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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING TEACHERS’ VIEWS AND PRACTICES OF FEEDBACK
IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN MIDDLE SCHOOLS FROM A
TEACHER FEEDBACK LITERACY FRAMEWORK PERSPECTIVE

ISTENCIOGLU, Tiirkan
M.S., The Department of Educational Sciences, Curriculum and Instruction
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Yesim CAPA-AYDIN

July 2022, 324 pages

Teacher feedback literacy refers to having the knowledge, expertise, and
dispositions to design and employ feedback practices to enhance students’
feedback uptake and literacy (Carless & Winstone, 2020). This current
qualitative research study aimed to uncover teachers’ views about feedback,
employed and suggested feedback practices, and teacher competencies under the
Teacher Feedback Literacy Competency Framework (Boud & Dawson, 2021). A
basic qualitative research design was adopted to answer the research questions.
The data were collected with the participation of 15 English language teachers
working in a private middle school in Ankara, Turkey. Semi-structured
interviews were carried out to collect the data, and all the data were audio-
recorded, transcribed, and analysed via MAXQDA 2022. An inductive content
analysis was employed to generate codes and themes to answer the first two
research questions. For the third research question, both deductive and inductive
content analysis was conducted by a sequential approach considering the
framework as a lens during deductive analysis. The results demonstrated that

teachers hold various views about feedback regarding the characteristics of the
\Y;



feedback mechanism, effective feedback, the role of feedback, the role of
teachers, and expectations from the students. Moreover, inhibiting and enhancing
factors to feedback were revealed. A diversity of employed feedback types
delivered in different ways were unveiled. It was also found that teachers suggest
school, assessment/feedback, and pre-service education-related practices to
improve feedback practices. Lastly, the indicators of teacher feedback literacy

comprised macro, meso, and micro competencies.

Keywords: feedback, feedback literacy, EFL, basic qualitative research
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OGRETMEN GERI BILDIRIM OKURYAZARLIGI CERCEVESINDEN
ORTAOGRETIM KURUMLARINDA INGILIZCE EGITIMINDE
OGRETMENLERIN GERI BILDIRIM GORUSLERININ VE
UYGULAMALARININ INCELENMESI

ISTENCIOGLU, Tiirkan
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri, Egitim Programlar1 ve Ogretim Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. Yesim CAPA-AYDIN

Temmuz 2022, 324 sayfa

Ogretmen geri bildirim okuryazarhig, ogrencilerin geri bildirim alma ve
okuryazarligim1 gelistirmek i¢in Ogretmenlerin geri bildirim uygulamalarini
tasarlama ve kullanma bilgisine, uzmanligina ve egilimlerine sahip olmasini
ifade eder (Carless & Winstone, 2020). Bu mevcut nitel arastirma ¢aligmasi,
ogretmenlerin geri bildirim goriislerini, uyguladiklar1 ve onerdikleri geri bildirim
uygulamalari1 ve Ogretmenlerin  Geri bildirim Okuryazarhigi Yetkinlik
Cergevesi (Boud & Dawson, 2021) kapsaminda dgretmenlerin yetkinliklerini
ortaya ¢ikarmayi amaglamistir. Arastirma sorularim1 yanitlamak ic¢in temel bir
nitel arastirma tasarimi benimsenmistir. Veriler, Ankara'da 6zel bir ortaokulda
goérev yapan 15 Ingilizce ogretmeninin katilimiyla toplanmistir. Verileri
toplamak i¢in yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler yapilip, tiim veriler ses kaydina
alimmastir, yaziya dokiilmiistiir ve MAXQDA 2022 araciligiyla analiz edilmistir.
Ilk iki arastirma sorusunu cevaplamak igin kodlar ve temalar olustururken
tiimevarimsal bir icerik analizi kullanilmistir. Uciincii arastirma sorusu igin,

timdengelim analizi sirasinda Boud ve Dawson’ 1n (2021) teorik g¢ercevesi bir
Vi



mercek olarak ele alinarak sirali bir yaklasimla hem tiimdengelim hem de
timevarim igerik analizi yapilmistir. Sonuglar, 6gretmenlerin geri bildirim
mekanizmasinin ~ Ozellikleri, etkili geri bildirim, geri bildirimin roli,
ogretmenlerin rolii ve 6grencilerden beklentiler konusunda ¢esitli goriislere sahip
olduklarin1 gdstermistir. Ayrica geri bildirimi engelleyen ve giiclendirici
faktorler ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Farkli sekillerde sunulan ¢esitli geri bildirim tiirleri
aciklanmistir. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin geri bildirim uygulamalarimi iyilestirmek
icin okul, degerlendirme/geri bildirim ve hizmet Oncesi egitimle ilgili bazi
uygulamalar onerdigi tespit edilmistir. Son olarak, 6gretmen geri bildirim

okuryazarliginin gostergeleri makro, mezo ve mikro yeterliliklerden olusmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: geri bildirim, geri bildirim okuryazarligi, EFL (Yabanci dil

olarak Ingilizce), temel nitel arastirma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the background to the study. Then, it elaborates on the
purpose and the significance of the research study. Lastly, it defines the key

terms of it.

1.1 Background of the Study

Feedback has been regarded as an indispensable component of assessment by
many scholars for quite a long time (e.g., Beaumont et al., 2011; Boud &
Dawson, 2021; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Kamiya, 2016; Nicol, 2010; Nicol &
Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Sadler, 1989; Shute, 2008), and considered to be one of
the most potent factors having a profound impact on learning in diverse
instructional contexts (Hattie & Gan, 2011; Narciss, 2013). According to Narciss
(2013), feedback facilitates acquiring the cognitive operations and knowledge
essential for accomplishing some learning tasks. Similar to this viewpoint, ample
studies in the literature have unfolded that if feedback is provided in compliance
with the mental and psychological development of the students and depending
on how and when it is delivered to the student, feedback plays a crucial role in
learning and motivation. As student learning and success depend on it (Gaines,
2014), it is undeniably a vital component of effective instruction, too. Thus, it is
not to be neglected in educational contexts (Brookhart, 2008; Hattie
&Timperley, 2007; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Sadler, 1989; Van der Kleij
et al., 2015).

It is undeniably true that feedback has kept its paramount magnitude in various
educational settings for quite some time; nevertheless, there has been a shift in

how feedback is perceived and conceptualized. Initially, feedback was defined as

1



the correction of instructional errors indicating right or wrong (Bruner, 1974;
Kulhavy, 1977) and the information gap between the actual level and the utmost
level to be achieved (Ramaprasad, 1983). Thereafter, whereas Hattie and
Timperly (2007) identified feedback as information provided by an agent, such
as teachers, peers, and books, Shute (2008) recognized it as information
communicated to the learner based on their way of thinking and behaviour to
foster learning. Essentially, the aforementioned scholars interpreted feedback as
information given or directed to the students. However, as of the 2010s,
feedback began to be referred to as information on student work that students
make sense of and utilize to enhance the quality of the subsequent works. Nicol
(2010), Green (2019), and Lee et al. (2017) underpinned that feedback is to be
dialogical and contingent as a two-way process encompassing teacher-to-student
and student-to-student interaction as well as active learner engagement. More
recently, the feedback concept has evolved into an understanding whereby
students receive information to augment the quality of their work through a
mutual understanding of feedback by both teachers and students (Boud &
Molloy, 2018; Sadler, 2013). More precisely, the contemporary definition of the
feedback notion points to a sustainable process in which the learners play active
roles rather than being solely information recipients and a process involving not
telling but appreciating (Boud & Molloy, 2018).

Nonetheless, feedback is not something students find useful all the time
(Henderson, 2019). Across a plethora of contexts and disciplines, feedback has
been envisaged as a demanding issue from both students’ and teachers’
perspectives. Students often argue that feedback information is inadequate; its
timing is inappropriate, and it is challenging to make sense of and utilize, leading
them to build barriers (Evans, 2013; Winstone et al., 2017). However, it is also
burdensome and a cause of frustration from teachers’ perspectives on account of
large classes, the workload caused by assessment and feedback practices
(Winstone & Carless, 2019), and insufficient student engagement with feedback
(Price et al., 2011). Similarly, Boud and Molloy (2018) articulated that feedback

processes are mostly misunderstood and troublesome to employ effectively to
2



fulfil the purpose of positively affecting student learning. The primary reason for
the reconceptualization of feedback is to address the arisen problems of
feedback. Within this new paradigm, Carless (2015) contended that attention
must be directed to how feedback operates and how each party, namely teachers
and students, must be involved in a good appreciation of what is necessary for
feedback to be implemented effectively. Feedback-related dialogues (Wood,
2021) and constructing a shared responsibility between both parties (Carless,
2020; Nash & W.instone, 2017) are indistinguishably connected with the
effective employment of feedback. Due to the growing recognition of shared
responsibilities needed between teachers and students and to overcome barriers
to feedback (Henderson et al., 2019; Winstone et al.,2017), feedback must be
considered and built as a discipline-specific literacy (Van Heerde, 2010).
Besides, the shared responsibility notion seeks student and teacher feedback
literacy (Winstone & Carless, 2019).

Carless and Boud (2018) articulated that feedback literacy requires
understandings, capabilities, and dispositions to make sense of the feedback
information and utilize it for the subsequent works. Therefore, feedback-literate
students are considered as ones seeking, producing, and using feedback
information besides building capacities to make academic judgements (Carless
& Boud, 2018; Molloy et al., 2020). However, the development of student
feedback literacy rests heavily on teacher feedback literacy (Malecka et al.,
2020). Teachers are recognized as crucial facilitators in promoting student
feedback literacy through curriculum design, guidance, and coaching (Carless &
Boud, 2018). Likewise, feedback-literate teachers have the knowledge, expertise,
and dispositions to design and implement feedback practices and processes to
foster students’ feedback uptake and literacy (Carless & Winstone, 2020).
Teachers carry the potential to either enable or constrain the development of
student feedback literacy (Sutton, 2012). If students are to benefit from feedback,
teachers need to ensure that students are aware of what feedback is and recognize
its linguistic identifiers as well as how it aims to help them as they enhance their

understandings and skills (Heron et al., 2021). The growing the international
3



literature has hitherto focused primarily on students’ engagement with feedback
and their development of literacy (e.g., Davis, 2020; Fernandez-Toro &
Duensing, 2021; Han & Xu, 2019; Hoo et al., 2021; Kara, 2021; Ma et al., 2021;
Molloy et al., 2020; Wei et al., 2020; Winstone et al., 2019). However, the
teacher feedback literacy studies are still in their infancy. Since the teachers’
experiences and feedback literacy complement student feedback literacy, it is

worthy of scrutiny.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

This research study aims to uncover the teacher competencies of the middle
school English language teachers within the scope of the Teacher Feedback
Literacy Competency Framework. In addition, it aims to develop a thorough
understanding of English language teachers’ views about feedback in assessment
practices, their employed feedback practices, and their suggestions regarding
feedback practices.

In line with the purposes mentioned, this research study seeks answers to the

following research questions:

1- What are the middle school English language teachers’ views regarding
feedback in assessment practices?

2- What feedback practices are employed by the middle school English
teachers working in a private school? What feedback practices are
suggested by the middle school English teachers working in a private
school?

3- What are the teacher competencies of the middle school English teachers
within the scope of the Teacher Feedback Literacy Competency

Framework?



1.3 Significance of the Study

It has been well-established that feedback is central to student learning (Hattie
and Timperley, 2007; Heron et al., 2021; Nicol, 2010). Yet, persistent student
and teacher dissatisfaction exists with feedback processes (Sutton, 2012). Also,
there seems to be a gap between student capabilities and teacher expectations. To
bridge this gap, enhanced teacher competencies in feedback are required, which
Is teacher feedback literacy (Xu & Carless, 2017). Therefore, looking into
teacher views, practices, and suggestions about feedback and teacher feedback
literacy competencies holds a significant position in educational research settings
to have a thorough understanding of the matter as feedback constitutes an

undeniable part of learning.

Much attention has been paid to feedback in the literature, and it has been a well-
investigated issue in English language teaching worldwide from various
perspectives and aspects. In ample studies, several researchers have investigated
teachers’ beliefs about effective feedback in the EFL context (Beaumont et al.,
2011; Seden & Svaricek, 2018; Vogt et al., 2020). Regarding direct and indirect
feedback in the EFL context, several researchers conducted studies (e.g.,
Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2008a). Besides, oral feedback
usage in EFL has been investigated by some researchers (e.g., Gomez Argiielles
et al., 2019; Junqueria & Kim, 2013; Kamiya, 2016; Roothoof, 2014). When it
comes to written feedback, a handful of researchers dealt with it in the EFL
context (e.g., Green, 2019; Heerdan, 2020; Lee, 2008; Lee et al., 2017; Vogt et
al., 2020; Yu, 2021). Feedback types and practices have been explored by Shute
(2008) and Chan & Luo (2021). From another aspect, peer feedback has been
investigated by a few researchers (e.g., Hu & Lam, 2010; Killingback et al.,
2020; Kurihara, 2017; Xu & Carless, 2017; Yu & Hu, 2017). Furthermore,
Cranny (2016) and Henderson et al. (2019) looked into modes of feedback

delivery.



Nonetheless, when the attention is turned to teacher feedback literacy worldwide,
there is a limited body of research. In China, Xu and Carless (2017) conducted a
case study with an English language teacher at a university and exemplified
teacher feedback literacy through quality feedback and building trust. Yu (2021)
investigated the learning experiences of 27 EFL writing teachers at a university.
The results revealed that the teachers considered providing written feedback to
students as a feedback literacy enhancement opportunity and shifted to focused
feedback rather than comprehensive feedback. Jiang and Yu (2021) examined 16
EFL teachers’ shift of feedback due to the COVID-19 outbreak. The results
demonstrated that feedback literate teachers were more enthusiastic to respond to
student needs and more inclined to technology use and manage workload
stemming from feedback. In the UK context, Gravett et al. (2020) examined how
academics develop their feedback literacy, and it has been found that they do just
as students through kindness, empathy, and transparency. Besides, Heron et al.
(2021) delved into the nature of spoken feedback, feedback talk, with six
teachers from a range of disciplines. The results demonstrated that the dialogic
nature of feedback facilitates relational aspects with the student. Moreover,
feedback and teaching are intertwined since feedback fosters encouragement and

student participation to create teaching opportunities.

Regarding the Turkish context, feedback has been investigated in terms of the
effectiveness of direct and indirect feedback in EFL higher education setting by
Babanoglu (2018). Also, Kir (2020) and Demir and Ozmen (2017) looked into
oral corrective feedback in the EFL settings. Concerning written feedback, a
bunch of studies was carried out (e.g., Bostanci & Sengiil, 2018; Ekinci &
Ekinci, 2020; Gegkin, 2020). Self and peer feedback usage was discovered to be
less preferred by Babanoglu (2018), Geckin (2020), and Oz (2014). Moreover,
Demir and Ozmen (2017) focused on the factors determining the timing of oral
error correction as immediate and delayed. The aforementioned studies

exemplified feedback practices in the relevant context.



Considering all these, owing to the scarce number of research studies on teacher
feedback literacy internationally and none in Turkey, this research study may
contribute to the feedback studies from another perspective with new insight,
including teacher feedback literacy components. Besides, although there has
been a bunch of feedback studies in Turkey from diverse aspects, there is still a
room for further scrutiny with comprehensive research to reveal teachers’ views,
practices, and suggested practices regarding feedback, especially in the middle
school context, to better understand the feedback conceptualization in the
Turkish context. Also, as Ketonen et al. (2020) asserted, feedback literacy
studies have focused on higher education so far; middle schools have not been
paid sufficient attention. Therefore, this study might fill these gaps by
exemplifying an enabling construct of teacher feedback literacy along with the
teachers’ views, practices, and suggested practices about feedback in a middle

school, K12, context.

The study at hand may contribute to the teachers to reflect on their understanding
of feedback, feedback practices, and feedback literacy to gain insights about how
to enhance their feedback literacy so that they can develop their students’
feedback literacy. Teacher feedback literacy complements student feedback
literacy, and the students can become more inclined to be motivated and

adoptive towards feedback, and learning may occur more effectively.

Furthermore, this study might provide insights for future decisions through a
deep understanding of teachers’ views, practices, and suggestions about
feedback. The information uncovered may guide decision-makers and teacher-
trainers both in pre-service and in-service to revisit their feedback training and
conduct to enhance teacher feedback literacy to increase the likelihood of
learning with the help of feedback. This study would be of tremendous value for

the teachers and decision-makers as an initial phase of change for advancement.



1.4 Definitions of Terms

Even though there are various definitions in the literature, the key terms in the

present study are defined as follows:

Feedback: Shute (2008) defines feedback as “any information communicated to
the learners” based on their way of thinking and behaviour to enhance learning.
It can happen in various types, such as verifying the accuracy of student
responses and providing hints; it might occur at different times as immediate and
delayed, and several variables interact with the success of the feedback, such as

the idiosyncratic characteristics of the students.

Effective feedback: What makes feedback effective depends on to what extent
students are engaged in feedback processes. Dawson et al.’s (2021) approach has
been adopted in this study. Namely, effective feedback is grounded on the
conditions learners obtain, make sense of, and utilize feedback information for

better learning.

Feedback literacy: This term refers to the needed understandings, capacities, and
dispositions to make sense of feedback information and make use of it to

improve work or learning strategies (Carless & Boud, 2018).

Student feedback literacy: The term refers to students seeking, producing, and
using feedback information and the development of capacities to be able to make
academic judgements (Carless & Boud, 2018; Molloy et al., 2020). Carless and
Boud’s (2018) proposal of four interrelated characteristics of feedback literate
students involve appreciating feedback processes, making judgements, managing

affect, and taking action.

Teacher feedback literacy: It refers to the teachers’ knowledge, expertise, and

dispositions to design feedback practices and processes, which facilitate



students’ feedback uptake and enhance the development of student feedback
literacy (Carless & Winstone, 2020).



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter aims to show a review of the literature for the present study by
discussing the key terms and previous research studies in the literature as to
feedback and feedback literacy. Initially, assessment, summative and formative
assessment have been defined. After assessment literacy, feedback
reconceptualization and how effective feedback is put in terms are displayed.
Then, it continues with feedback types, modes of delivery, the timing of
feedback as well as student barriers to feedback grounded on previous research
studies. Lastly, feedback literacy, student and teacher feedback literacy have
been defined respectively, and relevant research studies on these constructs are

addressed.

2.1 Assessment

Assessment is a phenomenon that dates back to old times rather than being a
recent term. From a historical view, Rowntree (1987) points out the importance
of assessment by stating that if somebody would like to reveal the truth about an
educational system, they must look into its assessment procedures. Another
scholar, Graue (1993) defines assessment as separated from instruction regarding
time and purpose. According to them, it is a measurement approach to classroom
assessment that is brought about by standardized tests and examinations.
However, Shepard (2000) points out that there has been a paradigm shift in terms
of how assessment is defined. In the 20" century Dominant Paradigm, there was
an overlapping relationship among hereditarian theory of 1Q, behavioural
learning theories, social efficiency curriculum, and scientific measurement, yet
through the 21% century, this paradigm was resolved, and a more constructivist

perspective emerged. With the emergence of this, the assessment was said to be
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in close relation with teachers’ assessment of students’ understanding, getting
feedback from peers, self-assessment as a central process to enhance students’
intellectual abilities, knowledge construction, and as a way to form student
identities. In other words, instruction and assessment have been defined as
indispensable phenomena from each other. According to Phil et al. (1997), rather
than as a tool for gauging performance, assessment is a more dynamic
phenomenon to determine what learners know and can do. This is mainly
because of the assumption that assessment processes can modify instructional

processes and are open to change based on the learning results.

