimes teacher
initiative is necessary and teachers are supported in this aspect. That is why 1

love the techniques used to give feedback here. (NP, SI-1)
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That is, as a new teacher she believed that she could not have done without the
practices required by the institution. Additionally, she frequently referred to the
assessment criteria used in the institution. She thought that in the preparatory school,
“everything is graded and the most important thing is the grammar”. On the other
hand, because nobody required her to justify her grade or criticize her practices, she

was content with the assessment in general.

She also raised the issue of subjectivity in grading since if the student “does not
write according to your expectations and format, unfortunately this child does not
get the grade he wants” (NP, SI-1). She indicated that a teacher “might think it is a
bad writing just because s/he did not like the reasons but another one might like it,

so it is subjective if the teacher is a reader” (NP, SI-1).

Another thing she explained about assessment was the relationship between
written feedback and assessment. That is, unless the student has taken her written
feedback seriously and made some improvements, “this affects his grade because
she guided him but he did not choose to cooperate” (NP, SI-1). She added that this
way, the student would “be more careful in the following final draft of another
writing”, which implies that she punished those not taking her feedback seriously or

cooperating with grades (NP, SI-1).

Initially, the NP was observed to delete some sentences which the students had
added to their paragraphs themselves and which were different from those required
from them. The motive for her practice was that the school did not allow for such

creative additional information. She stated her reason as follows:

... you cannot make such an assumption in a task because everything is
planned for him so that is why I used this. ... I think they cannot have these
things especially if they are graded with these writings”. (NP, SRI-1)
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However, at the same time, she complained about the artificiality of the writing
handouts used by the institution as they kill students’ creativity and make them write

almost identical paragraphs, which is clear in the following statements:

We do it three times a month but this is so artificial. We are giving them
everything and we are expecting them to write. This is not like real writing.
Maybe they are not relating this to their lives and sometimes they just do not
care. (NP, SRI-1)

Although she believed that the comprehensive feedback practice in the
institution “does not work most of the time”, she indicated that she “would still give
comprehensive feedback” if she were to apply her own written feedback practices
(NP, SRI-1). She also approved of the codes and comprehensive direct feedback in
the final draft used by the institution. In addition, in the first stimulated recall
interview, the NP mentioned the impact of the grading process applied in the
institution and the effect which this had on her practices. Throughout the semester,
during the class observations, the NP frequently referred to the grammar or
grammatical structures which students should be careful about and include in their
paragraphs. She warned the students because she said, “while we are grading the

papers, we are only looking at the grammar” (NP, SRI-1). Grammar was very

frequently repeated when explaining the reasoning behind her practices.

In the second SRI, she frequently mentioned the writing task topics and input
sections in the writing handouts of the institution. According to her, the writing
handouts were not real writing handouts as they had grammar points which students
needed to use when writing their paragraphs on a topic specifically designed to elicit

the newly acquired grammar points. She explained her opinions as follows:

... so first we are trying to teach them something else, not only writing, and
the second one is we want them to write perfect final drafts so we are just
showing them in which way they can use the grammar or in what context
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they can these structures or vocabulary ... . We are just preparing them for
the last phase of the writing handout. (NP, SRI-2)

Despite the fact that she liked process writing, she was not satisfied with the way
it is carried out in the institution since there is too much emphasis on grammar,
which naturally affected her written feedback practices, which was apparent in the

following comment:

Most of the time, no, what we are doing is not real writing. ... So we are just
giving the grammar, vocabulary, linkers and everything and we are asking
them to write something with these structures, but real writing is not like
that.... it is so controlled and sometimes it is so artificial and we are
assigning the topics to the students and they are not happy with it. Of course
this affects their performance on these tasks. (NP, SRI-2)

Moreover, in her opinion, the writing topics were very artificial and not related
in any way to the students’ lives. Therefore, students did not like them, which
affected their motivation and performance in the tasks. Despite her efforts to change
the topics and give some choice to the students, she failed because they “are really
restricted by the rules, by the schedule, by the time, so it does not work always”
(NP, SRI-2). Consequently, students come up with paragraphs including the target
structures but “it does not feel like you are reading a real paragraph” (NP, SRI-2).
The end product, therefore, is by no means a real and natural piece of writing. Her
only wish was to be able to give students options to choose from. Apart from this,
she was happy with the process writing approach as she thought that this improves

student autonomy.

In the final SRI, the NP expressed her dissatisfaction with the input section
before the writing. In other words, the time between the input and the grammar
sections should be longer so that students can digest what they have learned before
having to reproduce it, which influences the quality of their writing and thus, the

teacher’s feedback.
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She favoured grammar over content since only “after this phase, students can
move to the content because even in the midterms, we did not lower their points for
content but only for the grammar mistakes” (NP, SRI-3). She graded a paper mostly
by looking at the grammar points and she informed the students about this to be fair
to everyone. Even so, she contradicted herself when she was asked the reason for
leaving some errors uncorrected in the final drafts towards the end of the semester.
She explained that “when you try to see the big picture, grammatical errors are not

really very important”; however, they are “important for grading” (NP, SRI-3).

In short, the NP offered various issues regarding the institution’s practices and
their effect on hers. She claimed that her practices regarding giving grammar-
focused feedback and deleting sentences which the students produced themselves
were due to the school’s regulations. She complained about the grammar-focused,
mechanical and creativity-lacking writing handouts prepared by the institution.
Moreover, she raised the issue of subjectivity and the fact that being fair to students
was difficult as she thought that grading was not objective. Although she approved
of the process writing approach to writing, she was not satisfied with the way it was
carried out in the institution because there was little time between input and output,
and the topics in the handouts had hardly any relationship with students’ lives and
tastes. However, she was content with the codes and some of the practices that were
required from her due to school policies. That is, because she was a new teacher, she
said that she needed that kind of support, otherwise, it would have been a lot more

difficult and challenging for her to cope with written feedback and grading.
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4.4. Research question 4: To what extent are the novice and the
experienced writing teachers’ beliefs about written feedback congruent with

their observed practices?

In this section, the analyses of the feedback practices of teachers,
experienced and novice, in ten randomly selected student portfolios throughout the
semester are presented. It consists of two main sections. In the first section, the EP’s
feedback practices both on the second and final drafts during the semester and those
of the NP are presented separately. In the second section, the teachers’ stated beliefs
and observed feedback practices are compared for the experienced and novice

participant respectively.

As was stated in the methodology section, when the portfolios were examined,
the scale which Ferris (2007) suggested was preferred since this scale served the
aims of the present study to a great extent. The portfolio analyses were carried out
because it would help to show clearly what teachers do in general concerning
written feedback. It also enabled observation of whether any changes took place in
the teachers’ written feedback practices over the course of time. The findings also
clarified whether teachers’ beliefs were congruent with their practices. During the
portfolio analyses, the findings were compared with the beliefs which the teachers

had stated regarding written feedback.
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4.4.1. Comment length, number, distribution & characteristics

Table 3: Comment Length (Number of Words) of experienced and novice
participant

Experienced participant Novice
(EP) participant (NP)
1: short (1-5 words) 108 28
2: average (6-15 words) 30 17
3: long (16-25 words) 7 7
4: very long (26+ words) 0 0

As is quite clearly shown in Table 3, the EP had 145 comments in total, the
majority of which were short. With 108 short, 30 average and 7 long comments, she

was observed to write mostly short rather than long comments.