Gibbs and Simpson (2005) emphasize the significance of assessment by stating
that it has a tremendous effect on what, how, and how much students study. It
has been likened to an action research process in which teaching has been
improved through assessment. Since teachers gather evidence about potential
problems with their courses, make required changes in their assessment
procedures to solve these problems, and evaluate whether these modifications
have positively resulted in students’ learning, assessment is crucial for learning
to occur. Similar to that, Thomas et al. (2004) mentioned the importance of good
assessment practices by saying that assessment practices provide teachers with
information to decide on the appropriateness of the course content and pacing;
they help teachers monitor students’ learning throughout the course; they give
information about the effectiveness of the current teaching methods; they help
students keep track of their own progress, and they help students build self-
esteem in preparation for nationalized tests. In addition to that, Ehringhaus and
Garrison (2011) consider assessment as such a broad topic that it involves a
myriad of components, from state-wide tests to classroom tests teachers make
use of every day. Although there are variations in the tools, it boils down to one
point, which is gathering information about student learning. The more
information is got about students’ learning, the clearer picture is obtained
regarding their achievement. At this point, Hakim (2015) says that the results of

assessment practices play an essential role in both teachers’ and learners’
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development because the assessment results provide self-reflection and critical

analysis of the performance.

2.1.1 Summative Assessment

Sadler (1989) defines summative assessment as a phenomenon that is concerned
with summing up the achievement of a student, and it includes some kind of
reporting at the end of a study or course withholding a purpose of certification.
Congruent with this definition, Harlen and James (1997) state that summative
assessment is the recording of the overall achievement of a student in a
systematic way (DES/WO, 1988, para. 23). Summative assessment might be in
two different forms as criterion-referenced and norm-referenced, and it takes
place at certain times when achievement of the pupils must be reported because
its utmost purpose is to describe the learning outcomes at a certain time for a
variety of purposes such as reporting to other stakeholders. These stakeholders
might be the students themselves, parents, other teachers, and school
administrators. Another purpose of it is to check if lesson objectives are fulfilled
or not in the long run (Brown, 2004).

Harlen and James (1997) continue that through summative assessment, the
progression of student learning is evaluated based on predetermined criteria. Its
main concern is to consider the progress towards big ideas instead of learning in
specific activities. Teachers’ aim is to see the bigger picture to judge whether
there is any evidence regarding the development of understanding. Besides,
some reliable methods are necessary while applying summative assessment
without endangering validity. It has a key role in the students’ overall
performance at a certain time rather than daily performance. At this point, Brown
(2004), Black et al. (2003), and Popham (2009) mention that summative
assessment is the summary of the students’ learning of a subject, and though
grading and administering some tests and examinations in the middle or at the
end of the term, the degree of mastery of skills of the students are revealed.

Popham also adds that it is intended to help stakeholders make go/no-go
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decisions considering the success of a final version of an instructional program.
To illustrate what counts as a summative assessment, classroom assessments,
such as midterm examinations, finals, and large-scale achievement tests, are in
the league because their utmost purpose is grading and accountability (Saito &
Inoi, 2017).

Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) assert that through high-stakes summative
assessment, information gathered about the student is solely about success or
failure and how students’ success stands against the criteria or among their peers.
Alderson (2005) criticizes summative assessment by saying it is not seeking an
answer to whether the learning has been effective; it is simply referred to as
assessment of learning. Therefore, scoring in front of students’ eyes cannot

facilitate learning.

2.1.2 Formative Assessment

It is highly possible to encounter a diverse range of interpretations of formative
assessment, in other words, assessment for learning. Sadler (1989) defines
formative assessment as a phenomenon that is concerned with how judgments
regarding student performances or works might be used to change and enhance
students’ competence and performance. In other words, it deals with how
learning can be improved and geared towards enhancement. Similarly, prior to
that definition, Ramaprasad (1983) states that formative assessment is basically
feedback to not only teachers but also students about the current understanding
of the students, and it gives clues about what to do to go forward or promote

learning.

According to Harlen and James (1997), the main distinction between summative
and formative assessment is purpose and timing. By recognizing the positive
achievements of the students, suitable next steps might be decided through
formative assessment. Harlen and James point out the characteristics of

formative assessment by listing that (a) it is a part of teaching; (b) it is not only
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criterion-referenced because each individual’s progress is considered, but also it
is pupil-referenced assessment; (c) it provides diagnostic information rather than
using “error” as a term; (d) validity holds great importance, and (e) it puts
students in the centre to be an active part of their own learning, which suggests
that if students do not come to an awareness of their own strengths and
weaknesses, progress cannot be guaranteed in their learning. Besides, Popham
(2009) indicates that formative assessment holds the purpose of improvement,
which intends to encourage remedial adjustments in teachers’ current
instructional programs or students’ ongoing learning. Its primary function is to

detect evidence to improve student learning.

In the early work on formative assessment, Black et al. (2003) and Wiliam
(2007) focused on five types of activities which were believed to be effective as
formative assessment procedures. They were (a) “sharing the criteria with the
students,” (b) “classroom questioning,” (c¢) “comment-only marking,” (d) “self
and peer-assessment,” and (e¢) “formative use of summative tests.” Yet, the
precise connection among these components was not clearly told (Black &
William, 2009). As the responsibility of learning is both of teachers and students,
William and Thompson (2007) suggested a framework for formative assessment
comprising five key strategies: (a) “making the criteria clear and letting students
know about learning intentions,” (b) “effective classroom discussions and other
learning tasks demonstrating student understanding,” (c) “giving feedback that
improves learners,” (d) “turning students into instructional resources for one

another,” and finally (e) “making the students agents of their own learning.”

When it comes to Black and William (2009), formative assessment has been
defined as a practice in a classroom through which evidence about students’
achievement is gathered, interpreted, and used by the teachers, their peers, and
students themselves to determine the next steps in the instruction to be better or
better founded. From their point of view, formative assessment is mainly
concerned with the creation and emphasis on “moments of contingency” to

regulate learning processes. The reason why formative assessment is a crucial
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part of learning is that it requires an emphasis on cognitive conflict rather than
providing direct answers to the students; it gives importance to dialogue for the
social construction of knowledge, and lastly, it requires metacognition, including

students’ reflection on their own learning.

Boud (2000) asserts that if the formative assessment is merely teachers’
responsibility, it is challenging to observe students’ empowerment and their self-
regulation skills to be able to be prepared for outside learning and throughout
their lives. Similar to that, Garrison and Ehringhaus (2007) and Nicol and
Macfarlane-Dick (2006) point out that to help students achieve academic gains,
it is essential to help them gain ownership of their own learning. This can be
attained with the help of formative assessment. Helping students become self-
regulated learners results in more effective, persistent, resourceful, self-
confident, and high-achiever learners. Formative assessment occurs more
frequently compared to summative assessment during instruction, such as in a
lesson or a unit; it enables students to practice their own knowledge, adjust, and
change based on constructive feedback. It is mainly about providing guidance in
the instruction and helping students make necessary modifications for better
learning (Garrison & Ehringhaus, 2007; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Saito
& Inoi, 2017; Widiastuti et al., 2020). Gulikers and Baartman (2016) proposed a
conceptual and analytical Formative Assessment Cycle that summarizes the
main features of formative assessment. They included the teachers’ roles as (a)
clarifying expectations regarding goals and criteria; (b) eliciting student
responses to gather information in relation to the learning process; (c) analysing
and making interpretations of the gathered responses; (d) communicating with
students upon these responses, and (e) making adjustments in teaching and
learning processes by taking follow-up actions. Even though the cycle does not
explicitly focus on students’ roles, it does not mean that they do not have a role
in formative assessment. In contrast, they have a huge role when the teachers
design a stimulating learning environment. In this way, students’ agency is
activated, and they actively participate and engage in these assessment

procedures (Carless & Winstone, 2020). Hattie and Timperly (2006) indicate that
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formative assessment, especially in the forms of feedback, is an indispensable

part of the teaching and learning processes.

2.1.3 Assessment Literacy

Assessment literacy was brought about by Stiggins (1991) with the argument
that stakeholders need to understand at least the basic principles of sound
assessment practices, and it has been taking a lot of scholarly attention for the
last 20 years (Vogt et al., 2020). According to Stiggins (1991), assessment’
utmost purposes must be boosting student learning and verifying or certifying
achievement of the students, and this can be conducted with a variety of tools,
such as more frequent assessment, assessing more specific learning targets,
assessment tracking progress on a continuous basis over time, setting objectives
for greater student achievement, less frequent testing, targeting broader samples,
and setting objectives for increasing accountability. Under the scope of
assessment literacy, Stiggins asserts that assessment must be used both as an
instructional tool to promote each student’s learning and verify or certify student
learning where necessary rather than sorting students out based on their
achievement level. Another important point is that a huge amount of evidence is
gathered to interpret instructional decisions through assessment. To be able to
collect dependable evidence to make sound instructional decisions, teachers and
school leaders must have the capability of developing and administering quality
assessments to serve this purpose, and this occurs through being trained and
being assessment literate. Stiggins continues that assessment literacy provides
teachers with an understanding of how to use assessment processes and their
outcomes to help their students proceed without giving up. Finally, Stiggins
emphasises that annual standardized tests, in other words, summative assessment
practices, are not mere indicators of student success or school quality. In
classroom assessment applications, namely formative assessment practices, are
of great importance, as well. Teachers must balance them both, and also, they
need to help students understand the purpose of all the assessment practices.

Assessment literacy is not peculiar to teachers or school leaders, though. Stiggins
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shares the characteristics of assessment literate students by listing that students
have a right to (a) know the purpose of each assessment component and how and
by whom it will be used; (b) know and understand learning targets or objectives
in exercises and scoring guides in all assessments; (c) know and understand the
differences between the poor and good performance in the upcoming
assessments and learn to self-assess their progress; (d) reliable assessment of
their achievements collected through quality assessments, and lastly (e) a
communication of their assessment results to guide and help them to do better

the next time.

More recently, Xu (2018) has argued that teachers play a key role in making use
of assessment, which is an essential means of student learning; therefore, they
need to know more about assessment and become assessment literate. Besides,
assessment literacy is increasingly being viewed as one of the most fundamental
cores of teacher competency (Sonnleitner & Kovacs, 2020). Upon this
significance, Xu and Brown (2016) put forward a framework of what assessment
literate teachers possess, which consists of seven areas of knowledge:
disciplinary, pedagogical content, assessment purposes, content and methods,
grading, feedback, assessment interpretation and communication, student

involvement in assessment, and assessment ethics.

Regarding language assessment literacy (henceforth LAL) specifically, Vogt et
al. (2020) claim that there is a myriad of definitions, and there is no consensus
about how to define it precisely, but to articulate the term in words, they state
that language teachers are to be called assessment literate when they have the
capacity to ask and also answer critical questions related to purposes of the
assessment, the appropriacy of the tool used, conditions under which testing is
conducted, and what is going to happen when the results are obtained. Davies
(2008) puts the term in words by saying that language assessment literacy is
merely an area within language testing, which is the broader area. It specifically
refers to various levels of knowledge, skills, and principles that different

stakeholders (teachers, students, leaders, language testers, and teacher educators)
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hold in the field of language testing. Taylor (2009) emphasizes that a full
understanding of these components holds great importance for effective
language assessment literacy. Fulcher (2012) also provided a more
comprehensive definition after their empirical study that it refers to the
knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to design, develop, maintain, or evaluate
standardized and classroom-based tests, acquaintance with the test procedures,
and the awareness of relevant concepts and principles guiding and forming the
basis of practices. In addition to this, it is the ability to fit knowledge, skills,
processes, principles, and concepts in wider historical, social, political, and
philosophical frameworks to be able to make sense of why practices arose and to

evaluate the influence of testing on society, institutions, and individuals.

Moreover, Giraldo (2020) defines language assessment literacy essentially as
showing different levels of knowledge, skills, and principles in language
assessment either from a development perspective or a knowledge perspective.
Whereas the development perspective deals with designing and evaluating
language assessments, the knowledge perspective is related to making an
understanding of and using assessments to make sound decisions about students’
language abilities. Giraldo and Murcia (2019) signify the necessity and
inevitability of language assessment by putting forward that educating language
teachers both in and through language assessment must be taken seriously
because otherwise, in case teachers are not trained enough, it might result in
malpractice, and language learners may suffer from poor assessment. Apart from
these, Taylor (2013) puts emphasis on the fact that more empirical research
studies are necessary for LAL not only to reveal and inform about the current
policies or practices but also to come up with new initiatives to spread
knowledge and expertise in language assessment to the increasing test
stakeholders. According to Taylor, different stakeholder groups require different
levels of assessment literacy based on their roles and responsibilities during the
assessment processes, and they propose a differential AL/LAL model/profile for

four constituencies as (a) profile for test writers, (b) profile for classroom
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teachers, (c) profile for administrators, and lastly (d) profile for professional

language testers (Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1

Taylor’s (2013) LAL profiles for four different types of stakeholders
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Note. From “Communicating the theory, practice, and principles of language testing to
stakeholders: Some reflections” by L. Taylor, 2013, Language Testing, 30 (3), 403-412.

All these and some predominant conceptual articles considered, they all
emphasize the importance of assessment literacy in professional development
(e.g., Fulcher, 2012; Kremmel & Harding, 2019; Popham, 2009; Taylor, 2009;
Xu, 2017).

2.2 Feedback

Within all these assessment practices, Sadler (1989) points out the importance
and function of feedback in formative assessment, “Feedback is a key element in
formative assessment and is usually defined in terms of information about how

successfully something has been or is being done” (p.120). It is also striking to
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notice that Gibbs and Simpson (2005) and Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006)
assert that quality feedback lies within formative processes rather than
summative ones. Upon this, Chickering and Gamson (1987) contend that
knowing what somebody knows and does not know focuses on learning, and
students need to receive appropriate feedback to benefit from courses. At various
points during their education, they need to reflect on what they have learnt and
what they are to learn, and this might be achieved through feedback. In other

words, feedback is a component of effective instruction.

However, during assessment practices, knowledge and familiarity with the
assessment practices are not adequate, but abilities and skills in the definition of
language assessment literacy carry tremendous importance. Teachers apply
assessment in the classrooms by developing, administering, using, interpreting,
analysing, and making interpretations/ evaluations based on the language tests
and assessment tools so as to monitor the students’ signs of progress and provide
constructive feedback according to the results received (Brown, 2004; Lam,
2014; Mufioz, Palacio, & Escobar, 2012; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). According to
Sevimel-Sahin and Subasi's (2021) research study involving pre-service English
language teachers, all the participants held the same opinion that assessment is
undeniably as crucial as teaching because it is helpful to reveal if learning has
occurred, and it provides feedback about the effectiveness of teaching. In fact,
assessment is defined as feedback for not only teachers but also students because
whereas students make the most of feedback by seeing their mistakes, making
conclusions, and learning from them, teachers find the opportunity to evaluate
their teaching techniques to make necessary modifications (Sadler, 1989).
Therefore, the place of feedback in assessment practices is two-fold: feedback to
the students and stakeholders. Moreover, Rea-Dickins (2001), Ramsden (2003),
and McNamara and Hill (2011) suggest that providing feedback should be taken
into consideration in language assessment to alter and boost the practices for
better learning. Similarly, Bachman and Dambdck (2018) state that language
assessment is a key source of feedback for enhancing learning, and Bruno and

Santos (2010) and Vogt et al. (2020) signal that feedback is a crucial part of
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assessment and learning; therefore, theoretical insights of feedback in the EFL
classrooms are essential, and feedback is considered a robust formative

assessment tool in the EFL settings.

2.2.1 Feedback and its reconceptualization

Black and William (1998) point out the importance of feedback by stating that
feedback results in greater student engagement and higher achievement. While
many authors articulate the fact that feedback is a vital component of assessment
(e.g., Beaumont et al., 2011; Boud & Dawson, 2021; Hattie & Timperley, 2007;
Kamiya, 2016; Nicol, 2010; D. J. Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Sadler, 1989;
Shute, 2008), there has been a plethora of definitions and interpretations of the

term throughout history (Davis, 2020).

To consider the definition of feedback from a historical perspective, Bruner
(1974) refers to feedback as the correction of errors. Similarly, Kulhavy (1977)
defines feedback as any of the procedures to report to the learner if any of the
instructional responses are right or wrong. According to Ramaprasad (1983), it is
defined as the information about the gap between the actual level and the
reference level of a system. Based on this interpretation, feedback is to change
this gap somehow. Sadler (1989) criticizes Ramaprasad’s definition since it is
merely considered feedback when it is used to alter the gap between the actual
and the expected level, and it is too narrow to be used since the knowledge of the
results cannot be conveyed only as being correct or incorrect. Instead of this
narrowly defined feedback, Sadler proposes a more comprehensive definition of
feedback involving three conditions. Based on their definition, to be able to
improve, students must develop a capacity to be able to monitor their own
work’s quality while producing in the first place. This requires them to own an
appreciation of what high-quality work is and has, and they have the evaluative
skills to compare their own work to a higher level one. Besides, they are able to

develop and adopt several tactics and moves to make necessary changes in their
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work to carry it to higher standards. According to Sadler, improvement occurs if

teachers provide remedial and detailed advice and students follow it.

When it comes to after the 2000s, Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) provide a
definition saying that feedback is information about in what ways and how
students’ current state of learning and performance state against predetermined
goals and standards. Moreover, they touch upon a shift in focus on feedback,
during which students have more of a proactive role rather than a reactive one
while producing and making use of feedback. They essentially promote the idea
that the development of self-regulation is required in feedback processes.

Hattie and Timperley (2007) define feedback as information given about one’s
performance or understanding by an agent such as teachers, peers, books,
parents, self, or experiences; hence, it is basically a consequence of performance.
They proposed the model of feedback to improve learning (presented in Figure
2.2).

Dawson et al. (2019) claim that as of the early 2010s, literature regarding
feedback has changed its view of feedback and has started to define it as a
process whereby students make sense of information about the work they have
created and use that understanding to enhance the quality of the subsequent
works. To illustrate, Nicol (2010), Green (2019), and Lee et al. (2017) propose
that feedback must be dialogical and contingent; it is a two-way process in which
coordinated teacher-student and peer-to-peer interactions besides active learner
engagement occur. According to Nicol, to make feedback more dialogical, one
of the actions that could be taken is to let students express a preference for the
sorts of feedback they would like to receive while submitting an assignment.
With regard to such a preference process, McKeachie (2002) recommends
students to attach questions about the areas with which they think they need
help; whereas some of the questions may be about the writing process, the other

ones might be related to conceptual understanding and concept application.
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Figure 2. 2
Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) Model of Feedback to Enhance Learning
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Note. From “The power of feedback” by J. Hattie and H. Timperley, 2007, Review of
Educational Research, 77 (1), 81-112.

Nicol (2010) suggests that requested feedback might help decrease unproductive
teacher comments, and also letting students request feedback followed by
responding to it and actively connecting it to subsequent assignments is probable
to lead to students’ paying more attention and being able to make use of teacher
feedback. Nicol (2010) adds that audio feedback is beneficial for this dialogical
feedback process, as well. When teachers check students’ assignments, they
attach audio files including feedback upon those student responses. After that,
students may be asked to listen to or read teachers’ feedback comments, and
afterward, they might be organized in small groups to discuss the feedback

received.

Beaumont et al. (2011) conducted a qualitative study involving 23 staff and 145
students in six schools and colleges as well as three English universities across
three disciplines. While examining the results, they used the model called the

Dialogic Feedback Cycle (Figure 2.3), which they came up with after a previous
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empirical study, as the framework. According to their findings, students

perceived feedback as a dialogic guidance process instead of a summative event.

Figure 2. 3

Dialogic Feedback Cycle in Schools/Colleges

DISTRIBUTE
ASSIGNMENT
L.
Staff and students’ prior
cxpcricnc&?uf z:ss;ssmem PRGESIIADR/;AII&)[[;Y

-Explanation of criteria
-Discussion of task
-Model answers
-Target grades
Action points -Exemplars
for feedforward

. \ 2
REVIEW 3 IN-TASK

reepeack  PERFORMANCE 8 GUIDANCE
FEE[,).BACK -Drafts & practice
-Written -Generic feedback
-Discussion (pre-assessment tips)
-Formative & timely _Peer assessment

-Standards-related
SUBMIT
ASSIGNMENT

Note. From “Reconceptualization assessment feedback: A key to improving student learning?”
by C. Beaumont, M. O’Doherty, and L. Shannon, 2011, Studies in Higher Education, 36 (6),
671-687.