The written feedback analysis revealed that the NP preferred to write relatively
few comments in general. As is clear in Table 3, a significant number of her
comments were short (28), followed by average (17) and long (7). However, like the

EP, no very long comments were encountered in the NP’s feedback.
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Table 4: Comment Types used by experienced and novice participant in

portfolios
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Table 4 (continued)
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Table 4 (continued)
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Table 4 (continued)
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Table 4 (continued)
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Table 4 (continued)

8. Grammar/mechanics comment/question, statement or imperative

- Try to use different structures. E.g. there is a — in her house, but

there is no — in mine.
- P- punctuation: noktalama isaretleri. / - Prep: preposition:

- Try not to repeat names all the time. Alice — she — she —
at/in/on/with/from

- Her house has five bathrooms, but mine has two.
- use before/after/when correctly /- p. cont. for future

- S+V+0O (#2). / - After/before/when?
- Be careful with tenses! / - Linkers p:39

- Modal verb? /- Make passive pls.

- Use ref. (metro —it is — it is)

Table 4 represents what types of comment the EP and NP frequently preferred
when giving written feedback. According to the scale, teacher comments can be of

various types regarding their content and grammatical structures.

The analysis revealed that among the 145 comments which the EP wrote, the
highest number belonged to the category of positive comment/statement or
exclamation (66). The comments were generally phrases such as ‘good’ or ‘very
good’. The second highest percentage belonged to comments on
grammar/mechanics in the form of questions, statements or imperatives (49). Quite a

few of the comments were asking for information in the form of questions (12) and
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showing direction in the form of imperatives (10). The remaining ones were
direction/statements (6) and give information/statements (2). However, she did not

use any direction/question comments.

Regarding the types of comment which the NP used when giving written
feedback, the categorization in Table 4 shows that unlike the EP, the majority of the
NP’s comments were direction/statement (16) and direction/imperative (15).
Moreover, different from the EP who preferred to write numerous positive and
mechanical comments, the comments which the NP wrote on grammar/mechanics
were only six in total and those on positive aspects were merely five. Other
comments were asking for information/statements (4), direction/question (4) and
giving information/question (2). Give information/statement section was not

commented on, however.
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Table 5: Hedges used by experienced and novice participant

Novice participant (NP)
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Table 5 (continued)

Syntactic
hedges: e.g.:

can you add an

Positive
softeners:

“you have

raised some |example here?

good points,

but...

Table 5 exemplifies the types of hedge used when writing comments. The

hedged comments which the EP gave were observed to be only a few and these were

only lexical hedges, that is, those containing modal verbs or some lexical items.

Among the 145 comments, only fifteen included hedges. Moreover, positive

softeners and syntactic hedges were not used in the EP’s comments at all.

Similar to the EP, the NP used very few hedged comments in her written

feedback because of the 52 comments, only five were hedged. The hedged

comments which the NP preferred to write were all lexical ones, which resembles

the EP’s practice.

Table 6: Text-Specific Comments of experienced and novice participant

Experienced Participant (EP)

Novice Participant (NP)

0: generic
comment (could

have been written
on any paper) Exp:

nice intro.

#134

#41
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Table 6 (continued)
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To determine whether a comment is text-specific or generic, the criteria
suggested in Ferris (2007) were taken into consideration. That is, if a comment can
be written on any paper of the same kind and does not have any personal reference
or content, it is regarded as a generic comment. When, however, a comment refers
to that specific student or content and cannot be placed on another paper randomly,
it means that it is a text-specific comment. The analysis in Table 6 shows that the EP
used generic comments a lot more that text-specific ones. This is very obvious in
her positive and mechanics/grammar comments, which constitute the highest
number in her written feedback. That is, of the 145 comments, only eleven belonged

to the text-specific category. The rest of the comments (134) were generic.

Similar to the EP, the NP’s generic comments outnumbered text-specific
comments. Whereas the number of generic comments was 41, there were only
eleven text-specific comments. It can therefore be concluded that the NP had a

tendency to generally use short and generic comments instead of specific comments.

Table 7: Margin versus End Comments in the experienced and the novice
participant’s written feedback

Experienced SECOND DRAFT FINAL DRAFT
participant (EP)

Margin comments 33 1

End comments 53 58

Total 86 59

Novice participant SECOND DRAFT FINAL DRAFT
(NP)

Margin comment 12 1

End comment 30 9

Total 42 10
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Although it is not part of the original scale used by Ferris (2007), the margin and
end comments in the second and final drafts were also analysed and the reasons

behind them were questioned.

The findings in Table 7 show that the EP wrote more comments on the second
draft (86) than on the final (59). However, the gap between the second and final
drafts in terms of total comments seems not to be very large. Of the 86 comments on
the second draft, 33 were marginal comments while only one of the 59 comments
was written on the margins in the final drafts. To summarize, the EP preferred to
write more marginal comments on the second draft compared with the final draft;
however, in general, the number of classical end comments was considerably higher

(111).

The NP’s practices, on the other hand, indicate that her comments on the final
drafts (10) were not nearly as many as those on the second (42). Twelve out of 42
comments on the second drafts were written on the margins, while this was only one
out of ten on the final drafts. In short, like the EP, the NP wrote most of her
comments at the bottom of the paragraphs and she generally preferred to write them

on the second drafts.

Table 8: Changes in teachers’ written feedback practices

Experienced Novice participant
participant (EP) (NP)
Beginning 54 0
Middle 29 6
End 62 46
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The EP and NP’s written feedback on student portfolios was divided into five
week intervals and the corrections they had made together with the number of
comments they had written were also analzed. As it is clear in Table 8, the number
of comments the EP wrote is high at the beginning, lowest in the middle and highest
towards the end of the term. The NP, however, did not write any comment at the
beginning of the term but the number of comments slightly increases in the middle
of the term. Yet, towards the end of the term, it is clear that the number of comments
is far more that the rest. As for the corrections the teachers made on student papers,
it is clear that both the EP and NP corrected almost every student error throughout

the term regardless of student level in English or other aspects.

Table 9 below summarizes the kinds and amount of comments which the

experienced and the novice teacher preferred to write on drafts.

Table 9: Summary of the results of the portfolio analysis

Experienced Novice participant

participant (EP) (NP)
Total comments 145 52
Short 108 28
Average 30 17
Long 7 7
Ask for information 12 4
Request/question 0 4
Request/statement or imperative 16 31
Give information/any form 2 2
Positive 66 5
Grammar 49 6

141




Table 9 (continued)

#of hedges 15 5
# of text-based 11 11
4.4.2. Comparison of beliefs and practices

The portfolio analyses conducted at the end of the study by collecting ten student
portfolios of each teacher randomly revealed significant information regarding
convergences and divergences between the experienced and the novice participant’s
beliefs and practices. The following section compares first the EP’s and then the
NP’s beliefs and practices in the second and final drafts in the ten student portfolios

throughout the semester.

In the portfolio analysis, it was discovered that the majority of the EP’s
comments were given at the bottom of the pages or paragraphs. This was in line with
what she indicated concerning her preference between end and margin comments.
Because she had more space at the end, she wanted to show a problem or give praise
directly, which was also easier for students as they can “link the things and the

feedback together” (EP, SRI-2).

Another finding was related to the number of comments written on each draft.
She had indicated that she preferred to write more comments on the second drafts as
her aim was to help students correct their errors and thus get a good grade from the

final draft, which she indicated as follows:
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Second, because otherwise they would write the same mistakes in the final,
wouldn’t they? When you give them feedback after the final, what can they
do about it? It is too late. | think you need to deal with the mistakes at a stage
when they can correct their mistakes. It does not serve its purpose because
after the final draft, there is no other one to correct their mistakes. (EP, SI-2)

Even so, she still wrote some comments on the final drafts because she thought
“maybe it will help in the next writing handout” (EP, SRI-3). As the examination of
the portfolios revealed, most of her comments (86) were on the second drafts. But 59
comments were written on the finals which might be because of the reason she
mentioned above about future writing. In brief, her thoughts about whether written
feedback is more important on the second or final drafts were parallel with her

practices.