Beaumont et al. (2011) criticize Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick's (2006) feedback
practices by stating that they are useful yet inadequate on their own. They claim
that the principles Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick proposed must be implemented in
a systematic way at appropriate points within the cycle to be considered
effective. According to Beaumont et al., the reconceptualization of feedback as a
process instead of an event is essential as it highlights the time-dependent nature

of the feedback processes.

When it comes to Sadler (2013), they put forward the concept of “knowing to”

during feedback processes. They assert that the most problematic area of the
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traditional feedback models is that the assessors, such as academics, teachers,
and peers, are those who do the noticing and come up with how to do
corrections/modifications or improve. However, learners must actually be
responsible for these steps; they must develop awareness and responsiveness to
be able to detect problematic areas on their own (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Sadler,
2013). Moreover, Sadler (2013) points out that this occurs only if students
acquire an adequate basis of tacit knowledge about the content and the
implications of the markers’ feedback. Therefore, students must be provided
with opportunities to develop such skills. In addition to that, Boud and Molloy
(2013) define feedback as a process in which learners get information about their
work so as to create more improved work and emphasize the fact that there must
be a mutual understanding of the function of feedback both by teachers and
students. Both groups need to view feedback as a way of fostering learning
through active learners, but not individual acts of providing or receiving
information. In other words, feedback is considered not as “telling” but as
“appreciating.” Feedback is not a process that educators do for the students. In
contrast, all stakeholders in teaching and learning processes must consider the
purpose of feedback as self-regulating and view it as a means to boost capability
in making judgements and eventually acting on them. The dialogical nature of
these features suggests a more sustainable approach during feedback processes
(Boud & Molloy, 2013).

Lately, regarding the conception of feedback, it has been believed that feedback
IS a robust process for learning to occur; however, similar to Sadler (2013) and
Boud and Molloy (2013), learners are need in of a number of capabilities to
make the most of feedback. To make feedback more engaging and more
influential for learners, it has been suggested that the feedback authenticity must
be increased (Dawson et al., 2021). Dawson et al. proposed five dimensions for
authentic feedback (a) realism: to what extent learners deal with tasks within
social and physical contexts of feedback in the discipline, (b) cognitive
challenge: to what extent feedback engages learners in higher-order thinking

skills, (c) affective challenge: to what extent learner control and regulate their
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emotions as well as making use of these emotions, (d) evaluative judgement: to
what extent learners make judgements of both their own and others’ work, and
(e) feedback enactment: to what extent learners respond and engage in feedback

as a professional would do within discipline or profession.

2.2.2 Effective Feedback

Seden and Svaricek (2018) point out the significance of effective feedback by
indicating that providing effective feedback has been regarded as one of the key
strategies in the learning and teaching processes. To what extent students are
engaged in feedback processes is what makes it effective (Carless & Boud, 2018;
Dawson et al., 2021; Sadler, 1989). In addition to this, Dawson et al. (2021)
assert that feedback processes are effective on the condition that learners are to
obtain, make sense of, and make use of feedback. Moreover, Kulhavy and Stock
(1989) assert that effective feedback enables learners to reach two significant
types of information: verification and elaboration. For English language teaching
settings, in particular, Vogt et al. (2020) indicate feedback plays a key role in
language teaching and learning processes since it guides the future steps which

are taken for improvement.

Sadler (1989) posits three conditions for effective feedback to occur, and
essentially their ideas suggest that students have the ability to make judgements
of what they are creating and to regulate what they are doing while they are
creating something. According to Sadler, these three conditions are (a) learners
possess a concept of the standard, which could be a goal or reference level; (b)
learners are able to compare their own level with the standard provided; and (c)
learners can take appropriate action to close the gap. In one of their later studies,
Sadler (2013) also supports this viewpoint by saying that when learners have
acquired an adequate amount of knowledge to understand and interpret the
content and implications of the markers’ feedback, feedback could be effective
since learners become far more percipient, intuitive, analytical, and creative

while working independently and developing high quality products.
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Hattie and Timperley (2007) suggested that to be effective, feedback must be
clear, purposeful, meaningful, and in accordance with students’ previous
knowledge to be able to make meaningful connections with the new information.
Besides, provided that it includes information about the process or how to
proceed, feedback is regarded as effective. Hattie and Timperley have proposed
an effective feedback model consisting of three questions either asked by
teachers or learners: Where am | going? (The goals are questioned.); how am |
going? (The progress being made is questioned.), and where to next? (What
should be executed for better progress is questioned.). Moreover, Hattie’s (1999)
more detailed meta-analysis database revealed that the most effective forms of
feedback are cues and reinforcements provided to the learners, as well as video,
audio, and computer-assisted feedback. However, the least effective forms of
feedback are programmed instruction, providing praise, punishment, and

extrinsic rewards.

Moreover, Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) have proposed seven principles of
good feedback practices to facilitate self-regulation as follows:
Good feedback practice:

a. helps clarifying what good performance is through goals, criteria, expected

standards.

o

enables the development of self-assessment during learning processes.

provides high quality information about their learning to students.

o o

facilitates teacher and peer dialogue during learning processes.

facilitates motivational beliefs and self-esteem.

=h @

enables opportunities to close the gap between present and expected
performance.

g. gives information to teachers to shape teaching.

Dawson et al. (2019) investigated qualitatively what the purpose of feedback is
and what makes feedback effective from the perspectives of both educators and

learners. In the study, 406 staff and 4514 students from two Australian
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universities responded to a survey, and consequently, it has been revealed that
what an essential part of effective feedback is high-quality feedback. From the
staff’s point of view, the effectiveness of feedback depends on timing, mode of
the comments (e.g., rubric, face-to-face, digital recording), and connected tasks,
while students have stated that what makes feedback effective is it including
high-quality comments with the features of being usable, adequately, and
thoroughly detailed, direct, focused as well as being individualized depending on
individual differences. Basically, Dawson et al. remark that effective feedback
must show a visible effect; thus, the feedback system needs to be judged and
adapted accordingly. In addition to this study, regarding the quality feedback as a
part of effective feedback, Beaumont et al. (2011) conducted a qualitative
research study involving 23 staff and 145 students in six schools and three
English universities from three different disciplines. Similar to Dawson et al., it
has been uncovered that quality feedback is perceived as timely, detailed enough,
and with an opportunity to discuss face-to-face with the educators. On the other
hand, unlike Dawson et al., Beaumont et al. (2011) demonstrated that students
desire to see a grade as a standard indicator as well as criterion-referenced
comments. More importantly, student participants have articulated the

significance of discussing drafts with educators and access to exemplars.

In the EFL context, Seden and Svaricek (2018) carried out a qualitative
interpretive study examining ten English as a foreign language teachers from
seven middle schools. The researchers particularly looked for how teachers
perceive effective feedback with respect to student learning and how feedback
practices in the classroom affect their perceptions through interviews, lesson
observations, and document analysis of student work. Upon the findings, one of
the effective feedback practices that teachers adopt is that they are mostly in
favour of giving whole class feedback for common mistakes, whereas they also
provide individual feedback depending on individual-specific mistakes. Another
effective feedback consideration revealed about the teachers is that they find
written feedback rather effective if it focuses on three areas separately: students’

weak points (what is wrong), their strengths (what is right), and possible
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solutions (what needs to be done to improve). Yet, what is regarded ineffective
feedback practice is giving grades all alone as they think it does not make any

contributions to further learning.

2.2.3 Direct and Indirect Feedback

Lee (2008a) claims that a huge number of teacher feedback research studies are
focused on error correction as the types and extent of error feedback. While
responding to errors, teachers can make use of direct and indirect feedback.
Direct feedback is defined as teachers’ provision of the correct answer to the
learners. After they have seen the corrections, learners are to revise their
products to merely transcribe them into the corrected version, which is already
provided by the teachers. However, indirect feedback occurs when teachers
highlight and indicate some kind of a problem exists in the products; they let the
learners know about the existence of it, but the teachers do not make any
corrections as students are supposed to come up with solutions and make
necessary corrections (Bg, 2014.; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2008a). Ferris
and Roberts (2001) and Lee (2008a) assert that indirect feedback can be coded to
show error types such as “tense” and “preposition,” or it can be uncoded by only
underlining, highlighting, or circling an error without indicating what type of an
error it is. Furthermore, according to Ferris (2002), error feedback might be
exhausting from teachers’ point of view, whereas it may be overwhelming from
students’ stances. Hence, selective error feedback would be much more viable

and productive compared to marking all errors (Lee, 2003, 2008).

Regarding indirect feedback in the EFL settings, in their experimental study,
Ferris and Roberts (2001) looked for 72 EFL students’ abilities to edit their texts
based on three different feedback conditions: errors marked with codes, errors
underlined but not marked, or labelled, and no feedback. The results of this study
demonstrated that the first two groups performed significantly more than no
feedback group, yet there was no significant difference between the first two

groups. Therefore, they have concluded that less explicit feedback is also helpful
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for students’ self-edit. In another EFL context, Lee (2008a) investigated the error
correction of 26 secondary school English language teachers in Hong Kong with
document analysis which was followed by six interviews. According to
recommended feedback principles about error correction, teachers should not
correct all the mistakes in learners’ work since it is time- consuming and
demotivating for learners (CDC, 1999, p. 95), and teachers must indicate
mistakes and learners must correct them on their own (CDC, 1999, p. 96).
Namely, indirect feedback has been promoted in the local curriculum. However,
the results showed that direct error feedback constituted 71.5 % of the data,
which was followed by 21.6 % coded feedback (indirect) and 6.9 % uncoded
feedback (indirect). Overall, the findings are inconsistent with what is expected

in the curriculum.

Another scholar Chandler (2003) conducted an experimental study in an EFL
setting in terms of grammatical and lexical errors. Their findings have shown
that both direct correction and simply underlining the errors (uncoded feedback)
are superior to coded feedback. In addition to that, to what extent direct feedback
and uncoded feedback are effective depends on the goals. Direct correction can
be utilized to produce more accurate products from students’ perspectives; from
teachers’ perspectives, it being more convenient in multiple drafting plays a key
role. On the other hand, students might learn more from their self-correction
through uncoded correction. It would also take less time for teachers. The
preference may change depending on the goals and circumstances (Chandler,
2003).

In the Turkish context, Babanoglu et al. (2018) carried out an experimental study
to see the effectiveness of explicit (direct) and implicit (indirect) written
feedback in an EFL higher education setting . A total number of 43 students
were divided into three groups receiving direct feedback, indirect feedback, and
no feedback. After an experimental procedure of 4-week treatment, both
experimental groups demonstrated significant improvement in learning

prepositions, while no significant difference appeared in the control group.
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However, there was no statistical superiority of direct or indirect written
feedback over the other. Overall, it can be concluded that indirect feedback can
be as effective as direct feedback (Bg, 2014).

2.2.4 Oral and Written Feedback

It is essential to notice the distinction between oral and written feedback.
Whereas written feedback can be provided at any phase of the writing process,
and it enables learners to recall and turn back to feedback received at any time,
oral feedback is to be provided at any time as well, yet with a handicap carried
along with it, which is the possibility of being easily forgotten by the learners.
However, the use of body language and opportunities to be able to ask questions

simultaneously are what make oral feedback robust (Bg, 2014).

Focused on separately, oral corrective feedback (henceforth OCF) is defined as
any response type given after students’ wrong utterances (Demir & Ozmen,
2017; Ellis, 2009; Ellis et al., 2006). Su and Tian (2016) have come up with four
inseparable constructs of oral corrective feedback: (a) feedback provider (e.g.,
teacher, classmate, a competent speaker of the target language), (b) feedback
receiver (e.g., learner), (c) feedback purpose (e.g., to facilitate language teaching
and learning), and (d) corrective feedback type (e.g., the type depending on
teachers’ beliefs and perceptions and learner needs). In the case of the
effectiveness of oral feedback, Raimes (1983) asserts that it is quite an effective
way of providing feedback, such as one-to-one oral conferences (Yu, 2021) as it
allows the teacher and student interaction. The dialogue between teachers and
students renders it possible to get a chance to explain unclear parts and answer
questions in a more fruitful manner although it requires a relatively massive

amount of time.

In the EFL settings, there are a number of research studies carried out to reveal
teachers’ oral feedback beliefs, attitudes, and real classroom practices. To

illustrate, Junqueira and Kim (2013) did a research study through observations,
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stimulated recalls, and interviews to compare an experienced and a less
experienced teacher. They discovered that experience did not affect beliefs about
oral feedback, but the experience brought a more varied repertoire of oral
feedback practices along with it. Similarly, another scholar Kamiya (2016)
conducted a study making use of classroom observation and an interview for
each of the four English language teachers who participated. The results gathered
demonstrated that the teachers’ beliefs and practices were in harmony. Besides,
teachers remarked on the significance of not humiliating students while
providing oral feedback; instead, there must be a comfortable atmosphere. Both
Junqueira and Kim (2013) and Kamiya (2016) found that recasts are the most
frequently used oral corrective feedback type among the corrective feedback
types suggested by Lyster and Ranta (1997). Moreover, Gomez Argiielles et al.
(2019) interviewed six English language teachers at the college level to ascertain
their attitudes towards oral corrective feedback. According to their findings as a
result of interviews with those participants, they are unaware of different types
of oral corrective feedback and its effectiveness for learner feedback uptake. Yet,
two of the instructors explicitly remarked their negative attitudes towards oral
corrective feedback since they thought telling students what is wrong explicitly
makes the students uncomfortable. Roothooft (2014) attained very similar results
in their study. They revealed through a questionnaire and observations that
English language teachers are not fully aware of the amount and type of oral
corrective feedback they have been making use of. As Gomez Argiielles et al.’s
(2019) study suggested, the participants hold concerns about provoking students
and causing a negative and uncomfortable classroom atmosphere. Moreover,

recasts have been found to be the most used type of corrective feedback.

In terms of how to provide oral feedback, Wang et al. (2017) investigated teacher
feedback to student oral presentations through a case study in which data were
drawn from semi-structured interviews with an experienced Chinese teacher of
English as a foreign language. According to the interview results, the teacher

participant adopts a pattern of ‘“praise-criticism-suggestion” in their oral
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feedback. This feedback pattern looks similar to feedback sandwich in which

negative comments are embedded between positive comments (Molloy, 2010).

It is also probable to encounter several studies conducted in the Turkish EFL
contexts focusing on oral corrective feedback. To illustrate, Kir (2020) collected
data from four Turkish ELF instructors through a questionnaire, classroom
observations, and interviews. The number and types of corrective feedback put
forward by Lyster and Ranta (1997) were asked in the interviews and observed
during lessons. From the data drawn from them, it was found that due to the lack
of content knowledge of OCF and proceduralization of this content knowledge
led to inconsistencies between beliefs and practices. In addition to this study,
Demir and Ozmen (2017) conducted a study to find out how OCF preferences of
English language teachers differ according to being a native speaker of English
and a non-native speaker of English. According to the results collected through
classroom observations and interviews, native speakers of English are much
more tolerant of student errors compared to non-native speakers of English. Both
Kir (2020) and Demir and Ozmen (2017) found that recasts are the most
predominant oral corrective feedback type, similar to the findings of Kamiya
(2016) Junqgueira and Kim (2013), and Roothooft (2014) as discussed earlier.

When the shift is turned to written feedback from oral feedback, Hyland and
Hyland (2019) define teacher feedback upon writing as judging a text
constructively and evaluating students’ performance by pointing towards the
future of their writing. According to Yu (2021), in a product-oriented approach
to writing, teacher feedback is provided on the level form (e.g., structure,
content, topic development), and feedback basically involves scores, grades,
types of written corrective feedback (henceforth WCF) as being direct and
indirect, focused or comprehensive WCF (Lee, 2019). However, in the process-
approach, teacher feedback considers writing purposes and processes, and
context is prioritized over language accuracy (Goldstein, 2004). Goldstein also
emphasizes that in process-oriented classrooms, it is heavily recommended that

teacher feedback must be concrete, clear, and involve text-specific comments
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consisting of not only praise but also constructive criticism. What is more
significant is to provide feedback by engaging with students and building strong
and meaningful relationships between them (Goldstein, 2004; Hyland & Hyland,
2006). Hyland and Hyland (2006) favour multiple drafting over single drafting
and assert that teachers need to be demonstrating a balanced coverage in their
written feedback by concentrating on content, organization, structure, language,

and style.

In relation to written feedback, Nicol (2010) lists ten characteristics of how
written feedback should be constructed: (a) understandable by the students, (b)
selective in the sense that commenting on one or two reasonable details rather
than correcting every single mistake, (c) specific by focusing on the instances on
individual students’ written work, (d) timely, which suggests it is provided in
time to be applied in the upcoming work, (e) contextualized referring to the
learning objectives/outcomes and criteria, (f) non-judgemental that referring to
being descriptive instead of evaluative, in other words, mainly built based upon
learning goals rather than performance goals, (g) balanced in terms of
articulating positive sides as well as aspects in need of improvement, (h) forward
looking involving recommendations for how the future work may be enhanced,
(i) transferable in the sense that focusing on skills and processes as well instead
of merely content knowledge, and lastly (j) personal referring to individual
student’s performance considering what is already known about that student’s
previous and current performance. Furthermore, Nicol (2010) and McKeachie
(2002) mention a way to prevent unproductive commenting by the teachers and
promote the dialogical nature of feedback (Green, 2019; Lee et al., 2017)
through requested feedback. How it works is that students attach some questions
regarding areas they would like some help with, such as the writing process,
content, conceptual understanding, or application of the concept, and teachers

concentrate on those areas while providing their written feedback afterward.

In the EFL context, there is a multitude of research studies about written

feedback. Lee (2003) administered a questionnaire to 206 English language
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teachers in Hong Kong followed by 19 telephone interviews selected from those
participants. According to the results of this study, even though selective
marking (Ferris, 2002; Nicol, 2010) is recognized in national syllabus and error
correction literature, teachers do not make use of it; instead, they mark the papers
with comprehensive feedback by spending a vast amount of time on student
writing. As well as this, it was revealed that feedback strategies of teachers were
quite limited; for instance, only a limited number of teachers were using error
logs or error patterns to help students realize their own mistakes. Teachers were
not content with student improvement, either, despite the tremendous effort put
in by them. The study’s implication suggested that students need to be turned
into agents of their own learning by being given more responsibility for it. In
their other study, Lee (2008a) examined the feedback of 26 English language
teachers in Hong Kong and interviewed six of them. The gathered results
demonstrated that teachers heavily depend on single drafting, although multiple
drafting is favoured in the national syllabus and error-focused feedback is
provided more. Also, very similar to Lee et al.’s (2017) results, some contextual
factors, such as teacher beliefs, values, and knowledge were said to be
determinants of the teachers’ feedback practices. Based on the findings of these
two research studies, the article written by Lee (2008b) displayed ten
mismatches between teachers’ feedback beliefs and their real written feedback
practices. The mismatches found are that even though teachers believe there are
more important considerations than accuracy, they pay the greatest attention to
language form in their written feedback; teachers apply comprehensive error
marking rather than selective marking; although teacher hold the belief that
students must take the responsibility for their own learning, they spot and correct
students’ mistakes; while they think that students cannot understand the codes,
teachers use error codes. Whereas they believe that the purpose of feedback
deviates from its utmost aim, they grade students’ papers. Even though they are
aware of the fact that feedback must be balanced including both strengths and
weaknesses, they primarily pay attention to weak points; their feedback leave
very little room for taking the responsibility of students’ own learning. While

they believe process writing is more beneficial, they go with single drafting;
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their feedback is error-focused, and last mismatch is even though they are aware
that their effort does not pay off, teachers keep providing comprehensive
feedback.