As can be seen in Table 7, the EP wrote quite a few comments on students’
paragraphs. She had indicated that her focus in written feedback was on “writing
both positive and negative comments” when responding (EP, SI-2). She stated that
she was careful not to demotivate students. In contrast, her aim was to motive them
and encourage them to make more mistakes so that they could improve. The results
of the portfolio analyses were in parallel with her beliefs regarding the motivating
function of written feedback because the highest number of her comments (66)
belonged to those that praise students’ work. That is, her ideas regarding effective

comments matched her practices.

In general, the EP was observed to correct every grammatical error in students’
second and final drafts throughout the semester. In cases where she missed
something, she claimed that this was not on purpose. However, her beliefs were that
at the higher level she would correct every grammatical error because the students

had studied the structures and should know them, but at lower levels, she would
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correct only the ones that the students were familiar with (EP, SRI-3). Moreover, as

a focus of her written feedback, she had given the following explanation:

The focus of course depends on the input so whatever the input is on
language-wise, you have to focus on those things, so this means you do not
have to necessarily correct every single mistake in the student’s paragraph.
You can focus on one thing at a time and the priority is always on what is

given in the input session. (EP, SI-1)
She emphasized that she made corrections on the basis of level and input.
However, her beliefs and practices contradicted each other as from the first handout

onwards she corrected every grammatical error.

In addition, she had stated that effective comments are those which ask questions
to “get students to think and look at it in a more critical way” (EP, SI-2). Her total
number of questions in 145 comments was only twelve, and of those, none were
average. That is, all the comments that asked for information were one- or two-
worded and they were mostly asking questions about missing grammatical

structures, such as ‘how often?’

She also frequently emphasized that her “comments are not mass production”
and that she did “not write similar or the same sentences to everyone” (EP, SI-2).
That is, her comments were personalized and she hoped that students would
appreciate her efforts in this regard as she thought that her practices were different
from what other teachers did. However, the analysis revealed that of the 145
comments, only eleven were text-specific while the other 134 were generic. That is,
almost all of her comments were found to be generic, which can be placed on any
paragraph as they are mass produced. This is also a mismatch with what she said
regarding the fact that she focused on whether the students had addressed the

content first and then checked the grammar since grammar-directed comments had
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the second highest number in the analysis and the numbers of text-specific

comments together with questions directed at content were very low.

She had explained that using just symbols is not enough when giving written
feedback as students need to see examples which aid their understanding and thus

enable more corrections in the paragraphs. She explained her practice as follows:

I think the most useful ones are when | give short tutorials at the bottom
because if that student has a problem with referencing for example, OK, you
can write ‘ref” a thousand times, but if they cannot see what is wrong with
that reference, how are they going to correct it? So | think the very short
tutorials | write at the bottom, showing them how it should be are the most
useful ... (EP, SI-2)

Quite a few of her comments were exemplifying what she meant by a particular
word. For instance, although she used the coding for an error related to modal verbs,
she also wrote ‘modal verbs [name of the student], must/can/should + V1’ (see
Appendix A). However, the majority of her comments did not illustrate what she

meant by the codes or for a repeated error.

She did not have any comments containing positive softeners or syntactic hedges
at all, and quite a few of her comments were in the form of imperatives with or
without lexical hedges. The lack of syntactic hedges and positive softeners can be
explained in relation to her closeness to the students which she described in the first

semi-structured interview.

Overall, whilst there were a few parallels between the EP’s beliefs and her
practices, quite a few of the practices were found to contradict her previously stated
opinions. That is, her beliefs regarding end or margin comments, the number of
comments on each draft, and writing motivating comments matched her beliefs.

However, the focus of her written feedback, the type of language she used for
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writing comments, and her use of generic or specific and exemplifying comments

were found to contradict her beliefs.

With regard to the NP, her stated beliefs and practices were also compared to
identify any convergences and divergences. When she was describing the content of
her feedback, she stated that she preferred not to write personal comments when
responding to student writings because, on paper, “your message can go wrong”
(NP, SRI-1). Although she gave oral feedback in the classroom on various aspects,
including comments about students’ personalities and laziness, she stayed away
from doing so in written feedback. Therefore, the analysis above is in parallel with
the ideas she presented previously. That is, the portfolio analysis confirms that she
wrote few personal comments on students’ drafts. Moreover, when the length of the
comments is analysed, it becomes clear that her beliefs are in line with her practices.
In other words, the analysis shows that the majority of her comments were short (28)
or average (17) in length with only seven long ones, which conforms to what she
said was her preferred feedback, which is “as short, and concise as possible” (NP,

SI-1).

Another point regarding her beliefs was that she had stated that comments like
‘Be careful about you grammar’ do not help students to discover what was wrong in
their writing. However, comments such as ‘Focus on passive sentences or linkers’
are more effective and specific, which the NP considered important when writing
comments (NP, SI-2). Although she had only six comments on grammar, almost all
of them were specific enough to point out the errors. To illustrate, her comment

‘present cont. simple past?’ was specific enough to indicate the type of the error.
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The analyses revealed that the NP corrected almost all of the grammatical errors
from the first handouts onwards, which clearly matched her belief that “the most
important part while responding to drafts is grammar because of the administration
...” (NP, SI-2). Even though she had only six comments in this category, it can be
concluded that this is NP’s general tendency because she had indicated that a teacher
“should not write a million of feedback” (NP, SI-2). This is even more clearly
confirmed when the total number of comments (52) which she wrote on the second
and final drafts of ten students’ portfolios throughout the semester is considered.
That is, because she did not like writing more than the students and giving large
amounts of written feedback, her comments were limited in number, which is in

parallel with her beliefs.

With her comments such as “however, conveying the message comes first for
me [and] the others come later” and her focus on the natural use of the language, it
was clear that the content of a paragraph is very important for her when responding

(NP, SI-1). She expressed her opinions as follows:

... the student might have written a grammatically correct sentence but if the
language used is very artificial and seems to be English that cannot be used, I
give the student feedback on these, too. That is, ‘your sentence is correct
grammar-wise but you cannot see such a sentence in daily life’. My aim is to
make students more realistic (in their writing). (NP, SI-1)

Although she did not have many comments in total, because most of the NP’s
comments were somehow related to the content of the paragraph, it can be
concluded that in addition to grammar, she gave importance to the content of the

paragraphs.

Another finding was about NP’s practices regarding vocabulary. She had

emphasized that “vocabulary is the least important part” for her “because even
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native-like speakers sometimes cannot use the words appropriately” (NP, SI-2). She
had also pointed out that vocabulary was a challenge even for her because she
sometimes looked a word up in a dictionary to be sure of its usage, so she preferred
not to correct the vocabulary errors in general, which was the case encountered in
the analysis. Even though there were a couple of corrections on the use of
vocabulary, they were written in parentheses as an alternative to what the students
had used in their paragraphs. To be more specific, she wrote ‘prefer’ in parenthesis
next to the word ‘choose’ written by a student. However, her aim was not to impose

the word but rather to suggest an alternative.

The analysis showed that the NP used very few positive or motivating comments
(five in total) in her written feedback. Interestingly, those which were positive were
only smiley faces without words or sentences accompanying them. That is,
throughout the semester, she had not written any sentence or word that showed
students that they had improved or had done a good job. However, she had
previously stated that “comments are very important because students might be
adults or children but they can both be very motivated with the teacher’s small star
or small lovely faces on the paper” (NP, SI-1). Moreover, she had stated that
comments should also be “encouraging not discouraging” (NP, SI-2). Hence, it can
be concluded that her beliefs did not match her practices because she did not provide
written motivating comments at all and only used a couple of smiley faces during

the whole semester.

Nevertheless, her belief that some students may “lose their motivation when
criticized for even their tiniest mistakes” was found to be echoed in her written

feedback (NP, SI-1). It was observed that she was careful not to write harsh
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comments on paragraphs, which conformed with her stated beliefs. The analysis also
revealed that the NP preferred generic comments (41) which had nothing to do with
the students they were supposed to address. Although her aim of giving written
feedback was “to indicate that everything — grammar, vocabulary, and content — is
important while writing”, she was observed to comment on content only to a very
limited extent (NP, SI-1). In short, the NP was observed to give written feedback in
parallel with her beliefs or those of the institution. Her beliefs regarding the
quantity, length and specificity of written feedback matched her beliefs to a great
extent. Moreover, her opinions concerning comprehensive, demotivating and
vocabulary-based written feedback were in line with her practices. However, giving
positive and encouraging written feedback and focusing on content, which were
stated to be important when giving written feedback, were the NP’s observed

practices, contradicting her beliefs.

149



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.0. Presentation

This final chapter presents the conclusions drawn from the study. It starts with
the summary of the findings regarding each research question by referring back to
the studies in the literature review section. The second section is concerned with the
possible implications of the study. The final section includes limitations and

recommendations for future research consecutively.

5.1. Summary and discussions of the findings

The present study aimed to reveal the beliefs experienced and novice writing
teachers in the preparatory school of a private university hold about written feedback
to learners’ writings, how these writing teachers respond to learners’ paragraphs,
what factors may have influenced their feedback practices and to what extend their
beliefs about written feedback are congruent with their observed practices. To
answer the research questions, semi-structured interviews, class observations,
written feedback analysis, stimulated recall interviews and portfolio analysis were

conducted.

511 Research question 1

The initial question the study aimed to find answer to is about the beliefs
novice and experienced writing teachers in the preparatory school of a private

university hold about written feedback. To answer this question, two semi-structured
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interviews, one at the beginning and the other at the end of the semester, were
conducted. Moreover, some of the data came from the semi-structured interviews 1,

2 and 3.

The findings show that both the experienced and novice participant have a
positive attitude towards written feedback and consider providing feedback their
duty as a teacher. That is, contrary to arguments in the studies by Fazio (2001), Polio
et al. (1998), Robb et al. (1986) and Truscott (1996, 1999, & 2007), the teachers
both think that written feedback improves student proficiency in writing and
therefore, has a place in the teaching of writing. The EP thinks that written feedback
is a tool that can be used to increase student motivation, improve student writing and
justify her grade. Similarly, the NP uses written feedback to motivate the students,
improve their writings, enable them to use the language in a natural way and better
herself as a teacher in giving written feedback. Moreover, both teachers emphasize
the communication function of written feedback since similar to what Ferris et al
(1997) “it allows for a level of individualized attention and one-on-one
communication that is rarely possible in the day-to-day operations of a class” (p.

155).

Regarding the effectiveness of their own written feedback, both the EP and
NP think that their written feedback is effective as they can see student progress
directly in the final drafts. Interestingly, what they mean is found to be related to
grammatical corrections. That is, as Zamel (1985) states, ‘ESL teachers, like their
native-language counterparts, rarely seem to expect students to revise the text
beyond the surface level” (p. 79). Although both question the effectiveness of their

written feedback at times, in general they think that student failure in writing is not
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their fault and students are the ones to blame. The EP, however, expressed her
doubts about the permanence of her written feedback in the long term. As for
teachers’ preferences between written or oral feedback, the EP thinks that written
and oral feedback should be used together when necessary while the NP believes
that in the second and final drafts, written feedback is a lot better since it prevents
students from forgetting, helps students see everything explicitly and forces them to
make corrections to get a good grade. Yet, unlike the EP, the novice participant
avoids written feedback when she wants to express something personal and uses oral
feedback instead as written feedback might lead to misunderstandings in such
circumstances. While the EP believes oral feedback does not work when students
are writing the first drafts, the NP thinks that it is effective at that stage. They both,
however, consider that oral feedback is efficient when students are weak and unable
to understand written feedback and also if the paper is full of errors. That is, oral
feedback is a tool they use when they want to lighten the burden written feedback
creates on them as written feedback is a “time consuming endeavor” (Ferris et al.,

2011, p. 41).

As for teachers’ beliefs concerning comprehensive written feedback, the EP
thinks its effectiveness depends on the students and it works when students already
know the structures. The NP does not believe that comprehensive feedback is
effective but she still carries on using it in the first and second paper analyses
because it is school’s policy. However, towards the end of the term, she emhasized

that she terminated the practice and focused more on major errors only.

Regarding teachers’ beliefs about written comments, the EP considers them

to be important and useful as long as they are academic. That is, for her, comments
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should not stress very good or very bad aspects of a paragraph but be moderate in
severity. In addtion, negative comments should come after the positive ones to
ensure student motivation and comments should be specific. She believes comments
written in short tutorial forms and aimed at eliciting the answers are the most
effective ones. Similar to what the EP says, the NP agrees that comments are useful
and necessary in guiding, motivating or demotivating the students. She, however,
pays attention to writing the least extreme, short, and concise comments and those

that foster natural language use.

The best written feedback practices for the EP are those that reveal students’
strengths and weaknesses and utilize direct feedback and comments to motivate
students. However, she believes there is no perfect way of responding and teachers
should alter their feedback practices based on the content of paragraphs. Both the EP
and NP seem to be satisfied with the codes although both emphasized that codes
were not sufficient when a paper is full of grammatical and content-related errors.
The NP emphasized that process writing is one of her favorite practices because it

motivates and improves students in writing.

As for the reasons why students fail in writing regardless of teachers’ written
feedback and efforts, the EP thought that this was because students were lazy, lack
critical thinking skills in addition to school’s hectic schedule and writing policy.
Similarly, the NP blamed the students as they depended heavily on translation,
lacked capacity and had only one source of information, which was the teacher.
Moreover, like the EP, she accused the school schedule and policies. In brief, both

the EP and NP did not blame themselves or their practices for student failure.
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5.1.2. Research question 2

The second research question sought an answer to the question how the
experienced and novice teacher responded to learners’ writings and what challenges
they encountered in the process. Class observations, feedback analysis and
stimulated recall interviews together with some data from semi-structured interviews
were used to answer the research question.