It is probable to encounter other written feedback types besides corrective
feedback. Burke and Pieterick (2010) touch upon evaluative feedback as pointing
at errors students make in specific writings and as informing students about to
what extent they have performed well in certain tasks or assignments. With
regard to developmental feedback, Lizzio and Wilson (2008) define it as
constructive and pointing to future improvement. In other words, it does not only
spot errors yet gives information on why these errors occur, how to abstain from
them, and how to turn into better writers. Murtagh (2014) adds one more to the
list, phatic feedback. This feedback type is simply confirming the information
provided by the students with a tick or any other signs. Taking into these
concepts, Murtagh (2014) looked into the written feedback practices of two
experienced literacy teachers in the United Kingdom via observations,
interviews, and document analysis. The results of the research study
demonstrated that both teachers overly depended on phatic feedback as well as
marking each and every piece of written student work to escalate student
motivation and self-esteem. However, this opinion was not shared by the

students in that they sought descriptive feedback.

The overall results imply this situation creates over-dependency on teacher work.
More recently, other scholars have also focused on written feedback in their
research studies. In their longitudinal study, Green (2019) carried out document
analysis, semi-structured interviews, and text-based interviews with a TESOL
MA program student participant. The participant showed a vague understanding
of the provided feedback according to the results. The study suggests the
importance of shared understanding of the feedback information through the
notion of dialogic feedback instead of the monologic nature of feedback.
Besides, students must be empowered to seek and negotiate feedback rather than

simply receive it. Another scholar, Heerden (2020), looked for whether the
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purpose and practice of feedback are aligned under Legitimation Code Theory in
English language studies. The results showed otherwise because teachers mainly
focused on identifying and correcting language mistakes. Content and

referencing mistakes came later in their feedback practices.

Kumar and Stracke (2007) put forward the concept of expressive feedback in the
shape of praise, criticism, and suggestion on the students’ written work. Based
on this notion, Yu et al. (2020) administered a large-scale survey to 1190
students in 35 universities in China. Their results contradicted the previous
studies mentioned above in that expressive feedback was found to be the
predominantly employed written feedback strategy, whereas written corrective
feedback was the least used one. In addition to that, process-oriented feedback
and written corrective feedback were found to be demotivating for the students,
unlike expressive feedback. In another research study, Yu (2021) searched for
what and how teachers can learn from feedback-giving experiences. The study
was carried out by 27 English language teachers in China, and the results
revealed that teachers value learning opportunities risen by students’ writing; this
might improve teachers’ results of actions and regulate their teaching processes;
in other words, it may lead to the reflective learning experience by the teachers
(Lee, 2019).

In their article written after a needs-analysis survey applied to 1788 English
language learners in different countries, such as Cyprus, Greece, Hungary, and
Germany, Vogt et al. (2020) found based on students’ responses that written
feedback practices in EFL classrooms are sequenced from the most used and the
least used as marks (e.g., grades, points), brief comments (e.g., “well-done”),
comments on how to enhance the performance, and lastly detailed comments on

the oral or written work of the students.

In the Turkish EFL context, a bunch of studies have been conducted regarding
written feedback. Bostanci and Sengiil (2018) carried out a quasi-experimental

study to reveal the most effective agent while providing indirect written
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corrective feedback (henceforth IWCF). Class A received only instructor IWCF,
Class B received only peer IWCF, and Class C received collaborative IWCF,
involving both instructor and peer feedback. The results revealed that Class C
significantly enhanced their writing skills in comparison to the other two groups.
Another Turkish scholar Gegkin (2020), looked into students’ beliefs and
attitudes towards written corrective feedback to multiple drafting in essays.
Upon the results gathered from 208 tertiary level students, divided into four
proficiency levels, it has been articulated that all proficiency level students
believe in the essentiality of written corrective feedback for their multiple drafted
essays, and they all seek feedback on grammar, lexical knowledge, and
structure/organization. However, it also has been found that higher proficiency
level students pay more attention to teacher feedback and analyse it meticulously
in comparison to lower proficiency level students. Furthermore, all the groups
preferred oral explanations on their drafts over indirect feedback given with
symbols or codes. In addition to these studies, in terms of the effect of using
codes during the course of error correction, Ekinci and Ekinci (2020) carried out
a quasi-experimental study involving an achievement test followed by a
perception questionnaire in one of the universities in Turkey. After eight weeks
of treatment, it was revealed that providing written feedback using error
correction codes improves students’ language proficiency level. Besides, the
perception questionnaire showed that students have developed positive attitudes
towards obtaining feedback in the form of error correction codes to improve their

writing performances.

If both oral and written feedback are taken into account, it is a great deal better to
employ the combination of the two to have effective feedback because provided
that feedback is simply written, it lowers the chances of discussing unclear
points or addressing individual needs. However, when oral feedback is provided
upon written feedback, teachers and students both find opportunities to explain
their points of view and ensure that what is meant is well understood by both
parties (Bg, 2014).
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2.2.5 Feedback Types and Practices in English Language Teaching

It is inevitable for learners to make mistakes during the course of learning a
foreign language. Errors play a crucial role in EFL since they display to what
extent learners have grasped the topics and what areas or skills still need
improvement.  Hence, error correction is inevitably connected to foreign
language learning and teaching (Su & Tian, 2016). Lyster and Ranta (1997)
assert that how well and how competent speakers show reactions to learners’
language errors come about in a variety of forms in a plethora of settings, and it
has been referred to as “corrective feedback™ by foreign or second language
teachers. At this point, Lightbown and Spada (2006) point to corrective feedback
as any type of feedback showing learners that their products or utterances are
incorrect. Lyster and Ranta (1997) have proposed a model of six different types
of feedback:

1. Explicit correction: Teachers explicitly provide the correct answer or
directly tell that answer is incorrect.

2. Recasts: Teachers’ reformulation of the students’ utterances by repetition
with change (by correcting the error) and “repetition with change and
emphasis.”

3. Clarification requests: A repetition or reformulation of the response is
requested by teachers mostly because of either a misunderstanding or an ill-
formed structure.

4. Metalinguistic feedback: Without providing the correct answer, teachers
remark some comments, information, or questions about the nature of the
error, in other words, through metalanguage. The well-formed response is
aimed to be elicited from the learners.

5. Elicitation: It is used by teachers to elicit correct responses from the
students directly. It occurs in three different ways: Teachers pause their
utterances intentionally and ask students to complete the rest; teachers use

questions to elicit the correct forms excluding yes/no questions as they are
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metalinguistic feedback, and lastly, teachers might ask students to
reformulate their sayings/utterances.
6. Repetition: Teachers repeat students’ utterances, including an error, by

changing their intonation to grab their attention to the erroneous part.

Lyster and Ranta (1997) have added a seventh category to these six preceding
feedback types as multiple feedback, referring to the combination of more than

one corrective feedback type.

Another scholar has proposed a model for feedback types, too. Shute (2008)
defines formative feedback as information transferred to learners with the utmost
intention of changing their way of thinking, behaviours, and enhancing learning.
In their review, Shute demonstrates that feedback is formed in a diversity of
types and summarizes what each type refers to, as can be seen in Table 2.1. It

undeniably overlaps with the model proposed by (Lyster & Ranta, 1997).

Table 2.1

Feedback types (Shute, 2008)

Feedback Type Description

No feedback Students are posed a question to
answer, but there is no indication of if
the response is correct or not.

Verification “Knowledge of the results.” Informing
the students about their answers as
right or wrong.

Correct Response “Knowledge of the correct response.”
Providing the correct answer to
learners without additional
information.

Try again “Repeat-until-correct.” Providing the

information of incorrect and asking/
enabling learners to make more
attempts.
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Error flagging

Elaborated

Attribute isolation

Topic contingent

Response contingent

Hints/prompts/cues

Bugs/Misconceptions

Informative Tutoring

“Location of mistakes”. Without
providing the correct answers,
highlighting where the error is.

The explanation of why a given
response correct or incorrect by the
learner.

Feedback which addresses central
issues of the target topic or skill.

Feedback which provides learners with
contingent information to the target
topic. It may simply be reteaching the
topic being studied.

Feedback which provides learners with
information by focusing on a specific
response of them. It might give
information about why a correct
answer is correct and why an incorrect
answer is incorrect.

Feedback which guides the students to
right direction through strategic hints,
such as telling what might be done
next or showing exemplars. It does not
provide the correct answer.

Feedback that necessitates error
analysis and diagnosis. It demonstrates
information regarding specific learner
errors. It reveals what is wrong with its
possible reasons.

Feedback that is the most elaborated
one involving verification feedback,
error flagging, strategic hints as well as
how to keep going. The correct answer
is mostly not given.
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In relation to various types of feedback practices, even though perceptions about
their effectiveness and usability differ from researcher to researcher, Chan and
Luo (2021) present six commonly accepted pedagogical practices as feedback,
which are listed as (a) stamps and digital badges, (b) grades, (c) simple
corrections, (d) rubrics, (e) remarking comments to the entire class, and lastly (f)
generic exemplars. In their research study, which was conducted at a university
in Hong Kong, during ten different workshops, including 20-30 participants in
each, they administered a survey to uncover which of these six common
pedagogical feedback practices are considered feedback. The results have
revealed that the majority of the teachers (over 50%) believed that grades,
rubrics, simple corrections, whole class comments, and generic exemplars are
feedback practices. Overall, the results have suggested that rather than studying
an individual most effective type of feedback, teachers are advised to prepare
their own “feedback toolkit,” involving diverse feedback practices appropriate

for different feedback purposes (Chan & Luo, 2021).

2.2.6 Self and Peer Feedback

Self-regulation is viewed at the heart of good and effective feedback practices
(Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Yang & Carless, 2013). Thus, Cranny (2016)
contends that teachers are not the sole providers of feedback, but feedback can
be produced by peers and eventually by students themselves, which refers to
peer and self-feedback, respectively. Moreover, peer feedback, in particular, is
defined as a process whereby students assess or are assessed by their pairs to be
able to improve their work (Carless & Boud, 2018; Sadler, 1989). Shepard
(2000) argues that feedback from peers and students themselves constitutes the
centre of social processes which foster intellectual ability development,
knowledge construction, and student identity formation within the constructivist
paradigm. The significance of peer feedback is emphasised from other different
points of view as escalating evaluative judgement regarding students’ own work
(Carless et al.,, 2011; Carless & Boud, 2018), increasing students’ critical

thinking skills (Abdioglu, 2019), letting teachers save time (Ferris, 2014), and
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handling large classes (Lee et al., 2017). Regarding self-feedback, Dochy et al.
(1999) asserted in their review that self-assessment or self-feedback boosts
students’ performance and, eventually, their control over learning strategies.
Apart from them, Hattie and Timperley (2007) point out the necessity of
classroom environments in which students learn from their mistakes through
peer and self-feedback. Lee (2019) indicates that by teaching students peer and
self-editing, writing accuracy might develop, and Gibbs and Simpson (2005)
allege that learners can supervise themselves and apply necessary revisions

before submitting their finalized work thanks to self and peer-feedback.

In the EFL setting, contemporary research is rich with studies about self and
peer-feedback, peer-feedback in particular. To illustrate, Xu and Carless (2017)
observed classes and conducted interviews in Chinese university contexts to
reveal peer feedback use upon oral presentations. The results demonstrated that
students consider it a safe and supportive way for effective learning, and it
constitutes a good solution for the lack of resources in university contexts.
Another study in China carried out by Hu and Lam (2010) displayed similar
results in that the significant improvement in the students’ revised drafts was
linked to peer feedback. Moreover, the qualitative part of the study brought
about the fact that peer-feedback is acknowledged as a suitable pedagogical
activity in Chinese educational settings. A very similar empirical study was
conducted by Kurihara (2017), applying pre and post-tests over 12-week period
of treatment. According to the results, peer feedback contributed to improvement

in students’ writing skills.

In the case of peer feedback, a question remains in people’s minds as to whether
higher-proficiency level students can benefit from lower-proficiency level
students if they are put together during peer-feedback activities. Upon this
question, Yu and Hu (2017) empirically displayed that both groups can take
advantage of peer-feedback activities. To be more precise, higher-achievers also

learn from their peers because lower-achievers can be their mediators in peer-
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feedback activities and offer them the required scaffolding to help them through

their Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978).

On the other hand, several existing studies demonstrated a disparity between
students’ and teachers’ opinions or underuse of self and peer feedback. For
instance, a study done by Killingback et al. (2020) in the UK showed conflicting
views between students and lecturers. The students stated that they were not
being sincere while self-assessing or peer-assessing, yet the lecturers strongly
articulated their favour of self-assessment as they believed it is more focused,
more meaningful, and a good reflective skill for students. Furthermore, Veugen
et al. (2021), Oz (2014), and Babanoglu et al. (2018) all found that self and peer-
assessment/feedback were the least used formative assessment activities. Gegkin
(2020) also revealed that the majority of the students still rely more on teacher
feedback compared to peer feedback while writing their subsequent drafts.

2.2.7 Timing of Feedback

Gibbs et al. (2005) articulate that one of the prominent features of effective
feedback is being prompt and timely. When timing is concerned, there are two
concepts that come to mind: immediate and delayed feedback (Hattie &
Timperley, 2007). Shute (2008) defines them based on feedback delivery time.
“Immediate” feedback occurs right after a student responds to something or right
after a quiz or a test is completed. Yet, “delayed” feedback takes place after

some period of time following the completion of a task, a quiz, or a test.

Even though some researchers are strongly in favour of delayed feedback (e.g.,
Kulhavy & Anderson, 1972; Schroth, 1992; Surber & Anderson, 1975), some
other scholars proved the superiority of immediate feedback over delayed
feedback for certain areas, such as for more difficult tasks (e.g., Clariana, 1990),
to avoid frustration (e.g., Knoblauch & Brannon, 1981), and for more verbal,
procedural and more motor skills-required tasks (e.g., Corbett & Anderson,

2001). However, Fluckiger et al. (2010) adopt a more moderate approach and
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indicate that both of them could be effective based on the task. At that point,
Kulik and Kulik (1988) put forward that at the task level, such as testing
situations, delayed feedback is more beneficial; yet, at the process level, such as
classroom activities and classroom procedures, immediate feedback is more

beneficial to employ.

In the Turkish context, Demir and Ozmen (2017) brought about some factors
determining the timing of error correction. According to their research results,
while some native English language teacher participants claimed that OCF in an
immediate manner is more beneficial right after students make a mistake, some
others have uttered their concerns about it since they believe immediate OCF
carries the potential to discourage students from speaking / oral production and
deteriorate their self-esteem. Other factors having an influence on the timing of
feedback are the course orientation, task type, error frequency, and affective
issues (Demir & Ozmen, 2017).

2.2.8 Modes of Feedback Delivery

Price et al. (2010) assert that the key factors affecting quality feedback products
are their timing and mode of delivery. Therefore, various modes of feedback
must be taken into account to fulfil feedback effectiveness, too. Killingback et al.
(2020) list a diversity of feedback modes as written, screencast, video, podcast,
face-to-face, self, and peer feedback. In their research study, Killingback et al.
looked for preferred feedback modes from the viewpoints of both lecturers and
students. The results of the qualitative study demonstrated that, whereas students
had a tendency to select interactive feedback types with the lecturers, such as
face-to-face, video, and screencast, the lecturers opted for peer and self-
assessment as favoured feedback mode to develop students’ reflective skills.
Apart from these modes, e-mails (Cox et al., 2011; Henderson et al., 2019),
audio feedback (Carless & Boud, 2018; Dawson et al., 2021; Green, 2019; Hattie
& Timperley, 2007; Molloy et al., 2020; Nicol, 2010), and different comment

modes such as paper-and-pen, and computer-mediated ones (Cox et al., 2011;
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Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Huang, 2016; Lee, 2008b; Yu et al., 2020) have also
been regarded as other modes of feedback delivery. Moreover, Molloy et al.
(2020) recognize individual or group, and structured or informal types of

feedback as modes of feedback, as well.

A handful of research studies looked into feedback delivery modes and their
effectiveness. To illustrate, Cranny (2016) focused on screencasting as a way to
promote formative feedback, and it has been revealed to be an effective feedback
delivery mode since the data suggest it allows students to rewatch, pause where
necessary, and it is easily accessible. Henderson et al. (2019) administered an
open survey to 3807 Australian students and found that even though interactive
feedback, face-to-face, in particular, would be more appreciated by the students,
most of the students indicated that the very last feedback they had received
comprised text-based comments which were followed by marking sheets and

rubrics in terms of frequency.

2.2.9 Student Barriers to Feedback

Feedback processes are demanding to be fully implemented, and the mutual
frustration between teachers and students might reduce its potential learning
benefits and effectiveness (Carless & Winstone, 2020). Carless and Boud (2018)
argue that students themselves are the agents to act upon to enhance their
learning through feedback. Similarly, Winstone et al. (2017) assert that for
effective feedback to occur, it needs being used by the learners; that is why it is

crucial to recognize barriers that would prevent learners from using feedback.

Plenty of scholars have touched upon possible causes of student barriers to
feedback uptake. According to Jonsson (2013), its being useless, insufficient
individualization, extremely authoritative, students’ lack of strategies, and
incomprehensible terminology might be the main reasons students are reluctant
to make use of it. Lack of understanding of it constitutes one of the main barriers

to engaging with effective feedback (Van der Kleij & Lipnevich, 2021; Winstone
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et al., 2017; Wood, 2021). Trying to decode academic language (Sutton, 2012)
and insufficient knowledge of appropriate academic vocabulary (Davis, 2020)
might render it challenging to understand and make the most of feedback for
learners. Van der Kleij (2019) revealed in their study conducted in five
Australian secondary schools for English and Mathematics classes that the way
feedback provided by teachers poses a barrier to student uptake. To be more
precise, some students stated that teacher feedback was not sufficiently clear, and
also, even the teacher’s poor handwriting led one of the students to ignore the
entire feedback. Other reasons might be sequenced as timeliness, such as
providing feedback too late to be used (Hartley & Chesworth, 2000), the impact
of it, such as inappropriate or irrelevant comments being employed in upcoming
tasks (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Henderson et al., 2019), and perceived individual
capabilities and attitudes towards feedback (Henderson et al., 2019).

Winstone et al. (2017) carried out a systematic exploration of student feedback
barriers in 11 different focus groups with 31 tertiary level psychology students in
the UK. Grounded on this study, four major themes embodying psychological
processes and barriers as subthemes emerged as follows: (a) Awareness of what
feedback is and its purpose: inability to decipher feedback and lack of feedback
model knowledge; (b) Cognisance of strategies to employ feedback: insufficient
knowledge of feedback strategies and opportunities; (c) Agency to employ
feedback strategies: the sense of disqualification and challenges in putting
feedback into practice, and finally, (d) Volition to examine the feedback and its

strategies closely: lack of proactivity and responsiveness.

Nash and Winstone (2017) wrap up all the arguments by stating that the issue is
mutual; students easily accuse educators of providing poor feedback while
educators put the blame on the students for engaging poorly with feedback.
Therefore, the way out is to cherish a shared responsibility between learners and
educators, as Nicol (2010) initially suggested.
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2.3 Feedback Literacy

As clearly seen in contemporary theories and research studies, feedback has
undergone reconceptualization throughout history and has transformed into a
more student-centred concept (Joughin et al., 2021; Ketonen et al., 2020). It is
now believed that teachers’ responsibility is not simply providing feedback, but
making sure of students’ recipience and utilization of it (Boud & Molloy, 2013)
through feedback-related dialogues (Wood, 2021) and building a shared
responsibility between them and their students (Carless, 2020; Nash & Winstone,
2017). Based on this shared responsibility understanding, a partnership is
required between both parties; whereas teachers hold the responsibility of
designing opportunities for learners to take action as a consequence of feedback
provided, learners need to be responsible for engaging with and making use of
that feedback information (Carless, 2020; Havnes et al., 2012; Ketonen et al.,
2020; Wood, 2021). However, as discussed earlier too, students face barriers in
the utilization of feedback (e.g., Henderson et al., 2019; Winstone et al., 2017),
and one of the most contributing factors to this situation is lack of feedback
literacy (Carless, 2019; Han & Xu, 2021). Moreover, to get rid of the
misalignment between purpose and real-life practices of feedback, feedback
needs to be considered and developed as a discipline-specific literacy (Van
Heerden, 2020), and it has been argued that the development of feedback literacy
can enhance student engagement with feedback processes (Ajjawi et al., 2017,
Carless & Boud, 2018).

Various feedback literacy conceptions have arisen in different contexts and with
different foci, and also with distinctive points of world views and
methodological approaches (Joughin et al., 2021). Initially, Sutton (2012)
defined and conceptualized feedback literacy as “the ability to read, interpret,
and use written feedback” (p.31.). According to Sutton’s conceptualization of
feedback literacy, three dimensions of it exist as (1) epistemological dimension
(e.g., learner engagement with knowing or academic knowledge), (2) ontological

dimension (e.g., learner engagement with their selves or identities), and (3)
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practical dimension (e.g., learner engagement with acting, such as reading,
reflecting on, and feeding forward the feedback information) (p.33). This early
definition of feedback challenged learners to take out and make sense of their
educators’ expectations concerning their academic identities as students (Davis,
2020). Thus, Carless and Boud (2018) extended this definition by stating that
feedback literacy involves needed understandings, capacities, and dispositions to
make sense of feedback information and make use of it to improve work or
learning strategies. What feedback literacy highlights and denotes is the
necessity of students being proactive in the feedback processes; in other words,
regardless of the usefulness of teacher feedback, feedback does not automatically
benefit its receiver unless it is accepted, processed, and acted upon by the
receiver (Ketonen et al., 2020; Winstone et al., 2017). It is also reckoned that the
capabilities to be discerning with feedback can be expanded by providing
authentic feedback (Dawson et al., 2021).

2.3.1 Student Feedback Literacy

Putting learning and learners themselves at the centre of feedback processes has
brought along the development of the concept of student feedback literacy
(Malecka et al., 2020). Building upon Sutton (2012)’s conceptualization of
feedback literacy, student feedback literacy has been defined as seeking,
producing, and using feedback information as well as the development of
capacities to be able to make academic judgements (Carless & Boud, 2018;
Molloy et al., 2020). Carless and Boud (2018) proposed a student feedback

literacy framework comprising four interrelated features as follows:

1- Appreciating feedback processes: Feedback literate students make sense
of and appreciate the role of feedback to enhance the quality of their
work as well as their active role during feedback processes. They are also
aware of the fact that feedback information is provided in different forms
and sources, and also, actively use technology to have access, store, and

revisit feedback information.
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2- Making judgements: Feedback literate students build capacities to be able
to make plausible judgements of their own work and others’ work.
Besides, they actively participate in peer feedback practices and boost
their self-evaluative capacities as time passes so as to make more sound
judgments.

3- Managing affect: Feedback literate students keep up their emotional
equilibrium and dodge defensive reactions as a response to critical
feedback. Moreover, they take active roles in eliciting suggestions from
their teachers and peers and keeping up the dialogue. Last but not least,
they acquire habits seeking ongoing improvement as a response to
internal and external feedback.

4- Taking action: Feedback literate students are fully aware of the fact that
they need to take immediate action upon feedback information.
Furthermore, they make conclusions and draw implications from diverse
feedback experiences for continuous improvement, and they build up a

repertoire of strategies to act on feedback.

Figure 2.4

Features of Student Feedback Literacy

Appreciating Feedback | ¢ Making Judgments | . Managing Affect

d g

Taking Action

Note. From “The development of student feedback literacy: Enabling uptake of feedback™ by D.
Carless and D. Boud, 2018, Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43 (8), 1315-1325.

50



As illustrated in Figure 2.4., it has been proposed that the combination of the
three features at the top of the figures increases the possibility and potential of
students to take necessary action afterward. Carless and Boud (2018) also offer
activities to develop student feedback literacy, forming and receiving peer
feedback and analysing exemplars referring to samples to be analysed and
compared to the work in progress rather than model answers. Within this
scheme, the roles of the teachers are to facilitate suitable classroom
environments encouraging active learner participation; to provide guidance,
coaching, and modelling; to provide details regarding the rationale of the
activities, how they must be done, the potential benefits or possible challenges
students would encounter, and to foster dialogue between them and their students

to reduce misconceptions of feedback practices.

Following the proposition of this student feedback literacy framework, Malecka
et al. (2020) argued that how student feedback literacy could be integrated into
the curriculum was yet to be discussed. Therefore, they have proposed three
mechanisms, which are claimed to be congruent with social-constructivist
approaches to feedback. The mechanisms put forward are (a) eliciting, which
requires learners to look for information from a diverse range of sources to
address issues such as from digital resources, teachers, peers, practitioners when
necessary; (b) processing that is about learners’ handling information that was
received from various sources, human and non-human. This is a sense-making
process in which credibility, reliability, and solidity of the source are evaluated,
and (c) enacting which happens only with the production of upcoming work and
refers to the long-term development of learning strategies embodied. Students
are able to make use of the feedback information from a previous work in their
subsequent works. To be able to accomplish those three mechanisms, Malecka et
al. (2020) have also offered improved versions of four practices. To begin with,
through developmental feedback requests, students can seek feedback they wish
to receive, and consequently, this would enable and encourage teachers to adjust
their feedback according to individuals’ personal needs and specific

requirements. The second practice is continuous use of self-assessment during
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tasks and units, which is suggested to be longitudinal tracking of self-
assessment. This idea is appreciated since it contributes to students’ development
of evaluative judgment. The third practice is cumulative peer review, as it is
appropriate for requesting clarification and justification, and revision of the
target work by being involved in processing, responding, and enacting the results
of feedback. This practice is believed to be beneficial for student feedback
literacy development provided that students are trained, and the value of peer
reviews is explained thoroughly at the initial step of it. The last practice put
forward is e-portfolios that are specific to feedback information. Students can
synthesise feedback from a multitude of sources, keep track of their progress,
and even create personalized feedback implementation plans comprising tasks to
be completed by certain dates. Considering all these, Malecka et al. (2020) point
out that designing courses allocating a huge place for the development of
feedback literacy, for example, through these strategies, would address problems

in the existing feedback practice challenges.

Extending Carless and Boud’s (2018) framework, Chong (2021) approached the
student feedback literacy concept from an ecological perspective. The point from
which this model is drawn is the notion of learner agency, which emphasises the
interaction among contextual, structural, and personal elements, consequently
forming an ecological system whereby people interact with their surroundings
(Han, 2019). Being inspired by this notion, Chong (2021) proposed a multi-
dimensional model including three dimensions in which feedback literacy
emerges as a result of an interplay among them: (a) the engagement dimension,
which is conceptualized upon Carless and Boud’s (2018) model dealing with
cognitive, affective, and behavioural engagement (b) the contextual dimension,
which is separated into four levels as a textual level (e.g., types, content, and
modes of feedback), an interpersonal level (e.g., trust, power, emotions, and
relationships in feedback processes), an instructional level (e.g., teachers’
feedback literacy fostering students’ engagement with feedback), and a
sociocultural level (e.g., the impact of culture on students’ perceptions, attitudes,

and uptake of feedback), and lastly (c) the individual dimension concerning
52



individuals’ own influence on their feedback uptake, processing, and retention.
Chong (2021) claims that under the light of sociocultural theory, this model
redefines student feedback literacy as a capacity intervened by material and

symbolic artefacts.

Taking into account these three frameworks, there is one more essential issue to
add to the list, which is how to improve student feedback literacy. After a
thorough search of the literature, Yu and Liu (2021) have compiled five common
ways to enhance student feedback literacy regarding their understanding,
regulation, and evaluation during feedback practices. They assert that with the
help of technology-enhanced feedback, as also Wood (2021) and Molloy et al.
(2020) suggest, democratic feedback in which students decide upon the type,
mean, and amount of feedback to be received, dialogical feedback with an
interaction between teacher-student and peer-to-peer, rubric understanding, and

reflection, student feedback literacy might be enhanced.

2.3.2 Research Studies on Student Feedback Literacy

Although it has been considered an emerging construct in educational research
and its popularity has been increasing, empirical research on student feedback
literacy is still in its infancy (Han & Xu, 2021; Yu & Liu, 2021). However,
interventions to develop student feedback literacy and research studies have
started to be carried out (Hoo et al., 2021).

In the Australian setting, Molloy et al. (2020) have built upon the notion of the
student feedback literacy framework proposed by Carless and Boud (2018)
through a large-scale survey applied to 4514 students in two large universities in
Australia and five focus group interviews conducted by 28 students. Grounded
on their empirical work, they have proposed a more comprehensive student
feedback literacy framework consisting of seven items and 31 categories as sub-
themes. These categories are committing to feedback as improvement,

committing to feedback as an active process, eliciting information to enhance
53



learning, processing information provided with feedback, accepting and dealing
with probable emotions, accepting feedback as a reciprocal process, and enacting
feedback outcomes (see Molloy et al., 2020, for more). This framework
constitutes an example of a feedback view in which learners are active and the
outcomes following it. Another study done in Australia is peculiar to a
healthcare setting, in which the scholars Noble et al. (2020) aimed to discover
students’ perceptions and prior experiences with feedback as well as experiences
followed by a student feedback literacy program. The results of this qualitative
interview study carried out by semi-structured interviews with 27 students and
outlined by Carless and Boud’s (2018) framework have demonstrated that
feedback has begun to be seen as a developmental process and to challenge
learners less after the intervention. Overall findings suggest that with the help of
focused training, student engagement with feedback and feedback literacy might
be augmented.

Winstone et al. (2019) in the UK looked for the perceived usefulness of the
Developing Engagement with Feedback Toolkit (DEFT) in terms of supporting
students’ feedback literacy skills. Involving three different studies in the whole
research, in the third study, they compared students’ responses to a 14-item
measure of student feedback literacy grounded on the framework proposed by
Sutton (2012) after the students had completed a DEFT feedback workshop. The
results of this comparison have shown that this kind of resource can augment
students’ feedback literacy. However, it has also left question marks regarding
the exact time to apply such interventions and whether it should be on a
voluntary basis or not. Also, in another research study in the UK, Fernandez-
Toro and Duensing (2021) repositioned peer marking as a tool for developing
student feedback literacy and reported the results of an illustrative study in which
peer marking was put in the first-year distance learning undergraduate course
content by using digital asynchronous tools. Students’ learning behaviours and
attitudes towards peer marking were analysed according to both quantitative and
qualitative methods. Based on the results gathered, the scholars concluded that

this study showed the benefits of peer marking because the students basically
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made evaluative judgements considering exemplars, their own performance, and
the criteria. Besides, students had to justify themselves against these criteria.
Fernandez-Toro and Duensing (2021) suggested that peer marking does not
suffice to achieve feedback literacy on its own, but it is part of a vast jigsaw that
is contributing the students in their journey to become feedback literate.

In another context, Hong Kong, Ma et al. (2021) sought to find out the perceived
influences of learning-oriented online assessment on L2 (EFL) learners’
feedback literacy and whether individual differences exist through the lens of an
ecological perspective proposed by Chong (2021). With multiple sources of data
collection instruments, such as a survey on student feedback literacy, semi-
structured interviews with two of the participant students, drafts of these two
focal students, including teacher feedback on it, and supplementary online
assessment practices reflections, it has been revealed that overall, students less
favour online mode of learning to develop feedback literacy while they have
relatively more positive perceptions of appreciating feedback, developing
judgements, and taking necessary actions. Yet, considerable variations have been
observed in two focal students’ feedback literacy development, especially in
terms of managing affect and taking action. While one of the participants was
eager to seek and utilize teacher feedback by keeping calm to negative teacher
feedback, the other one was rather demotivated to seek and use feedback and

reluctant to take action as a response to teacher feedback.

Moreover, in a cross-cultural management course in one of Singapore
universities, Hoo et al. (2021) sought to reveal the presence and extent of student
feedback literacy capabilities over some time in a course with an intervention of
peer and self-assessment. To be able to figure that out, 237 student journals
revised after self and peer feedback were coded to identify student feedback
literacy feedback features outlined by Molloy et al. (2020). Evidence for all
seven items in the framework was found in the data. The scholars asserted that
student feedback literacy was significantly enhanced over a semester thanks to

the conscious design and pedagogic approaches in harmony.
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It is also possible to encounter research studies in the EFL context in China in
relation to student feedback literacy. To begin with, Han and Xu (2019)
investigated whether teacher follow-up feedback after peer feedback contributes
to the development of student feedback literacy. This was carried out as a
multiple case study of three Chinese undergraduate students taking an academic
writing course. As a result of the data analysis, which were gathered via various
instruments as students’ drafts with peer feedback on them, teachers’ written
feedback on those peer feedback documents, semi-structured interviews, verbal
reports, field notes, and classroom documents, it was found that teacher follow-
up feedback on peer feedback causes considerably different effects on students
depending upon factors such as language ability, student beliefs and attitudes,
and student motivation. The prominently significant result was that two higher-
achiever and more motivated students enhanced their feedback literacy skills
more compared to their lower-achiever and less motivated friend. Secondly, Wei
et al. (2020) investigated the influence of enhanced student feedback literacy on
their teachers’ feedback by comparing senior and junior students. As
instruments, a survey applied to 427 students and interviews conducted with 11
students were adopted. The survey data results proved no statistically significant
difference between senior and junior students regarding modifying their
expectations on teacher feedback. However, another conclusion drawn from
open-ended questions was that senior students seek more learning-centred and
feed-forward practices, such as more self-assessment activities and having more
control over feedback practices. Grounded on these results, the scholars have
concluded that these changes between the two parties might be due to students’
enhanced feedback literacy as a result of lessened teacher feedback in senior
year, the disparity between teacher feedback and students’ learning or careers
goals, and the increasing reputation of peer feedback. The third research study
done in the Chinese context was conducted by Fernandez-Toro and Duensing
(2021), and it was a case study of two students looking into WCF. The utmost
purpose of the study was to reveal the focal students’ feedback literacy and its
influence on their engagement with WCF. The data were collected via a diverse

range of instruments including students’ writing drafts with written feedback on
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it, verbal reports, semi-structured interviews, class observations and documents.
This research study has demonstrated that the construct of student feedback
literacy is multifaceted including cognitive capacity, socio-affective capacity as
well as socio-affective disposition. Also, it is emergent since students’
knowledge of WCF and errors shift from person to person. Lastly, it is defined as
situated in the sense that students’ own capacities and enthusiasm towards WCF
are under the influence of teacher instruction, conditions of the task, and, more
importantly, their own beliefs and motivation. Thus, the scholars recommend
that the aspects of cognitive capacity, socio-affective capacity, and socio-
affective disposition must be aligned to increase engagement with WCF because

their unbalanced development led to less engagement of the students.

It is impossible not to notice that the studies till far have all been conducted in
higher education contexts. For middle schools that have not received much
attention, Ketonen et al. (2020) carried out a case study in Finland investigating
middle school students’ feedback literacy and its development with an
intervention of formative peer assessment. Although variations occurred among
individual students, overall, advancement was observed between seventh and
eighth-grade students in science classes after one year of practice of peer
assessment. Moreover, it has been concluded by the researchers that Carless and
Boud’s (2018) framework is applicable in middle school contexts, too. This case
study was given a place in Ketonen’s (2021) academic dissertation to explore
connections between peer assessment and feedback literacy and agency, and the
researcher restated that feedback literacy can be performed in middle schools as

well.

Davis (2020) wrote a thesis based on a research study investigating in what ways
a programmed-focused approach in curriculum designs impacts students’
feedback literacy. To gather data, a survey was administered to students from
five different programs at Edinburgh Napier University, semi-structured
interviews were carried out with both programme leaders and module leaders

and categoriefocus group interviews were conducted with participant students as
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a follow-up. Davis revealed five program features affecting students’
engagement with feedback literacy, and they are staff’s attitudes towards
feedback, the condition that there is programme-focused approach, the role of the
students in feedback processes, the condition that there is a sustained approach to
feedback, and lastly, institutional acknowledgement of the challenge of obtaining
a sustained approach to feedback practices. Apart from recommending a
programmed-focused approach to feedback practices, Davis has concluded that

educators have to be feedback literate themselves in the first place.

When it comes to the Turkish context, Kara (2021) carried out a research study
with undergraduate English Language Teaching (henceforth ELT) students to
uncover the feedback literacy indicators along with enhancing and impeding
factors. Besides, the study aimed to reveal how undergraduates perceive
feedback in terms of type, amount, and timing. The study was a qualitative study
that had a basic qualitative design, and the data collection instrument was a semi-
structured interview conducted with 39 ELT undergraduate students from three
universities in Turkey. According to the results obtained in this study, it was
found that the most frequently implemented feedback types are explicit
correction, providing clarification, clues, and sources. Regarding amount,
following assignments/projects and presentations, the interviewees stated they
receive detailed feedback, whereas the exams involve not detailed feedback and
mostly grades. As to the timing, 12 out of 39 students indicated they receive
feedback within seven days after assignments/projects, almost all of them said
right after presentations and 16 of them indicated that feedback is provided one
or two weeks after the exams. Besides, all these components were told to be
dependent on the task or the teacher. In relation to the feedback literacy
indicators, all four of the categories of student feedback literacy proposed by
Carless and Boud (2019) were uncovered. In appreciating feedback, the
participants acknowledged that they need to play an active role during feedback
processes, as well as the importance of seeking feedback in case it was not
provided or even if the task completed by them is successful. Lastly, the student

participants pointed to feedback as an invaluable source of information to correct
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their mistakes and enhance their performance in completing tasks and,
consequently, their learning. The second category, making judgement,
encompassed understanding the criteria, evaluating the quality of their peer’s
work and exemplars, and evaluating their own performance. When it comes to
managing affect, the majority of the interviewees touched upon the emotional
challenges they went through because of the feedback they got. Therefore, they
told they sought strategies to overcome these challenges, such as anxiety and
stress. In addition, some participants implied being emotionally open to
feedback. In the last category, taking action, the participants pointed to the use of
feedback in the subsequent tasks, adapting the previous feedback in the
following tasks, feedback usage for self-improvement, and benefitting from
feedback for their future careers. Regarding the enhancing factors of feedback
literacy, it was found that feedback characteristics play a crucial role, and
constructive and timely feedback are highly appreciated. In instructional factors,
the use of exemplars, rubric/guidelines, and self-evaluation was considered to be
of great value. In learner characteristics, self-regulation and intrinsic motivation
were the leading factors. Lastly, in social factors, positive teacher attitude,
teacher guidance and expertise, peer availability, common experiences, and trust
in peer expertise were found to be influencing. The same themes emerged as
impeding factors as well. Insufficient and delayed feedback was of less value
based on students’ perspectives. Ambiguous criteria and discontinuous tasks
were viewed as impeding instructional factors. Moreover, students
acknowledged that being resistant to feedback and grade-oriented negatively
affect feedback practices. Finally, negative teacher attitudes and comparisons to

peers were revealed to be inhibiting social factors.