The findings regarding teachers’ foci revealed that although the way the
experienced participant responded did not vary throughout the term, her
explanations behind the practices changed significantly. Initially, the EP stated that
she varied her focus based on the content of a specific writing handout and did not
focus on each error but only on those that specific writing handout introduced. She
said that she gave feedback heavily on content and then grammar. In her later
comments, she indicated that she corrected every grammatical error so that she
could familiarize students with these structures. At the end of the semester, her
feedback analysis indicated that she corrected every error, which she explained as
something that depended on students’ level again. This was contradicting what she
explained at the beginning of the term as she had indicated that she corrected
everything no matter what the level of the student was. The NP, on the other hand,
stated that she used specific comments and focused on content, grammar and
formality of the language while responding. If there were lots of errors in a
paragraph, she corrected major ones only. Sometimes, she was also observed to
correct the grammar of sentences which were meaningless and irrelevant. In brief,
she was observed to focus mostly on grammar, which she found easy to correct, and

secondly content, which she considered more difficult.
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Regarding teachers’ practices in the second drafts, the EP prefered to write
notes, give examples to exemplify the correct use of the errors, focus on content, and
correct every error with symbols in writing. That is, in addition to comments, she
focused on content and language in writing. Moreover, it was clear that she varied
her use of symbols in different papers. Like the EP, the NP stated that she focused
mostly on grammar by correcting almost every error in the second drafts. Although
she did not believe in their effectiveness, she did the corrections with codes because
of the school policy. In addition, she dwelled on the meaning and organization in
paragraphs and did not focus on vocabulary because she thought even native
speakers had difficulty in this aspect. Her practices on student papers were also
various and flexible. Organizational errors were not corrected as she thought they
should be corrected only after students master grammar. Moreover, she did not
allow students to add their own sentences into the paragraphs in any way. Lastly, she

criticized students harshly with her comments when she encountered plagiarism.

In the final drafts, the EP checked whether her feedback was taken seriously
and corrections were made accordingly. She gave comprehensive feedback at first to
all students but she claimed to have stopped carrying on the practice with those who
were not interested in her feedback. However, she was still writing comments on
some papers and making corrections when she thought the student deserved them.
Like the EP, at the beginning, the novice participant focused on grammar by
correcting each error in the final drafts. Nevertheless, because she did not know how
to make corrections, expected students themselves to correct, did not believe in the
efficiency of the feedback on the final drafts and did not want to discourage students
by writing everything, she remarked that she started to lessen the amount of her

written feedback gradually. Similar to the EP, she checked whether the students
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corrected their errors and drew smiley faces on papers where there was progress.
Unlike the EP, she wrote few comments on the final drafts due to the lack of student

interest.

Written comments were also used by the teachers. Because she believed that
comments were a means of communication with students, the EP paid considerable
attention to writing comments and she was also careful in starting a comment with
something positive for student motivation. Furthermore, she stated that she wrote
specific comments to encourage students to take more risks and thus improve
themselves in writing. By means of her comments, she also aimed to improve
students’ language and vocabulary skills. Because of time constrains and the number
of students, she could not give oral feedback. Thus, she preferred to give detailed
written feedback by asking questions, writing positive, negative and specific
comments, giving examples and mini-lectures to compensate for the oral feedback.
As for the NP, she was careful to write short and specific comments with simple
grammar and daily language. She also considered students’ personality and capacity
when writing comments and avoided students’ mother tongue because she did not
want to be a bad model to them. Although she indicated that she prefered writing
comments mostly on second drafts, it was observed that she did not write many
comments in general and those she wrote were mainly on grammar. Even though she
regarded comments as means of motivation, she used few ones, mostly smileys and
ticks on good paragraphs, which was because she did not want students to
overestimate their success and give up studying. She also varied her feedback
slightly by helping less proficient students more. Her comments, she indicated,
aimed to get students take more risks, use a natural language and break prejudices.

Her other practice was that she wrote more end comments than marginal ones.
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Regarding plagiarism, she took a firm stand against it and warned the students

directly with her comments.

Teachers were also asked to recount their written feedback practices if there
was no enforcement due to school policies. The EP stated that lots of things in
addition to writing needed to be changed in the institution. However, similar to
students, both the EP and NP “strongly believed that [their] feedback is of utmost
importance to improve students’ writing” and thus, they would still give written
feedback no matter what the school administration required (Zacharias, 2007, p. 51).
The EP was content with the codes but she would use them in multi drafts until
students discovered all their errors themselves. She emphasized her boredom with
the institution’s grammar focused syllabus and wished for more free and creative
writing activities where students would express their opinions and feelings freely
without the need to conform to any pre-determined structure. She would also give
students more individual feedback and provide them with the written feedback type
they wanted. Similar to the EP, the NP complained about the writing practices in the
institution as they were spoon-feeding the students and not allowing creativity.
Therefore, like the EP, she would like to do more free writing activities and
depending on students’ wish, she would provide written feedback. She liked process
writing, using drafts and codes; however, she would make alterations in the process
writing so that it would become more learner-centered. Additionally, because she
was curious about the sources behind students’ problems, she would give more
individual oral feedback, which she believed would result in permanent learning.
Moreover, in spite of complaining about too much guidance and lack of a learner-
centered approach, she indicated that she would help the students more while they

were writing and keep the time between the input and writing longer. She would
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also change the coding list by adding new codes to make her feedback more
specific. Moreover, because she thought she lacked a theoretical background, she
emphasized that she was always open to improvement and changes in written

feedback.

Another finding of the present study is about the challenges teachers face
during the process of responding to writing. Teachers were found to face various
problems while responding to students’ writings. When the papers are full of errors,
the EP struggles to find a good way to make corrections and she really tries hard to
avoid rewriting such papers, which is quite challenging and annoying as well as
time-consuming for her. Moreover, regardless of her efforts, time and feedback, she
observes no student progress, which is another challenge and frustration she faces.
Yet another challenge she mentioned is when students use translation heavily, it
causes a chaos in writing and because codes are not adequate in correcting every
error, she feels helpless. Additionally, because students do not come from a culture
where they are held responsible for making corrections in writing themselves, they
cannot understand the rationale behind the codes and this makes teachers’ efforts
useless. In other words, as Lee (2004) states “If throughout students’ language
learning experience their English teachers have marked their errors
comprehensively and done the corrections for them, students may feel that these are
the right things to do and that it is the teacher’s job to correct errors” (p. 302).
Furthermore, no matter how ridiculous or illogical students’ ideas in writing are, she
feels the need to respect the ideas but holding herself from commenting on content
or ideas is a big challenge for her. In addition, starting her comments with
something positive becomes challenging when there is nothing positive in a

paragraph. Despite the huge amount of time she devotes to writing comments, she
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loses her belief in their effectiveness because the students add new mistakes each
time they write let alone showing improvement, which causes resentment,

frustration and disappointment for her.

Regarding the challenges the NP faces, being a novice teacher with a lack of
adequate pre-service education on feedback, she encountered various problems. For
example, when she first started teaching, she emphasized the fact that she had no
idea about written feedback and how it should be practiced. In spite of her time and
energy spent on giving written feedback, when students do not show improvement,
she feels helpless, frustrated and desperate. Other challenges she faces are about the
codes. To begin with, she has problems differentiating among codes, which supports
Ferris (2002), in that “error identification ...can also be —cumbersome for the
teacher and confusing for the student” (p. 67). Other difficulties stem from the
insufficient number of codes and the ineffectiveness of codes while responding.
Lastly, vocabulary correction is hard for her as she has trouble judging the
appropriateness of words in paragraphs. She also finds responding on content and

coherence to be demanding and challenging.

5.1.3. Research question 3

The aim of the third question was to find out the factors which might have
influenced university preparatory school writing teachers’ feedback practices. Data
for this section came mainly from class observations, feedback analyses and

stimulated recall interviews.