2.3.3 Teacher Feedback Literacy

The research studies and scholars have emphasized the importance of student
feedback literacy. Rather than feeling threatened by this new conceptualization
of feedback, teachers need to take it as a learning opportunity to augment their

own feedback literacy to be able to facilitate students’ autonomy in classrooms
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(Li & Han, 2021). Also, it has been clearly stated that the development of
student feedback literacy is heavily dependent upon teacher feedback literacy
(Malecka et al., 2020), but teachers’ exact roles in those processes have not been
explained much (Boud & Dawson, 2021). According to Carless and Winstone
(2020), teacher feedback literacy is defined as the knowledge, expertise, and
dispositions to design feedback practices and processes through which students’
uptake of feedback is fostered, and the development of student feedback literacy
is facilitated. On the condition that teachers perform skills and capabilities to
create conditions for students to appreciate and make use of feedback
information, teacher feedback literacy fosters the development of student
feedback literacy (Carless & Winstone, 2020). Upon these ideas, they claimed
that teachers’ roles had not been put into a framework, so Carless and Winstone
(2020) proposed a teacher feedback literacy framework complementing the
existing student feedback literacy understandings put forward by Carless and
Boud (2018) and Molloy et al. (2020). This framework comprises three
interrelated and overlapping dimensions, each focusing on the deployment of

technology as the following:

1- Design dimension: Feedback literate teachers design the overall
curriculum and assessment practices in a way that fosters student
production and uptake of feedback. Also, they encourage students to
make judgements of their peers and their own products with the help of
activities such as peer feedback and evaluating exemplars. They pay
attention to timeliness for feedback uptake; they do not provide feedback
too late feedback after a task. Besides, they benefit from technology to
foster feedback uptake and engagement.

2- Relational dimension: Feedback literate teachers are supportive,
approachable, and sensitive while sharing their feedback. They design
feedback processes as partnerships between them and their students.
Moreover, they deploy technology to enhance the relational matters of

feedback communication.
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3- Pragmatic dimension: Feedback literate teachers deal with different
functions of feedback and manage disciplinary issues during feedback
processes. Furthermore, they benefit from technology in terms of
timeliness, efficiency, and portability, and they balance teacher workload
allocated to feedback. They manage the process thinking of what is more

beneficial to students but not drowning under the burden of infinite work.

As illustrated in Figure 2.5, Carless and Winstone (2020) represent the mutual
reinforcing cycle between teachers and students. Partnership and shared
responsibilities form the interplay between two literacies since both parties must
be involved and make an investment. The scholars also suggest that teachers can
reconsider their feedback designs taking into account their students’ viewpoints

and challenges they face in engagement with feedback.

Figure 2.5

Interplay between Teacher and Student Feedback Literacy

Designing for uptake
Relational sensitivities

Managing practicalities

Teacher Feedback Literacy

Student Feedback Literacy

(Adapted from Carless and Boud 2018; Molloy et al. 2020)

Appreciate feedback
Refine evaluative judgments
Take action in response to feedback

Work with emotions productively

Note. From “Teacher feedback literacy and its interplay with student feedback literacy” by D.
Carless and N. Winstone, 2020, Teaching in Higher Education, 1-14.
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Boud and Dawson (2021) asserted that Carless and Winstone’s (2020) three-
dimensional framework was an important initial step regarding what teachers can
do in each dimension, yet what kind of knowledge teachers need to possess and
their exact roles and the other educators who are also involved in designing or
implementing feedback practices were not given a place as well as being lack of
structural features and constraints. To be able to fill that void in teacher feedback
literacy, almost concurrently, Boud and Dawson (2021) put forward a new
teacher feedback literacy grounded on empirical work from prior two research
studies conducted with 62 university teachers in five Australian universities and
through inductive analysis of interviews and focus groups. The framework
consists of pragmatically divided three levels (a) macro, which refers to
programme design and development, (b) meso regarding unit/course design and
implementation, and (c) micro feedback practices on individual students’
homework. These three levels are also divided into 19 inductively derived

competencies, as displayed in Table 2.2 (see Boud and Dawson, 2021 for more).

It is highly probable to notice overlapping points in Boud and Dawson’s (2021)
and Carless and Winstone’s (2020) frameworks. The points mentioned in design
dimension overlaps with competencies at macro and meso levels, while the
relational dimension overlaps with the micro level. The pragmatic dimension
does not fully fit in one category but can be observed throughout the entire

framework.

2.3.4 Research Studies on Teacher Feedback Literacy

In the contemporary literature, there has been a growing appreciation of the roles
of not only teacher but also students for effective feedback (Gravett et al., 2020).
The idea of student and teacher feedback literacy is gaining more popularity
(Kleijn, 2021); however, the issues related to teacher feedback literacy have been
less explored (Xu & Carless, 2017; Yu & Liu, 2021).
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Table 2. 2

The Summary of the Teacher Feedback Literacy Competency Framework (Boud
& Dawson, 2021)

Macro Meso Micro

1- Planning feedback 8- Maximizing feedback  17- Spotting and

strategically opportunities responding to students’
needs
2- Using resources well  9- Organizing timing and 18- Providing
order of feedback appropriate inputs to
information students
3- Promoting feedback-  10- Designing feedback  19- Differentiating
rich environments dialogues and feedback  feedback based on
cycles individual needs
4- Developing student 11- Developing and
feedback literacy employing tasks
accompanying feedback
processes
5- Collaborating with 12- Putting feedback into
co-workers frame relating to
standards and criteria
6- Managing pressure 13- Managing tension
caused by feedback caused between grading
and feedback
7- Enhancing feedback  14- Benefitting from
processes technology to support

feedback practices

15- Designing feedback
to urge student action
16- Designing feedback
involving peers and
other parties

Note. Adapted from “What feedback literate teachers do: An empirically-derived competency
framework” by D. Boud and P. Dawson, 2021, Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 1-
14.

In comparison to student feedback literacy, even fewer studies are encountered

in educational research studies.

In the EFL context, several scholars did research studies on teacher feedback
literacy in China. To begin with, Xu and Carless (2017) conducted a case study

in one of the Chinese universities involving an English language teacher and
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students in the processes and products of peer feedback on oral presentations.
According to the data results collected through class observations and
interviews, the effectiveness of peer feedback on oral presentations depends on
the skills of teachers and their true interventions regarding the timeliness,
amount, and functions as well as teacher modelling. Also, the results exemplified
the notion of teacher feedback literacy in terms of providing quality feedback
and getting students ready for these feedback processes cognitively and socially
affectively by building trust in their teachers and peers. Another scholar Yu
(2021) investigated the learning experiences of 27 EFL writing teachers while
providing written feedback to their students in different Chinese universities, and
the majority of the teachers saw this as a learning opportunity for themselves and
believed that it increased their feedback literacy because these experiences
allowed them to enhance their understandings of different functions, roles, and
strategies of feedback practices. They also stated that through progressive
interaction with their students, they changed their approach to comprehensive
feedback; they started to provide more focused feedback after realizing that
students did not benefit from comprehensive feedback and as it seemed less
effective from the students’ perspectives. Other researchers Jiang and Yu (2021)
conducted an inquiry into 16 Chinese EFL teachers’ shift of feedback practices
as a result of the outbreak of COVID-19. Data collection instruments were
interviews, course materials, and screen recordings of their online lessons. The
findings were categorised under the tripartite framework proposed by Carless
and Winstone (2020), and three patterns emerged as positive modifications in
feedback giving motivation and feedback design, reduction in formative
feedback practices due to challenges in securing student work and maximized
feedback workload, and lastly, unchanged perception of feedback as information
transmission from teachers to students. Within these three emerged patterns,
feedback literature teachers behaved more willing and motivated to respond to
students’ emotional needs at such hard times and also to create or design
feedback practices by utilizing technology for the sake of feedback and by

managing increased workload more successfully.
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In addition, in the UK, researchers Gravett et al. (2020) examined the
development of academics’ feedback literacy via peer review. Data were
collected through interviews and reflections of scholars getting critical feedback.
The results were evaluated under the framework of Carless and Boud (2018),
and it was revealed in accordance with this framework that academics
appreciated the positive effect of feedback on both themselves and their work.
Also, they stated that they can be more proactive in feedback processes and
develop capacities to be able to make judgements through positive feedback.
Some of the academics believed in the discomfort or emotionally hurting
feelings caused by critical feedback. Besides, the findings demonstrated that
academics apply a bunch of strategies to engage with the feedback received.
Grounded on these findings, Gravett et al. (2020) concluded that educators
develop their feedback literacy skills just like students do; therefore, it is
significant to approach them with kindness, empathy, and transparency while
delivering feedback to students. Other scholars Heron et al. (2021) explored the
nature of spoken feedback, in other words, feedback talk. Data were collected
from six seminar events by six teachers from a diversity of disciplines.
Following it, two of teachers were invited to semi-structured interviews to delve
more into the issue. While interpreting the results, Carless and Winstone’s
(2020) teacher feedback literacy framework was considered By referring to the
second research question since it is fundamental to the development of teacher
feedback literacy, teachers’ perceptions of feedback talk were divided into two
as dialogue and teaching. Teachers believed in the dialogic nature of the
feedback because it is momentary to address misconceptions in feedback, and it
fosters interaction with students in terms of relational aspects. Also, they held the
opinion that feedback talk and teaching are intertwined as feedback can boost
encouragement and student participation, and it can also create teaching
opportunities as a result of student responses to an issue. The researchers made a
last remark saying that teachers need to be aware of feedback talk to enhance
their feedback literacy.
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Apart from these scholars, two different studies conducted in Hong Kong were
concluded with implications for teacher feedback literacy. Chan and Luo (2021)
explored how university teachers distinguish a pedagogical practice as feedback
and based their study on ten workshops on feedback practices for university
teachers. In their conclusion, the scholars claimed that they added a new
component to the notion of teacher feedback literacy by stating feedback literate
teachers identify various purposes of feedback and in what ways different
pedagogical activities can address these purposes. Besides, they advised teachers
to prepare their feedback toolkit to implement on different occasions for different
purposes to improve their literacy. Moreover, in their position paper, Lee (2019)
argued that focused written corrective feedback is a way forward compared to
comprehensive written corrective feedback because thanks to it, teachers achieve
more by also spending less time on providing feedback. It means fewer chances
of risk-taking and more active involvement of students via self or peer feedback.
Lee made a final remark stating that this practice can lead to teachers’

assessment and feedback literacy growth.

2.4, Summary of the Literature Review

When the relevant literature is reviewed, it can be concluded that feedback is a
significant component of summative and formative assessment, and it is
regarded as a crucial part of student learning. Even though its utmost aim has
been reckoned the same throughout some time, it has been reconceptualized
from the idea of correcting mistakes by educators to a dialogic process whereby
students play active roles in their own learning thanks to it by making
judgements and acting on the feedback information to boost their self-regulation

and learning as a consequence.

It also arises that feedback is a multi-dimensional concept, which could be
turned into an effective process, and it encompasses a wide range of types,
modes of delivery, and timing to employ wherever and whenever is appropriate

to maximize its effects on learning. Nevertheless, whereas it has been recognized
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as an enhancing factor for learning, the literature suggests that it could be
frustrating and overwhelming from both educators’ and learners’ perspectives

for a couple of reasons.

However, it is emphasised in the literature that the way to avoid such negative
connotations regarding feedback is to enhance teacher and student feedback
literacy. Through a shared responsibility between teachers and students, in which
teachers are to design appropriate feedback opportunities for students and
students are to engage with the feedback input and act on that, feedback literacy
might be boosted. In addition, deeply rooted biases against feedback might be

diminished so that it can effectively serve as a vital component for learning.

Studies relevant to feedback are concerned with certain aspects of feedback, such
as peer or self-feedback, written corrective feedback, and oral feedback. As to
feedback literacy studies, both student and teacher feedback literacy studies are
still in their infancy worldwide; teacher feedback literacy is even fewer. Besides,
the situation is not different in the Turkish context. Namely, feedback studies are
focused on particular aspects of feedback, and there is no study addressing

teacher feedback literacy in the Turkish context.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter aims to present the research method, and it comprises ten main
parts. Initially, research questions are introduced, and then the study’s overall
design and the rationale behind this design are displayed. After that, the research
setting, participants, data collection procedures, data analysis, the role of the
researcher, and trustworthiness issues are elaborated. Finally, the limitations of

the study are discussed.

3.1 Research Questions

The aim of this research study was to investigate what views middle school
English language teachers hold in regard to feedback. In addition to that, what
type of feedback practices are implemented and what the suggested feedback
practices are from the teachers’ perspectives were aimed to be revealed.
Moreover, teacher competencies within the scope of the Teacher Feedback

Literacy Competency Framework were sought to be uncovered.

Hence, the leading research questions in this research study were as follows:

1- What are the middle school English language teachers’ views regarding
feedback in assessment practices?

2- What feedback practices are employed by the middle school English
teachers working in a private school? What feedback practices are
suggested by the middle school English language teachers working in a

private school?
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3- What are the teacher competencies of the middle school English teachers
within the scope of the Teacher Feedback Literacy Competency

Framework?

3.2 Design of the Study

There are two types of data collected in research studies, quantitative and
qualitative. Braun and Clark (2006) differentiate these two different research
types by stating that quantitative research uses numbers as data and analyses
them through statistical techniques, whereas qualitative research uses words as
data since they are collected and analysed in various sorts of ways. With regard
to qualitative research study, Denzin and Lincoln (2013) define it as “Qualitative
research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the world. It consists of
a set of interpretive and material practices that make the world visible” (p. 6).
They add that qualitative research is done in natural settings to make sense of or
interpret phenomena to uncover the meanings people attribute to them.
Moreover, Merriam and Tisdell (2016) share similar opinions by asserting that
qualitative researchers strive to understand how people interpret their
experiences, construct their world, and what kind of meanings they give to these
experiences. By its very nature, qualitative research focuses on “how” and
“what” questions (Creswell, 2013), and it attempts to explore and understand
particular settings or contexts whereby participants in the study address a
problem or issue for depths of understanding (Creswell, 2013; Patton, 1985).

This research study holds the purpose of exploring specific phenomena, which
are feedback and teacher feedback literacy, for a deep understanding of them
(Creswell, 2013; Patton, 1985). Furthermore, the study has been conducted in a
natural setting to interpret the phenomena (Denzin & Lincoln, 2013). It has also
sought participants’ attributed meanings to their own experiences (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016) as well as discovering these experiences and meanings through
“what” questions (Creswell, 2013). Considering all these, employing a

qualitative design was appropriate for this study.
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There are various types of qualitative research (Cohen et al., 2007; Creswell,
2013). Among them, a basic qualitative research design was employed in this
research study. A researcher carrying out a basic qualitative study would be
interested in how people construct their world, and what kinds of meanings they
attach to their experiences. Besides, they strive to figure out how people make
sense of their experiences and lives (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). As the utmost
purpose of this study was to unveil teachers’ feedback views, their feedback
practices, and competencies under the teacher feedback literacy framework and
to be able to collect bountiful information about the phenomena within their real-
life setting, a basic qualitative design was appropriate to be utilized in this

research study.

3.3 Research setting

The school where the current study was conducted is located in Ankara, Turkey.
Having been established in the 1980s, it has been one of K-12 foundation
schools with different campuses in other cities throughout Turkey. As the centre
of these foundation schools, the recent study context is a private school including
mostly academics’ children, but also students from financially privileged

families. It has above 850 teachers and approximately 7000 students.

The foundation holds the same educational purposes on its different campuses in
various provinces, and it carries out project-based and student-centred academic
programs, assuring the same processes on the other campuses as well. Apart
from it, the schools give importance to the development of social aspects of their
students rather than solely on academic elements, and to an enormous number of

studies conducted with experts in the field.

The current school where the study was carried out offers education from
kindergarten to high school level. However, this study at hand was conducted
with English language teachers working in a middle school. The utmost mission

of the school is to equip students with the 21% century higher-order skills;
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therefore, student-centred approach is adopted during English teaching and
learning processes. To enable students to participate actively in the lessons,
facilitating pair and group work activities is considered significant. In addition to
that, for students to experiment with the target language structures in an effective
way, practices such as role-plays and presentations are integrated into the lesson
plans and learning environment at all levels. Besides, all the learners are invited
and provided with online platforms to read English literary works to build
critical thinking. Students are also given opportunities to engage in

extracurricular activities, such as clubs and projects.

Students’ educational process is closely tracked with a scientific approach in
keeping with the learning process. Throughout each semester in an academic
year, learners’ language skills are assessed through a diverse range of assessment
tools such as written exams, grammar quizzes, speaking performance tasks,
writing portfolios, and project assignments. Students at each class level starting
from 5" to 8" grade take two formal examinations encompassing reading and
use of English questions, take two listening quizzes and one grammar quiz, and
deliver two speaking performance tasks each semester. All these quizzes and
exams are prepared by two testing members in the English department, which
are then checked and approved by two English coordinators and the assessment
and evaluation unit at the school. Moreover, in line with the Ministry of
Education’s Regulations on Secondary Education Institutions, the high school
directorate administers a preparatory exemption exam that 8" grade students are
required to take to be exempt from the preparatory level at high school. Hence,
extra studies in accordance with both the current curriculum and the exam type

questions are employed at the 8" grade level.

Similar to the importance given to assessment, feedback provision to the students
is highly embraced. Feedback during instruction, as a part of formative
assessment, and feedback after summative assessment are expected by the
institution. Teachers provide feedback during their lessons as oral and written

feedback depending on the tasks. They are free to send their feedback through
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online platforms, as well. Receiving loads of feedback prior to any testing is a
prerequisite, and students get feedback for each skill in English. Also, after any
sort of testing, students are transmitted feedback based on their individual
performances and needs, and they are assigned extra individual practices, which
are later checked and provided feedback by the teachers again.

There are approximately 12 sections at each grade level, with around 22 students
in each. Also, there are 18 local and five international teachers working in the
middle school English department. The lessons in each grade level are divided
into two: the main course and courses provided by native teachers, named
English 2. The number of lessons on students’ weekly schedule changes based
on their grade level. To illustrate, while 5" grade students have seven main
course lessons and three English 2 lessons with their native teachers, 61 and 7"
grade students have eight and two respectively. Also, 8" grade students have
nine English lessons with their main course teachers, whereas two English 2
lessons are provided. In terms of lesson content, main course teachers and
English 2 teachers follow different curricula. English 2 teachers mostly focus on
reading and speaking skills in their courses and are primarily responsible for
covering the objective assigned for that lesson hour. However, the main course
teachers deal with all four skills in English as well as keeping track of students
with various responsibilities, such as providing regular feedback, grading
students’ exams and quizzes, conducting one of the speaking tasks (the native
teacher administers the other one), checking students’ portfolios and project
assignments as well as offering time slots to students during school time or after

school to study individually with them.

Each teacher is supposed to teach around 24 hours a week; however, apart from
teaching, all teachers are supposed to take part in department and level-based
meetings on a weekly basis, invigilate during examinations, set up parent
meetings, and be in contact with them regularly, to be on duty in every break
time during one day or one and a half day in each week, to prepare lesson plans

as well as extra practice materials, to substitute lessons when somebody is
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missing in the department or at school, and to be involved in professional

development activities.

The current institution emphasizes selecting high-quality English language
teachers to employ, executed by interviews and lesson observations. Besides,
after recruiting, equipping the teachers with essential skills of English language
teaching, and boosting their teaching practices are the primary concern of the
institution. That’s why a professional development cycle based on Danielson’s
Framework (Danielson, 2013) is conducted by the department head each term.
As an initial step, the teacher is asked to prepare a 40-minute lesson plan, and
then a pre-conference is conducted between the teacher and the department head.
After that, the department head observes that lesson in a selected class by the
teacher. During post-conferencing, the teacher is evaluated with regard to three
aspects: planning and preparedness, classroom atmosphere, and teaching. Both
the teacher and the department head reflect on the procedure of that particular
lesson, and if there is an absence of or inadequate practice of any items in the
framework, that skill is considered a point that needs improvement. After some
time of practicing on that point or area, another lesson observation is conducted

by the department head, focusing specifically on that.

3.4 Participants

In qualitative research designs, the sampling method is selected based on
methodology and topic, not withholding the need for generalizability of the
findings (Higginbottom, 2004). There is a variety of non-random sampling
strategies in qualitative research designs: convenience sampling, purposive
sampling, theoretical sampling, selective sampling, within-case, and snowball
sampling (Creswell, 2013; Higginbottom, 2004), but the most commonly
preferred one in content analysis studies is purposive sampling (Kéaaridinen &
Kanste, 2011; Patton, 2015). In purposive sampling, the researcher looks for
participants that have the best knowledge regarding the research topic (Creswell,

2013) because, through purposive sampling, the full scope of issues might be
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explored (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Within that sampling method, the researchers
select the cases to be involved in the sample based on their judgement of the
cases’ typicality. In this way, they create a sample to satisfy their research needs
(Cohen et al., 2007). In line with these, Patton (2015) asserts that the logic and
power of qualitative purposive sampling derive from its emphasis upon an in-
depth understanding of specific, or information-rich cases. With the help of these
information-rich cases, the researchers can gain deep insights into issues of

primary importance to the purpose of the research.

In this recent study, a purposeful sampling strategy was employed in the
selection of the participants, considering the purpose of the study. The
participants were selected based on a predetermined criterion, in which all cases
meet some criteria that assure usefulness (Cohen et al., 2007). The criterion was
that native teachers who have never taught as a main course teacher before, as
assessment and feedback practices are not their main concern, were purposefully
excluded from the study. Among 22 participants, excluding the researcher, three
native teachers were not asked to participate in the study due to the reasons
mentioned. Yet, the other two native teachers were invited since they have had a
main course. With the voluntary participation of 15 participants among the
remaining 19, this study was carried out. Inviting novice and experienced
English language teacher participants in this study at hand aimed to enable the
researcher to investigate the issue from various viewpoints. Furthermore, hearing
a range of voices from different class levels from 5™ to 8™ grade was to ensure
valuable insights about varying practices in different grade levels. Each of the 15

participants is described more comprehensively below.

T1 is a graduate of the American Culture and Literature Department of a state
university in Turkey. Also, their minor is English translation and interpreting.
They have been teaching English for nine years, and they have been working in
the research context for the past five years. Before this year, they had taught in

all four grade levels at the institution, and currently, they are teaching 8" graders
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as a main course teacher, and before, they had a chance to teach at the tertiary

level as well prior to working at the research context.

During their B.A, they did not receive any training about feedback since they are
a graduate of American culture and literature; their English language teaching
process started with the pedagogical formation process. They became aware of
feedback processes, particularly when they first started teaching. Moreover, they
describe their feedback practices as a process that has progressed and improved

with much real-life experience.

T2 graduated from Film and Film Culture undergraduate studies at a state
university in London, England. After that, they received certificates for teaching
the English language, and completed internationally recognized TESOL and
CELTA courses. They have been teaching English for the last ten years, and they
have been teaching in the research context for two years. Before this year, they
had taught 8" graders, and currently, they are teaching 7" graders both as a main

course and an English 2 teacher.

During their B.A, they did not receive any education regarding feedback, and
they do not recall any specific feedback training in TESOL and CELTA courses.
They mainly emphasise that they have become more aware of and learnt
feedback practices at this institution under study.

T3 is a graduate of the Foreign Language Education program from a state
university located in Cyprus. They are currently getting their master’s degree in
English language teaching studies at a state university in Turkey. This has been
their third year of experience in the research context out of four years of teaching
experience in total. In the research context, they have taught 6™ and 7™ graders
up to the present, and this year they have been teaching 6" graders as a main

course teacher.
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Throughout their B.A, they did not receive any courses peculiar to feedback;
instead, training about feedback was integrated into methodology courses.
Moreover, they do not recall any feedback training focusing on each four skills
in English. The most focused area was how to provide feedback on writing
skills.

T4 is a graduate of the Foreign Language Education program from a state
university situated in Turkey. They are recently getting their master’s degree in
English language teaching studies at a state university in Turkey. They have
been working in private middle schools for the past three years, and they are a
novice teacher in the context under study. Currently, they are teaching 6™ graders

as a main course teacher.

During their B.A, they recall feedback training as an embedded topic in
methodology courses as briefly explained, but not as a subject seriously studied
under a separate course. Besides, they define the received feedback education
based on theories rather than practical implementations. Although they did not
encounter real-life examples of feedback in their first term of internship as a
senior, their mentor teacher in their second term of internship at a different
school let them get involved in feedback processes to help them get familiar with
the processes. They indicated that they had not seen any actual examples of
feedback information until that period.

T5 is a graduate of the Foreign Language Education program from a state
university located in Turkey. They have been working as an English language
teacher in private middle schools for the past four years. They are a novice
teacher in the research context, in which they are teaching 5™ graders as a main

course teacher.

They indicate that, throughout their B.A, they were not trained about feedback
practices in detail under a feedback-specific course. However, they remember

their instructors touching upon the significance of feedback in writing as well as
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the mode of delivery, such as whole class, individual, written, and oral feedback.
These issues were embedded into English language teaching methodology

Ccourses.

T6 graduated from a state university in Turkey in the field of Foreign Language
Education. Right after graduation, they started to work in the research context,
and they have been working there for four years. Currently, they are teaching 7"
graders.

They admit that they do not remember receiving any special training about
feedback practices during their undergraduate education. The several points they
recall are that their instructors expressed that they would make use of explicit
correction or error codes in writing tasks. Several discussions were conducted

about the importance of providing immediate feedback in class.

T7 is a graduate of Foreign Language Education from a state university situated
in Turkey. Currently, they are getting their master’s degree at a private university
in Turkey in the field of educational administration and planning. After
graduation, they began to work in the research context; they are the most
experienced teacher in the research setting as they have been working there for
the last 21 years. So far, they have found a chance to teach in all four grade
levels at the middle school level, and this year, they are working with 7" graders

as a main course teacher.

Regarding feedback education during their B.A, they do not recall much detail,
yet they remember their instructors’ emphasis on error coding as a valuable
method to adopt and merely silhouette of theoretical points mentioned. However,
they point out that what they still reflect on their teaching even now is the
consequence of their getting inspired by how their research methods and
techniques instructor provided feedback during those times. Rather than being
instructed with the theoretical information in relation to feedback practices, they
assert that they have learnt enormously about feedback practices with the help of

the way of feedback their research instructor provided.
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T8 received their B.A in English Language and Literature from a state university
in Turkey. They are pursuing a master’s degree in the field of English language
teaching at a state university in Turkey. This is their 6" year in their English
language teaching career, and they have been working in the research context for
the last four years. They have found an opportunity to work with all four grade
levels at the middle school level until now. Moreover, currently, they are

teaching 8" graders as a main course teacher.

During their undergraduate education, they did not receive any training on
feedback due to their department, English literature. Moreover, this did not
change a lot during their pedagogical formation education, as well. They
remember taking solely two or three lessons about written and oral feedback,

which were integrated into other courses offered.

T9 is a graduate of Foreign Language Education from a state university in
Turkey. Directly after graduation, they started to work in the research context,
and this has been their 4" year there. They have been employed as a native
teacher, but they are also teaching as a main course teacher. So far, they have
worked with 5™ and 6" graders, and this year, they are teaching 5" graders as

both the main course and English 2 teacher.

They do not recall getting any special training about feedback practices except
the sandwich method during their B.A. They remember speaking of that and
describe it as a way to encourage student learning by showing both weaknesses
and strengths. Besides, putting the statements in order as one positive thing, then
ordering weaknesses and closing with a motivating remark is how they define

what they learnt about feedback during their undergraduate education.

T10 is a graduate of Foreign Language Education from a state university in
Turkey. At present, they are getting their master’s degree in English language
education at a state university in Turkey. Right after graduation, they started to

work in the research context, and this is their 4" year at the institution. Even
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though they had worked at the primary level for two years before, they have
been working at the middle school level for the last two years. They have been

teaching 5" graders as a main course teacher.

They did not receive a feedback-specific course throughout their undergraduate
education except for integrating some theoretical issues of feedback practices in
testing and evaluation and materials adaptation courses. They emphasize that as
their university is mainly concerned about educating their students for higher
education level, topics requiring real-life practices such as feedback practices
were not focused on enough. Moreover, they describe their feedback practices

progressing as they get experienced in a real-life context.

T11 graduated from English Language and Literature from a private university
in Turkey. Afterward, they completed their pedagogical formation education at a
state university in Turkey. Before starting to work in the current research
context, they had taught in various institutions at the middle school level for four
years, and they have been working at the recent institution for five years. Up to
now, they have worked with 7" and 8" graders at the institution, and currently,

they are teaching 8™ graders as the main course teacher.

Due to their undergraduate field of study, they did not receive any training in
feedback practices, but this did not change in the pedagogical formation period
either. They describe the period by saying that feedback was an issue touched
upon briefly in the lessons and a topic to be asked in the exam. However, they
accumulated their knowledge of feedback practices through in-service training
called A-CELT, a mixture of CELTA and DELTA courses.

T12 is a graduate of Foreign Language Education from a state university located
in Turkey. Directly after their graduation, they started to work at a middle school
level of a private institution. After working there for two years, they are a novice
teacher in the research context at present. Also, they are working with 5™ graders

as a main course teacher.
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They claim that they do not recall much detail of any training regarding feedback
practices during their undergraduate education. They describe their opinions
about feedback by stating it is not an issue to be considered theoretical; instead,
the knowledge learnt must be put into practice to make it work as desired.
Besides, they claim that feedback is a phenomenon as a mingle of a myriad of
issues; every situation requires a unique type of feedback. Therefore, it should
not be stereotyped so much with theories; just the opposite; it is being learnt

through experiences in professional life.

T13 graduated from Foreign Language Education program at a state university
in Turkey. Right after graduation, they started to work in the research context at
hand, and they have been working there for the last three years. So far, they have
taught 61 and 7' graders, and they are currently teaching 7" graders as the main

course teacher.

They do not recall any training or a course peculiar to feedback in a
straightforward way. They assert that technical feedback knowledge was
integrated into different courses superficially, such as testing and evaluation and
materials adaptation courses. However, they remember receiving feedback from
their instructors, either in written or verbal modes of delivery. These examples

shed light upon their current feedback practices.

T14 is a graduate of the Foreign Language Education program from a state
university situated in Turkey. Prior to their employment at the current institution,
they had worked at different K12 school levels, such as middle and high school
levels for ten years. At present, they are working their 3™ year in the research
setting with 8" graders as the main course teacher. Furthermore, they have had a

chance to teach 71" and 8™ graders at this institution up to now.

With regard to the feedback education during their bachelor’s, they remember
their instructors’ emphasising the importance of getting to know students and

providing feedback to each in an individualized way. They accentuate that when
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feedback is provided in a moto-mot manner, rather than in line with the needs of
every individual student, it is not fruitful enough. Hence, they report that they

have been benefiting from these ideas throughout their teaching career.

T15 graduated from English Language and Literature program at a state
university located in Turkey. After their graduation, they attended two certificate
programs and successfully completed them, which are Certificate in English
Language Teaching and Diploma in English Language Teaching. Apart from
them, they have attended many other educational programs with the aim of in-
service training, too. They are the most experienced teacher in this research
context, with 29 years of experience in total at various K12 levels as primary
middle, and high school levels. Besides, they have been working in the research
setting for the last six years with a diverse range of experiences in all different
grade levels from 5" to 8" grade. Currently, they are teaching 8" graders as the

main course teacher.

They define the feedback education they got during their undergraduate studies
by stating that their instructors would set some assignments in the feedback
program, either a research paper or a presentation. Then, the instructors would
arrange sessions for students to execute peer feedback sessions so that they could
provide feedback on each other’s work in both oral and written modes of
delivery. In addition to that, the students were assigned to observe one another’s
classes and provide feedback again under the name of peer coaching. Therefore,
they pointed out that they have been well-acquainted with feedback processes in
a diversity of ways as of their undergraduate education. Moreover, in their
previous workplace, they were given many opportunities concerning feedback
practices, such as the crucial points while designing and providing feedback and

how and when to provide feedback.

The characteristics of the participants are summarized in Table 3.1.
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3.5 Instruments

A semi-structured interview protocol was employed as the main data collection
instrument in this research study. As Merriam and Tisdell (2016) suggest, data
are collected through interviews, observations, and document analysis in basic
qualitative studies. Withholding the aim of the basic qualitative study at hand, to
carry out in-depth interviews to prompt the participants to explore a matter
profoundly and to look for their various insights and viewpoints (Merriam,

2009), an interview protocol was developed by the researcher.

Table 3.1

Descriptive Information about the Participant-Teachers

Pseudonyms Educational background Teaching Teaching
experience  experience in the
research context

T1 American Culture and 9 years 5 years
Literature
T2 Film and Film Culture 10 years 2 years
T3 Foreign Language Education 4 years 3 years
T4 Foreign Language Education 3 years 1 year
T5 Foreign Language Education 4 years 1 year
T6 Foreign Language Education 3 years 3 years
T7 Foreign Language Education 21 years 21 years
T8 English Language and 6 years 4 years
Literature
T9 Foreign Language Education 4 years 4 years
T10 Foreign Language Education 4 years 4 years
T11 English Language and 9 years 5 years
Literature
T12 Foreign Language Education 3 years 1 year
T13 Foreign Language Education 3 years 3 years
T14 Foreign Language Education 13 years 3 years
T15 English Language and 29 years 6 years
Literature

Merriam (2009) remarks that interviews can either be structured, in other words
well-defined, or semi-structured, which are much more flexible in nature to

explore the matter. For this particular research study, both structured and semi-
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structured questions were generated for the interview. To be able to gather
demographic data from the participants, a structured part was developed as the
first section of the interview consisting of questions about participants’
educational background (undergraduate and graduate level of education, if
applicable), entire teaching experience, and teaching experience in the research

context as well as feedback training received during undergraduate education.

The first part was followed by a semi-structured section which comprised a list
of open-ended questions with the utmost purpose of revealing hows and whys of
the significant events and insights about participants’ points of view (Yin, 2018)
to elaborate on the research questions (Merriam, 2009). During the preparation
stage of the interview questions, the researcher worked meticulously as the entire
data of the research study would be gathered through the semi-structured
interview results. The interview questions were developed at the initial stage
after a thorough search of the current literature on two aspects: feedback views
and practices in English language teaching and teacher feedback literacy.
Therefore, the questions were generated in accordance with previous research
studies on feedback in English language teaching and the conceptual framework
of teacher feedback literacy. Also, the questions were prepared in Turkish to

enable participants to express themselves better in their native language.

After getting reviewed by the research supervisor, the interview questions were
sent to two experts respectively to receive their opinions about the quality of
questions as to their relevance to the research questions and whether there is any
existence of bias, ambiguity, or vagueness. Firstly, one expert in Educational
Sciences reviewed the questions. Upon their suggestions, the questions in the
feedback views/approaches part were reorganized from more general to specific,
and several questions were omitted in the feedback procedures part as they were
found irrelevant to the research questions or they were thought to be too guiding.
Following the necessary modification based on the first feedback received,
another expert was consulted, in the field of English Language Teaching. Taking

their suggestions into account, the order of two questions in the feedback
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views/approaches part was changed: the role of students in the feedback process
was asked prior to the teachers’ role to avoid teachers’ inspiration from their role
while answering the students’ role. Besides, a new question was added to
feedback procedures as to providing feedback either in Turkish or English. After
all these considerations, the research questions were generated under headings as

follows:

Personal information
Feedback views/approaches
Feedback procedures

> w e

Support mechanisms

Under these headings, sample questions are presented as the following:

1. What is your educational background? (From which university and
program did you graduate? / Do you have postgraduate education?)

2. How do you define feedback? How do you define effective feedback?

3. Do you differentiate your feedback based on students? If not, why do you
not prefer doing it? If yes, how do you manage to do that?

4. What kind of opportunities are provided by your institution to support

you for feedback procedures?

A pilot study was carried out with a volunteer English language teacher from the
same research context to ensure that the interview protocol could begin. This
pilot study enabled the researcher to see how the interview would proceed, the
quality of the questions, and her interviewing skills as a novice researcher. An
online interview protocol was conducted and recorded with the participant’s
consent. Afterward, the transcription of the pilot study probed on the researcher
how to abstain from ambiguity, be more precise, and elaborate on the questions
with additional questions when the interviewee uttered a response with a lack of
necessary details. In the light of the pilot study, several adjustments were made
to satisfy clarity; for example, the criteria did not make sense on their own, so
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the question was specified as content, organization, and use of English. In
addition to that, some probe questions were added. To illustrate, for the question
“Do you use peer feedback; if yes, how?”, several additional questions were
included if the participant did not respond enough in the first place. For instance,
“Do you train your students for peer feedback activities? What do you do when
these activities are completed?”” Consequently, the final version of the interview
protocol was formulated with three demographic questions and 17 semi-

structured interview questions (See Appendix B & C).

3.6 Data Collection Procedures

Following the approval of the research study by the Middle East Technical
University Human Subjects Ethics Committee (see Appendix A), the researcher
informed the participants, at the end of one of the department meetings about the
purpose and the scope of the research study. Every one of them was invited to
voluntarily participate in the study as long as they were teaching as a main
course teacher. Upon their voluntary agreement, the researcher sent the consent
form as a soft copy via e-mail and then arranged an interview schedule
considering participants’ availability and preferences of day and time. With all
rearrangements of interview schedule due to participants’ unexpected matters
and hectic daily school and life schedules in some instances, data collection
lasted 16 days with 15 interviews with 15 participants between the 20" of
November 2021 and the 5" of December 2021 in 2021-2022 fall semester.

Because of the hectic schedule and unavailability of a suitable place quiet
enough to interview at school, including concerns about the pandemic, all the
participants were invited to meet at an online video conference program named
“Zoom” after school time or at the weekends. Initially, participants were
requested to state their oral consent for voluntary participation and for the fact
that the interview was going to be audio-recorded for an accurate transcription
later. The participants were also notified that they had all the rights to leave the

interview at any time and not to answer questions if they did not feel comfortable
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about it. In addition to that, it was assured that no one except the researcher
would have access to the audio recordings withholding the purpose of
confidentiality of the participants’ identities. Through the integration of
additional questions, clarification requests, and prompts, each interview was
conducted in the pursuit of a standard interview protocol. They lasted between
35 minutes and 148 minutes, depending on the participants’ eagerness to respond
to the questions; most of them were around 60 minutes. All the interviews were
conducted in Turkish, which is the native language of all the participants, to
create a more comfortable atmosphere and obtain more in-depth data. At the end
of all interview procedures, all the data were transcribed verbatim by the
researcher herself for the coding process. Besides, they were translated into

English to exemplify the codes in the results part of the research study.

3.7 Data Analysis

Patton (2015) asserted that “Since as a qualitative analyst, you do not have a
statistical test to help tell you when an observation or pattern is significant, you
must rely first on your own sense making, understandings, intelligence,
experience, and judgment” (p.572). Considering this, in the data analysis of this
qualitative research study, as the initial step after transcribing all the data sets,
the researcher immersed herself in the data reading and digesting so as to make
sense of the entire data sets and to grasp what is going on (Braun & Clarke,
2006; Morse, 1999) through reflexivity, open-mindedness, and following the
rationale of the participants’ responses. In this way, the researcher revised and
internalized the data; in other words, she got familiar with the data, as Braun and
Clarke (2006) put forward as the first step of the qualitative data analysis. The
data analysis was conducted via MAXQDA 2022 qualitative data analysis

software.

According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), data analysis is the process to answer
the research questions at hand; the overall process starts with recognizing the

segments in the data responsive to the research questions. To perform this,
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Fraenkel et al. (2012) contend that content analysis is a method that could be
used to analyse data and define that “content analysis is a technique that enables
researchers to study human behaviour in an indirect way, through an analysis of
their communications” (p.476). They add that conducting content analysis has
several advantages: It is unobtrusive, in other words, the contents being analysed
are not affected by the researcher’s presence; it is quite useful to analyse
interviews; the researcher can delve deeply into the documentation regardless of
time and space to get a real feel for it; it is basically simple and economical, and
lastly, it allows the other researchers to replicate it. Taking into account these
sequenced advantages and being aware of the fact that content analysis is quite
common in many qualitative studies in social sciences, qualitative content
analysis was employed to answer the research questions in the current research

study.