Both the novice and experienced participant thought that writing was a
necessity. However, while the EP thought that it was an important way to express

beliefs and opinions, the NP considered it to be a way of showing a person’s mastery
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in a language and it was practical in daily life. That is, the EP approached writing as
part of human nature whereas the NP’s approach was quite practical. As for the
characteristics of good writing, the EP indicated that it should be coherent, fluent
and rich in vocabulary. Similarly, the NP indicated that conveying the message was
very important in addition to grammar and other structural issues, to which she gave
equal importance while grading the papers. The EP approached students and their
errors in writing in a quite positive way. During the class observations, her approach
to students was very friendly and this was close to what she did while giving written
feedback as she stated that she varied her written feedback according to students’
level and personality. Like the EP, the NP was helpful and approachable in the class
and her opinions regarding errors were that errors were quite natural and good
indicators for teachers to see what to correct and thus, get feedback about students’
progress. She indicated that she changed her written feedback considering students’
level and that her opinions and feelings about the students did not affect her
practices. Interestingly, the NP thought that she was the source of everything, so she
felt the need to give feedback on every aspect of writing. Additionally, giving direct
feedback in the final draft was something she thought to be quite natural as students
needed to see their mistakes explicitly. Furthermore, because she knew how students
would feel after receiving a paper full of red ink, she avoided much feedback. In
short, teachers’ attitude towards various issues like errors, students etc. affected their

feedback practices.

Teachers’ previous education was found to be another factor that affected
their practices. Both the EP and NP emphasized that they did not get any training in
terms of written feedback as their pre-service education was based on theory not

practice. That is, like many other teachers, they were left to struggle with various
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issues including written feedback when they started the profession. They both
concluded that the pre-service education they received was inadequate in preparing
them to resond to students’ writings, which created numerous difficulties for them at
the beginning of their career. However, they stated that the theories they learned
then were effective in some of their practices. For example, the EP mentioned her
practices regarding motivation and writing positive comments to be the result of the
theories she read about during her undergraduate studies. The NP, however, referred
back to her education frequently while explaining the sources behind her practices
because she was a good observer and thus, she used some of her previous teachers’
written feedback techniques in her own practices. Although she was novice, the NP
thought that experience was crucial in helping teachers become better at responding
but she stated that the in-service training she received was not adequate at all in

helping her handle the issue of written feedback.

In addition to previous education, teachers mentioned the impact of
institutional policies on their practices as yet another source. As Goldstein (2006)
stated “teachers’ commenting practices are affected by the institution they work in
and the program within which the writing, commenting, and revision takes place”,
which was obvious in EP and NP’s many written feedback practices (p. 187). The
EP, for example, stated that she feels as if she were a mailman in writing because
she does whatever the school policies necessitate, which, like the NP, she finds too
mechanical and non-creative. She, in a way, echoed the participant in a study by
Crocco and Costigan (2007) who stated that s/he does not ‘“appreciate being
transformed into an automaton” (p. 525). Similarly, the NP claimed that her
practices regarding giving grammar focused feedback and deleting sentences the

students produced themselves were due to school’s regulations. Moreover, because
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every writing and input session are specifically designed to make students practice
particular grammatical rules, the EP thought what they do is not real writing, which
naturally affects her written feedback practices. In addition, because in the final
drafts, the school tells her to make direct corrections, she feels that she does not
have the freedom to practice whatever she wants. She, however, still writes
comments to overcome that feeling. Regarding her practices in the second and final
drafts where she gave comprehensive written feedback, she explained that this was
because of the school policy, which confirms what Lee (2011) and Bailey and
Garner (2010) found regarding the impact of school policies on teachers’ feedback
practices. Still, the EP thinks that school policies regarding writing need to be
changed because she observes no student improvement irrespective of such
comprehensive feedback. Another effect of the school policy is on the grading
process, which makes the EP focus more on the structures the writing handouts aim
to elicit from the students. Moreover, the EP thinks there is a conflict between the
process writing applied throughout the semester and the product based approach to
writing in exams. A different aspect was mentioned by the NP about the policies.
She thinks that the grading process carried out in the institution is very subjective

and as teachers, they cannot be fair to the students.

On the other hand, there are some aspects of the school policy regarding
writing that the teachers were satisfied with. The EP and NP, for instance, like the
codes and process writing. However, they both agreed that the way process writing
is carried out in the institution should be changed. Besides, while the EP still
believed that school’s approach to writing should be changed and teachers should
have more freedom in applying their practices in writing, the NP thought that she

needed some kind of enforcement from the school at the beginning of her career as
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she was a novice teacher and did not know what to do regarding written feedback.
She added that if it had not been for the school polices, coping with written feedback

would have been a lot more difficult and challenging for her.

5.1.4. Research question 4

The last research question sought an answer to the question to what extent
the novice and experienced writing teachers’ beliefs about written feedback were
congruent with their observed practices. To answer this question, teachers’, novice
and experienced, written feedback throughout the semester was examined by
referring to the student portfolios and using the scale (Ferris, 2007) recommended.
Results were then compared with teachers’ stated beliefs.

The findings revealed that although to a different extent, there were
convergences and divergences between what the novice and experienced participant
believed and practiced. The experienced participant’s belief that end comments were
better because of having more space, being direct and enabling students to see the
link easier matched her practice. Moreover, because her aim was to encourage
student revision and help them get good grades from the final drafts, she gave most
of her feedback on the second drafts, which again matched her beliefs. With the
hope that students would use her feedback in the following handouts, she also wrote
comments on the final drafts, which was in line with her beliefs. Furthermore, she
had indicated that praising the students and thus, motivating them was highly
important for her and the analysis revealed that the highest number of her comments
were on praise. However, there were quite a few practices that did not match her
previously stated beliefs. To illustrate, from the beginning of the term until the end,

her feedback was observed to focus heavily on grammar as was confirmed in the
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study by Vengadasamy, (2002) where he stated that “many teachers treat the teacher
response stage as a copy editing stage where they embark on an error hunt” (p. 2).
However, her belief was that the priority should be to correct the structures
presented in that specific handout and that her corrections were about familiar
structures. In addition to this mismatch, her belief that elicitation technique was
effective in written feedback was not in parallel with her practices. Besides, she had
indicated that her comments were personalized and specific. However, the results
revealed that only about 8% of her feedback was specific while the rest were
“rubber-stamped or generic sounding” (Ferris, 2007, p. 169). Moreover, her beliefs
that codes should be supported with examples and clarification did not match her

actual practices.

As for the novice participant, most of her beliefs were found to match her
practices. To begin with, she indicated that she avoids writing comments directed at
students’ personality, which was what she did in her written feedback. For her,
grammar corrections should be specific enough to help students understand the exact
problem, which was in alignment with her actual practices. Another practice was
about giving priority to grammar in her feedback, which was also the case
uncovered in the portfolio analysis and this matched her stated belief that she needed
to conform to the institution’s grammar focused writing aims. It was clear that the
novice teacher was affected by the context of work (Lee, 2008; Li, 2012; Paiva,
2011). Moreover, her belief that teachers should not write lots of written feedback
was in parallel with her practice as she, in general, did not write numerous
comments. She did not consider vocabulary to be significant while responding and it
was clear that she did not pay attention to it in her practices. On the other hand,

although she believed that motivating students by using praise or drawings was
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important, the findings revealed that she only drew five smileys on papers
throughout the semester. Besides, most of her feedback was generic not specific and
that was contradicting her belief that specificity was important while writing

comments.

5.2.  Implications of the study

Writing is an important component of a language and how it is done has a
huge impact on the outcome. In this respect, written feedback and the role of the
teachers during that process cannot be underestimated. The current study considered
these aspects and the findings have some important implications for teachers,
teacher educators and institutions.

One of the implications of this study is related to pre-service writing teacher
education. The results of the study revealed that both the novice and experienced
teacher did not receive explicit training or courses on written feedback at university.
Although the EP stated that she learned about the importance of motivation and
praise in written feedback from the methodology books she read in her pre-service
education, she still criticized the theory and memorizing-based aspect of her
previous education. The way the NP learned how to give written feedback, on the
other hand, reminded the ‘‘apprenticeship of observation” notion Lortie (1975) put
forward (p. 61). That is, thanks to being a careful observer, she synthesized the
written feedback she received from her pre-service teachers and thus came up with
her own way of approaching the issue. Like the EP, she also criticized the theory-
based education she received. Although, as Borg (2003) indicated, the relationship
between what teachers believe and practice is not a straightforward one, the findings

from this study support the need expressed in previous studies for explicit, practical
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and professional pre-service writing teacher education regarding written feedback
(Ferris, 2007, 2011; Hochstetler, 2007; Lee, 2008, 2010). Therefore, the pre-service
education should focus on educating future teachers regarding written feedback and
in addition to theory; the emphasis should be on practice so that teachers can have
real experiences that would prepare them more to the reality of the classroom.
Moreover, during pre-service education, future teachers can be informed about
common institutional policies so that they do not get confused or shocked when they
commence teaching.

The results indicated another important aspect regarding in-service teacher
education and educators. The novice participant as well as the experienced one
stated the difficulties they encounter during the process of giving written feedback.
Although both feel helpless and frustrated when they cannot see any improvement in
students and thus, lose their belief in what they are spending most of their class and
office time on, especially the novice participant needed help and guidance at those
times, which brings up the issue of in-service training. She repeatedly stated the lack
of training she received and consequently, her desperate situation concerning written
feedback. Thus, it is necessary that the institution carry out sound professional help
and advice about written feedback and assessment for novice teachers in particular
to help them cope with their problems. The training should make teachers aware of
the current trends in response practices, the practices the institution requires them to
do together with how such practices can be carried out by involving the teachers in
the decision making process. As Stanulis et al. (2002) suggested, ‘effective
induction support can benefit student learning, as competent, collaborative teachers
who are energized, feel professionally supported, and feel competent are best

positioned to meet the needs of children” (p. 80).
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It is also important to make teachers aware of the written commentary they
write on student papers because some of their beliefs contradicted their practices.
Since writing commentary is “demanding and difficult”, time-consuming and often
not well-taught to the practitioners, it is necessary to make teachers realize what and
how they are responding and whether changes need to be done in their practices
(Bruno & Santos, 2010, p. 118). Thus, the scale by Ferris (2007) can be used so that
teachers could observe what they are commenting on mostly and what they got in
return at the end of the semester or year.

Furthermore, the findings regarding school policies confirmed the previous
studies in that such enforcements have a significant influence on teachers’ beliefs
and practices (Bailey & Garner, 2010; Lee, 2011; Paiva, 2011; Price et al., 2010).
Teachers in the present study indicated that school policies regarding writing in this
case make it too mechanical, artificial, non-creative and grammar-focused. This
affected teachers’ attitude towards writing, written feedback and the school itself.
The EP, in particular, felt restricted by the policies and thus, was trying to find a
way of satisfaction in her job. That is, both teachers expressed their desire for
autonomy to a certain extent. Therefore, it would be fair to suggest that although
mandated policies work to some extent especially for novice teachers, school
policies regarding writing in the institution where the study was conducted should
have some flexibility to ensure standardization and teacher autonomy
simultaneously. This would not only contribute to teacher satisfaction and autonomy
but also student motivation and creativity.

In addition, teachers blamed the institution and students for the lack of
student improvement in writing, which might be due to the time constraints between

the writing handouts or the drafts. Therefore, the school syllabus can be revised to
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allocate more time to the process writing, which would give teachers and students
alike enough time to provide written feedback, revise and digest the newly acquired
structures. Another reason why students do not show improvement in writing may
be, as the novice participant hinted, because they cannot understand why they are
writing. That is, what they are writing about in the class does not reflect the practical
or real function of writing in daily life. Thus, teachers or the institution itself can
focus on genre-based approaches as these “get students into new discourse
communities by making them aware of the characteristically patterned ways that
people in the community use language to fulfil particular communicative purposes
in recurring situations” (Kern, 2000, p. 183). Students can be presented with some
topics related to daily life, which might help them realize the practical use of writing
and therefore enjoy it. This would probably lead to more learning, enthusiasm and
fun on the side of the students.

Yet another implication is that students in the institution fill a self-reflection
form where they express their opinions about the (in)effectiveness of the writing
they did throughout a span. That is, they indicate what structures they learned,
improved and need to focus on in these self-reflections. Therefore, students can be
asked to reflect on the writing handouts in general, the topics they wrote about and
their effect on their proficiency in writing and in English in general, which would, in
return, help the institution revise its practices and act accordingly. In addition, if
students are also required to comments on their teachers’ feedback practices, this
would definitely give the teachers an idea about what they are really doing and how
their practices influence students because written feedback is not a one way route.
That is, since “how teachers teach can have a direct impact on how students learn”,

student reflections would be an effective tool for teachers to get feedback about their
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efforts (Lee, 2010, p. 143). Besides, as Ferris (2014) expressed, “having put so much
effort into constructing oral or written commentary, teachers should take the final

step of ensuring that students can and do utilize it effectively” (p. 21).

5.3 Limitations of the study

One of the main limitations of the present study is related to its size. That is,
because the study was carried out with one experienced and one novice teacher, an
increase in the number of the participants might have an effect on the results.

In addition, at the end of the study, ten student portfolios of each instructor were
collected and the feedback each teacher had given on the second and final drafts was
analyzed. Although teachers were asked to provide all the student portfolios to the
researcher and the researcher chose ten portfolios randomly, analyzing the whole
class, which was 24 students at the time of the study, could have an impact on the
results.

Last but not least, teachers were observed and interviews for a whole semester.
Because teacher beliefs are hard to detect in a relatively limited time, different
results might have been attained if the study had been carried out for a whole year.
5.4. Recommendations for further research

The present study was designed to uncover the beliefs, sources behind the
beliefs, practices and (mis)match between beliefs and practices of one novice and
one experienced university level teacher. That is, the number of the participants is
one of the limitations of this study. Therefore, a large scale study can be carried out
with more than two participants, namely three novice and three experienced

participants. Thus, the results can be more generalized.
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Moreover, this present study was conducted in an institution where teachers
are expected to respond to writing in pre-determined ways. Additionally, process
writing approach is implemented in this university. Thus, the current research can be
replicated in an institution where there is no policies regarding teachers’ written
feedback practices. In other words, what experienced and novice teachers do in a
totally rule-free environment might be observed and their challenges in such
environments can be examined.

A further study can also investigate the reasons why students do not integrate
written feedback because the teachers in the present study complained very much
about the lack of student improvement regardless of their written feedback. Thus,
the reasons can be revealed in a future study.

Lastly, because data for the present study were gathered within four months,
further studies can observe the teachers and collect the data for an entire academic

year. This would yield a broader picture regarding teachers’ beliefs and practices.
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APPENDECES

APPENDIX A

INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear colleague,

This is a bio-data questionnaire designed to uncover L2 writing teachers’
perceptions regarding written feedback. The data collected through this
questionnaire will be used only for research purposes and the responses will be kept
confidential. Please give your answers sincerely as this is very important for the
success of the study. Participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any
time, without giving any reason.

For further information, please do not hesitate to contact the following e-mail:
kgul@metu.edu.tr. Thank you very much for your help ©

GUL KARAAGAC
MA Student, ELT, METU-NCC

I agree to participate in this study totally on my own and give consent
for the use of information I  provide for scientific purposes only.

Name & Surname Date Signature
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. Year

. PERSONAL INFORMATION &

EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND
Surname

Name &

. Gender

. What is your native language?

. Please circle the highest degree
you obtained?

/month(s) of ESL/EFL
language teaching experience

. Which department did vyou
graduate from?
. What is the level you are

currently teaching?

. Which of the following best
describes your existing error
feedback practice? (Select all that

apply)

U Male
U Female

U BA UMA UPh.D

Other

U 1 do not mark students’ grammatical
errors in writing (tense, article, preposition
etc.)

O I mark all the grammatical errors in
students’ writing (tense, article, preposition
etc.)

O I mark all repeated errors that
interfere with communicating ideas

U I mark students’ grammatical errors
selectively

U I mark no errors and respond only to
the ideas expressed in the writing
(comments)

(. Other

(please specify)
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APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL/Interview #1

Gul KARAAGAC/Fall 2013
Brief introduction

1. MA studentat METU NCC
2. Research interest in teachers’ written feedback practices in general

3. Aim of the study
Major Focus #1:

To assess instructors’ previous education regarding written feedback
1. What’s your teaching and academic background?
2. How many years of teaching experience do you have?

3. Have you taken any classes or done any workshops that focused on error
correction?

4. When you were in your graduate program, what type of training did you
receive in responding to students’ work?

5. Do you remember any particular activities or techniques that you thought
would be useful in providing corrective feedback in your classroom in your
graduate program?

6. Do you feel that your previous education background has prepared you to
deal with corrective feedback in your teaching?

7. What are the written response techniques that you are familiar with now?

8. What do you consider to be the best practices for responding to students’
writing?

9. What is the source behind your belief regarding the best practices?
Major Focus #2:

To assess instructors’ broad beliefs in the purpose of writing

1. What do you believe the purpose of writing to be?

2. What is the role of the teacher in writing? ( teacher-as-reader vs. teacher-as-
grader)

Major Focus #3:

To assess instructors’ perspectives of their written feedback response
practices

1. What do you believe is good writing for your students?
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9.

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

Do you give students written feedback on their assignments?
What is your purpose of giving feedback?

What do you think is a good practice of giving feedback?

Could you tell me the focus of your feedback? Why?

Do you use any strategies or techniques while giving feedback?
Do you give feedback on drafts?

How much time do you spend on each assignment?

Do you think your feedback is effective? Why?

Could you tell me the sources of this belief?

What is your teaching philosophy about learner errors in writing?

What do you believe the role of corrective feedback is in writing during
language learning?

What do you hope to accomplish with your corrective feedback?

What is your opinion regarding comments to students’ writing? What are the
comments intended to do?

Disregarding the assessment method used in this institution, how would you
like to respond or would you respond at all to students’ writing?

How do you think your response practices reflect your beliefs about the role
of the teacher in the writing process?

17. What do you think about written feedback practices of the institution?
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APPENDIX C

Attitudes to teaching writing

1. Could you tell me whether your approach to teaching writing has changed now
compared to the beginning of the term?

Approach and attitudes to giving feedback

1. How helpful do you think teacher written feedback is for improving students’
writing?

2. What do you think is your main role when you respond in writing to a
student’s draft?

3. What do you think is your main role when you respond to a student’s
completed writing?

4. When you respond to drafts of student paragraphs, are there any aspects of

the texts which you focus on more than others? What are they? Why?

Do you focus on the same aspects when responding to final drafts?

6. Do you think that teacher feedback is more helpful on a draft during the

writing process or on completed writing? Why do you think so?

What do you pay attention to when you write a comment?

Do you know what is important when writing a comment to students?

9. When you give feedback, which of your comments do you expect to be most
useful to students to help them improve their writing?

10. What do you feel or think when students make no or little progress in the
final draft regardless of your feedback?

11. If you were free to do whatever you want while giving feedback, what would
your practices be?

12. Do you think that you pre-service education at university has prepared you
enough to be a competent feedback giver?

o

® ~

Attitudes to other forms of feedback

1. Do you think teacher feedback given orally, i.e., in an individual conference
or while walking around the class, is more or less helpful than written feedback or
are they about as helpful as each other? Why?

Expectations of student behavior

1. How do you expect students to use the written feedback you give them on
their writing?

Reflections on own experiences of feedback

1. Could you describe an occasion where you felt that you have given a very
successful feedback? This might be to an individual or to a whole class. It might
involve one episode or a treatment carried on over a whole course.

2. If you were to pass one piece of advice about giving effective feedback to a
teacher, what would that be?
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APPENDIX D

ANALYTIC MODEL & CODES FOR TEACHER COMMENTARY

COMMENT LENGTH (NUMBER OF WORDS)

1: short (1-5 words)

2: average (6-15 words)

3: long (16-25 words)

4: very long (26+words)

COMMENT TYPES

2.

3.

Ask for information/question

Exp: did you work out this problem with your roommates?
Direction/question

Exp: can you provide a thesis statement here---what did you learn from this?
Direction/statement

Exp: this paragraph might be better earlier in the essay.
Direction/imperative

Exp: mention what Zinsser says about parental pressure

Give information/question

Exp: most states do allow a waiting period before an adoption is final---do
you feel that all such laws are wrong?

Give information/statement

Exp: lowa law favors parental rights. Michigan and California consider the
best interests of the child.

Positive comment/statement or exclamation

Exp: a very nice start to your essay! You have done an impressive job of
finding facts and quotes to support your arguments.
Grammar/mechanics comment/question, statement or imperative
Exp:

Past or present tense?

Your verb tenses are confusing me in this paragraph.

Do not forget to spell-check!

HEDGES

0: no hedge

1: hedge included

*lexical hedges: ‘maybe, please, might, etc’

*syntactic hedges: e.g.: can you add an example here?

*positive softeners: ‘you have raised some good points , but’

TEXT SPECIFIC COMMENT

0: generic comment (could have been written on any paper)

Exp: nice intro.

1: text specific comment

Exp: why is the American system better for the children, in your opinion?
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Analysis charts

Comment # Length

Type

Hedge

Text-specific

Total comments

Short

Average

Long

Ask for information

Request/question

Request/statement or imperative

Give information/any form

Positive

Grammar

#of hedges

# of text-based
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APPENDIX E

Examples of process writing topics

INPUT

WRITING TOPIC

Analyzing causes: Linkers

You are going to write a paragraph on the causes of
changes in personality.

Analyzing effects: Linkers

You are going to write a paragraph on the positive effects
of texting on teenagers.

Language expressing
contrast - (Talking about
differences)

In about 150-180 words, compare the designs and explain
which one is more advantageous than the others by giving
reasons. While writing, you can revisit the input section of
the handout for the appropriate language structures.

Adding
information:Linkers

You are going to write about the most important rules of
DBE. First, you may want to plan your writing.

Comparison of the present
simple and present
continuous tense

Weekly routine This week

Monday | go to a | Monday | clean the
language course house
(14:00-16:00)

Tuesday | work part-time | Tuesday | do laundry
at a cafe

(Abbreviated table)

Study the information in the chart and write about her
weekly routine and this week’s activities. Use The Simple
Present and The Present Continuous Tense. Look at the
grammar box on page 84.
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APPENDIX F

An example to the experienced participan’s feedback practice

FIRST DRAFT
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SECOND DRAFT
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APPENDIX G

An example to the novice participan’s feedback practice

>

FIRST DRAFT ! R
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SECOND DRAFT
Write your second draft and hand it in to your mstructor When you get it back, do the reflection
section.
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FINAL DRAFT ' i
Revise your work and write your final draft.
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