This particular research study sought answers for middle school English
language teachers’ (1) views about feedback, (2) employed feedback practices
and suggested feedback practices, and lastly, (3) their competencies under the
Teacher Feedback Literacy Competency framework. To be able to answer the
first two research questions, a qualitative and inductive content analysis was
carried out. On what Fraenkel et al. (2012) suggested, the researcher became
very familiar with the data and allowed the categories to emerge as the analysis
continued. The aim was to ensure that all the significant aspects of the data were
captured (Gale et al.,2013). After reading each transcript line by line a couple of
times, the researcher began to identify key concepts using these two research
questions as lenses (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Firstly, the researcher conducted
open coding by assigning any possible codes. Upon the emergence of a plethora
of initial codes, they were compared to one another to notice any similarities or
patterns to shrink the initial code list. Afterward, the codes carrying any
similarities or patterns were clustered, and each cluster was assigned a name to
refer to or represent each code to signify their similarities, which were called
themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
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Regarding the third research question, both deductive and inductive content
analysis was conducted by adopting a sequential approach. Firstly, a deductive
approach was applied. The teacher feedback competency framework proposed
by Boud and Dawson (2021) was taken as a base, and it was treated as a start
list. More precisely, the category levels were determined before the analysis
began based on the knowledge of the extant literature on the topic, namely, on
this particular framework. The data were coded into categories grounded on this
start list. Subsequently, the inductive approach was utilized to derive other

themes and codes from the data sets to place under any suitable category levels.

The emergent themes for each of the three questions were presented in Appendix
D along with their codes, sub-codes if applicable, and definitions. After the
inductive content analysis, the views about feedback were categorised under
seven themes: the characteristics of feedback mechanism, the characteristics of
effective feedback, the role of feedback, the role of teachers, expectations from
students, inhibiting factors, and enhancing factors. To illustrate, a code named
“dynamic” emerged under the characteristics of feedback mechanism, which
referred to the dynamism of feedback processes changing depending on

individual students, teachers, and even classroom atmospheres.

As to the second research question, as a result of the inductive content analysis,
eight themes emerged under the employed feedback practices: employed
feedback practices as to language preference, feedback frequency, timing,
amount, and mode of delivery, employed feedback types, employed feedback
practices on receptive skills (listening and reading), and finally, employed
feedback practices on productive skills (speaking and writing). For example, the
code “explicit correction” appeared under feedback types, which means
revealing the correct answer to the students directly without providing them with
the chance to reflect on their own mistakes. After the inductive content analysis
was carried out in the second research question, the second heading emerged as
the suggested practices. The results were analysed under three themes: school-

related, assessment/feedback-related, and pre-service education-related
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suggested practices. As an example, “lowering workload” emerged as a code
under school-related feedback practices. This code referred to the lessening
teachers’ extra duties to spare them time to deliver richer and more effective
feedback.

When it comes to the third research question, grounding on the teacher literacy
framework proposed by Boud and Dawson (2021), the results of the data were
examined under three competency levels as macro, meso and micro
competencies as a result of the deductive and inductive data analysis
respectively. The number of themes that emerged under each competency is: six
themes under macro competencies, nine themes under meso competencies, and
two themes under micro competencies. To illustrate the data analysis process for
each category level, for the first one, which is macro competencies, “improving
feedback processes” was regarded as a theme due to the deductive approach in
the first place, and the emergent codes under it were “collecting evidence about
the effectiveness of feedback” and “utilizing collected evidence from the
students.” On the other hand, several other codes appeared under some of the
themes based on what the current data demonstrated. For instance, under the
theme “developing student feedback literacy,” the code “helping students
manage affect” was derived even though it was not presented in the framework.
Moreover, the second category level, meso competencies, comprised nine
themes as it was proposed in the framework. Similar to the first category level
data analysis process, the data were analysed deductively as the initial step, and
the codes were assigned as they were in the framework. For example, the theme
“utilizing technological aids to feedback” was exemplified with the codes “using
a Learning Management System” and “deploying audio feedback.” However,
while “managing tensions between feedback and grading” emerged as a theme as
proposed Boud and Dawson (2021) in their framework, the present data yielded
a different set of codes which were not presented in the framework, such as
“timing of exams” and “inconsistency between feedback and exam.”
Furthermore, for the third and last category level, which is micro competencies,

some codes were assigned deductively, such as “posing questions to students”
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and “identifying students at risk of not being able to use feedback.” Besides, a
number of other codes were derived inductively after the deductive data analysis
process, such as “praising students.” Nevertheless, the names of the themes did
not remain as they are in the framework, instead, they were named differently
after clustering the codes as “reconsidering input based on students’ needs” and

“differentiation based on student needs.”

3.8 The Role of the Researcher

According to Creswell (2013), while designing a qualitative study, researchers
must take into account potential ethical issues during the research study and take
the necessary action to plan how these issues must be addressed during the
course of the research. Therefore, as the primary means of data collection,
analysis, and interpretation, the researchers have the tremendously important
responsibility to place themselves in the study to enable the research to be more
transparent, credible, and ethical. Hence, writing ourselves as researchers into
the study and clearly stating who we are and what our role is as an insider or an
outsider is viewed as an essential step taken for ethical considerations (Weis &
Fine, 2000). The role of the researcher as an insider shares commonalities with
the participants under the research study in terms of the characteristics, roles, and
experiences (Buckle & Dwyer, 2009), or a complete member researcher who is
already a member of the research group (Adler & Adler, 1987), whereas an
outsider is a non-native or stranger to the study group or the research context
(Breen, 2007).

It is evident that being an insider brings advantages and disadvantages along
with it. Regarding the potential drawbacks, Asselin (2003) accentuates that the
dual role may lead to role confusion in researchers. Consequently, they might
analyse the data from a perspective other than that of a researcher. The chances
are higher when the researcher is an insider. Another potential impediment is
that the researchers’ perceptions may be clouded by their own personal

experiences, and they might have trouble differentiating their own perceptions
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from those of the participants (Buckle & Dwyer, 2009). To be more precise, the
researcher might assume similarities, thereby failing to elucidate individual
experiences thoroughly and guiding and shaping the interview by their own
experiences. When it comes to the advantages, Kanuha (2000) suggests that
being an insider escalates the depth and breadth of understanding and describing
a population that might be inaccessible to an outsider. In addition to that, being a
member of the group contributes positively to researcher acceptance. The
researcher’s membership directly ensures a level of trust and openness between

the participants and the researcher (Buckle & Dwyer, 2009).

Having discussed both advantages and disadvantages of being an insider, I must
clarify my own position in this research as an insider researcher who is also an
English language teacher in the research context. | majored in English language
teaching and graduated from a state university in Turkey. I have been working
under these foundation schools for six years, and | have been teaching in this
particular research context for the past three years. My personal interest in
“feedback™ and “teacher feedback literacy” was not something new that emerged
during the course of the research study; it was quite the otherwise. Personally, |
have always held the opinion that feedback is the most significant endeavour that
shapes and guides a student’s learning. Therefore, since the day I started
working, other teachers’ feedback styles and procedures have aroused curiosity
in me because | believe everybody follows idiosyncratic feedback procedures. |
have also been wondering to what extent they are knowledgeable about and
aware of what they are doing. This was the trigger for me to conduct this
research study; I strongly thought it would help me uncover the phenomena from
various perspectives and deepen my understanding of them.

To be more precise, as an insider, | share plenty of commonalities with the
participants, and | have had a great deal of priori knowledge of the context in
terms of assessment and feedback practices. As a natural consequence of that,
during data collection, my insider role allowed me to be accepted rapidly and

entirely by the participants, and they were quite open and honest with me while
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sharing their responses. As | was one of them, the participants were quite
enthusiastic about their experiences due to the assumption of my understanding
of them. On the other hand, the moment | felt that they had not provided
adequate details about a particular question, | addressed additional questions to
the participants. Also, at the beginning of the interviews, | conveyed the message
clearly that they needed to treat me as if | had had no idea about their assessment
and feedback procedures, and as if | had been an outsider. Moreover, prior to the
data collection process, | had bracketed my personal biases and viewpoints, and |
reflected on the research questions thoroughly in written form to avoid potential
concerns regarding being an insider as a researcher. | endeavoured to be
intrigued by the participants’ views and experiences in an open, authentic, honest

way and devote myself to revealing them accurately and adequately.

3.9 Trustworthiness issues

Most writers on this topic claim that qualitative research is grounded on
assumptions about reality and various worldviews. However, the common point
is that all research studies seek to produce valid and reliable information
ethically, and the results are considered trustworthy as long as there has been
some degree of rigor in conducting the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). There
is a fact that the names of the concepts vary depending on the philosophical
assumptions, but according to Lincoln and Guba (1985), the key concepts are

referred to as credibility, dependability, transferability, and confirmability.

3.9.1. Credibility or Internal Validity

According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), credibility or internal validity is
concerned with responding to the question of how research findings match with
reality, how congruent the results are with reality, and whether researchers are
investigating what they think they are investigating. To ensure the credibility of
the research studies, several ways exist, such as triangulation, member checks,

adequate engagement in data collection, researcher’s position/reflexivity, and
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peer examination/peer review (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). In this research study
at hand, adequate engagement in data collection, researcher’s
position/reflexivity, and peer examination/peer review were employed to

enhance the credibility.

With respect to adequate engagement in data collection, Patton (2015) contends
that the researcher needs to seek data supporting alternative explanations to
ensure credibility. In this particular study, the data were gathered until the
beginning to see and hear similar concepts and ideas repeatedly. When the data
reached saturation with 15 participants, the data collection procedure was halted

when no new information appeared as more data were collected.

In addition to these two strategies, the researcher’s reflexivity procedure was
applied as well. As Merriam and Tisdell (2016) suggest, this is how the
researcher affects and is affected in turn by the entire research process.
Therefore, they need to clarify their biases, dispositions, or assumptions about
the research to be carried out. In this current study, the researcher was an insider
who carries the potential drawbacks of an insider as a researcher. However, the
researcher reflected on the research questions in written form to determine and
prevent any biases or assumptions from interfering with the participants’
responses. As explained in the researcher’s role section, through this way, the
researcher’s role was previously determined, and her relationship to the study

that might affect the investigation was discussed.

Peer review ensures that raw data are interpreted in an accurate way (Creswell,
2013; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Saldana, 2011). A peer knowledgeable about the
topic and the methodology review the data and make recommendations to
increase credibility (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). That is why peer review was
consulted in the two steps of this research study. Firstly, as it was pointed out in
the instruments section of this paper, two experts reviewed the research

questions, and adjustments were made based on their feedback. Furthermore, the
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data were reviewed by the thesis supervisor, who is closely familiar with all the

processes of the study in order to verify credibility.

3.9.2. Dependability

Dependability, in other words, reliability or consistency, is defined as the
stability of responses to the numerous coders of the data sets (Creswell, 2013) or
the extent to which research findings will yield the same results when replicated
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Merriam and Tisdell (2016) propose some strategies
that can be utilized by qualitative researchers, which are triangulation, peer
examination/intercoder agreement, investigator’s position, and the audit trail.
Similarly, Creswell (2013) points to intercoder agreement and recording and

transcription of the data.

In this study at hand, peer examination was utilized as it was discussed in the
Credibility and Internal Validity section as well. In addition to that, considering
what Creswell (2013) suggests, “Reliability can be enhanced if the researcher
obtains detailed field notes by employing a good-quality tape for recording and
by transcribing the tape” (p.253), all the audio recordings were attentively
recorded and transcribed by the investigator to assure reliability. Moreover, for
intercoder agreement (Creswell, 2013; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), after the
researcher coded the transcripts and generated a codebook, two peers
knowledgeable about the coding procedures independently coded two different
data sets considering the codebook prepared by the researcher. Then, each of
them separately came together with the investigator to discuss the similarities
and differences in coding and to come to an agreement. Following the entire data
coding procedure, the investigator and the thesis supervisor went over each code,
viewing excerpts under them as well, to simplify the code list and finalize the

codes and themes that emerged in the study.
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3.9.3. Transferability

Lincoln and Guba (1985) put forward, “It is not the naturalist’s task to provide
an index of transferability; it is his or her responsibility to provide the database
that makes transferability judgements possible on the part of potential appliers”
(p.316). To be more precise, the researcher must provide the readers with the
evidence that the study’s findings might be applicable to other contexts, times,
situations, and populations; it could be transferred. Lincoln and Guba (1985)
suggest this could be achieved through “thick description” (p. 359). That is why,
the investigator presented as detailed information as possible about the research
context, the participants, the methods adopted, and the study results to fulfil
thick description and enable other researchers to apply them in their own

contexts or situations.

3.10 Limitations of the Study

Similar to the other research studies, this particular study had certain limitations.
Even though the thick description and in-depth narratives were provided, the
current study focused on the feedback views, practices, suggested practices, and
feedback literacy competencies of merely 15 participants in a single research
context. This might have yielded limited results; therefore, applying it to another
context to reveal individual and context-bound realities and to generate more

comprehensive results would be more valid.

Secondly, the data were collected via solely semi-structured interviews;
however, feedback stands as a deep phenomenon that could not be well
understood through interviews carried out in a relatively short period of time. It
could have been enriched by collecting data with a higher number of
instruments, such as focus group interviews, document analysis, or classroom
observations to better explore the participants’ views, experiences, suggestions,

and competencies as to feedback.
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The last limitation might be having conducted the interviews virtually through an
online communication platform, Zoom. Unanticipated or unpredictable external
factors may have distracted the interviewees during the interviews. Nevertheless,
using an online platform was the single option owing to the participants’ busy
weekly schedules at the school and COVID-19 precautions. In spite of all the
limitations, the investigator holds the opinion that this study at hand has yielded
significant findings thanks to in-depth exploration through planned and

systematic data collection and data analysis.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the qualitative data analysis. The results are
displayed in line with research questions divided into three major parts. The first
section demonstrates the English language teachers’ views regarding feedback in
assessment practices. When it comes to the second part, the feedback practices of
the middle school English language teachers are presented as well as the
suggested practices. The third and the last part reveals the teacher competencies
of the middle school English teachers within the scope of the Teacher Feedback
Literacy Competency Framework.

4.1 Views about Feedback

This section presents findings for the first research question with respect to
English language teachers’ views about feedback in assessment practices. The
results will be demonstrated under seven themes that emerged as a result of
inductive content analysis: the characteristics of feedback mechanism, the
characteristics of effective feedback, the role of feedback, the role of teachers,

expectations from students, inhibiting factors, and enhancing factors.

4.1.1 The Characteristics of the Feedback Mechanism

Characteristics of feedback mechanism were the initial theme that came up
within feedback views. This theme was examined under four codes, as displayed

in Table 4.1. The codes are dynamic, non-academic, ongoing, and difficult.
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Table 4.1

Frequencies for the Characteristics of the Feedback Mechanism

Characteristics of the feedback mechanism

[
N

Dynamic
Non-academic
Ongoing
Difficult

N o1

Note. Nia=15

Being dynamic was the most referred characteristic of the feedback mechanism
by the majority of the participants (f=14). Almost all the participants addressed
the feedback mechanism as a dynamic process changing dependent on individual
students, teachers, and also classroom atmospheres. To illustrate, T13 expressed

themselves in terms of dynamism of feedback depending on individual students:

I think feedback is somewhat dependent on the student. | can give different
examples. After writing, we provide feedback in written form and individually.
After providing written feedback, we ask them to correct and rewrite according
to this feedback. Some students ignore the feedback | have given and write it
back in the same way and give it to me. So, it does not do much for them
because they do not pay much attention. Some students are also able to write
properly again by considering the feedback | wrote. (T13)

In the similar way, T4 touched upon the feature of feedback as being “dynamic”
from a teacher-focused perspective by stating, “Feedback may vary depending
on the purpose of each teacher. In other words, some teachers may not attach
much importance to the personal development of children. Therefore, they can
only implement merely lesson-based feedback” (T4). Besides, regarding
classroom atmosphere as a factor resulting in dynamism, T1 expressed their
opinion, “I usually try to create a discussion in class before providing feedback
myself. Of course, the dynamics of each class is different;it doesn't work in every
class” (T1).

One of the most addressed characteristics of feedback was being ‘“non-

academic.” Almost half of the participants (f=7) stated that feedback is not
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confined to only students’ academic aspects, but also social aspects like
behaviours and psychological aspects of life are also crucial parts of this
mechanism. For instance, in terms of the social aspects of the feedback

mechanism, T15 pointed out:

We use feedback constantly; it is in every lesson, and it is both educational and
behavioural. Sometimes | ask my students, “Do you think what you are doing
now is right or wrong?” This way, | am confirming whether it is an appropriate
behaviour or not. | am trying to raise awareness of it, and at least the child
learns the appropriacy of the behaviour on a very simple level, whether it is
right or wrong. (T1)

Regarding the psychological aspect, T11 emphasised:

To provide feedback following the exams, actually, two forms of feedback
come into play; one of them is psychology. Because sometimes the students
may not be able to do a topic or a specific question in the exam that they can
easily do in their homework or out of the classroom. Since | believe that
knowledge will not fly away in a concise period of time, | consider this as a
psychological factor and provide feedback to that aspect, too. (T11)

Another feature of the feedback mechanism mentioned by five participants (f=5)
was “ongoing.” They articulated that the feedback mechanism is a continuous
process, and it happens in a gradual manner. To illustrate, T5 pointed out the
continuation of feedback, “In my opinion, feedback is something that constantly
occurs in the lesson; it is the one thing that never ends.” (T5) In line with that,
regarding being gradual, T9 expressed what they are telling their students,
“Look, how far you have progressed! But you can still go on; this should be your

next step now” (T9).

Finally, the last code was “difficult,” which was touched upon the least by two
respondents (f=2). Both participants emphasised that feedback is a difficult
process to manage. For instance, T11 stated, “It is really hard to receive
feedback, and it is even harder to provide it. Because while providing feedback,

you seem to be talking to more than 20 students simultaneously” (T11).
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4.1.2 The Characteristics of the Effective Feedback

In this section, findings concerning the feedback views are presented regarding
effective feedback characteristics. The results have been displayed based on
teachers’ understanding and interpretation of what effective feedback is. As
demonstrated in Table 4.2, within this theme, 13 codes emerged: constructive,
timely, individualized, dialogic, interactive, understandable, motivating,
continuous/process-oriented, varied, gradual, metalinguistic, persuasive, and

built on mutual trust.

“Constructive feedback” was one of the most frequently articulated feedback
characteristics as effective feedback (f=10). Most of the participants emphasised
that feedback must guide students for future improvement by offering ways to
escalate the quality of the current performance in an honest manner. For

example, T9 explained this understanding as follows:

I think it is essential to be truthful as much as we have mentioned good sides of
the performance, we must mention how it will proceed, what the mistake
exactly is, how it can be done right, or where it is supposed to reach and how
the student can go there. | think, of course, the thing is not to decrease the
motivation because emotions are crucial. However, in my opinion, it is
important to talk about not only the destination but also how to get there. (T9)

In addition to that, of all, three of the respondents touched upon “avoiding phatic
feedback” (f=3). Murtagh (2014) explains phatic feedback as a type that simply
confirms the student information with a tick or any other signs. These three
participants interviewed asserted that teachers must abstain from this type of
feedback consisting of ticks, other signs, or expressions such as very good, very
bad, and loved it. Instead, the feedback must define what the good aspects are of
a performance rather than simply indicating the work is well-prepared. To
illustrate, T8 shared their experience and opinion:
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Table 4.2

Frequencies for the Characteristics of Effective Feedback

Characteristics of effective feedback

Constructive

Timely

Individualized

Dialogi

Interactive

Understandable

Motivating
Continuous/Process-oriented

Varied

Gradual
Metalinguistic
Persuasive

Built on mutual trust

C

ol
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Note. Ny=15

T8 also

When I first started working at this institution, I used to write “well-done” on a
wonderful piece of paper, but | realized that the children did not appreciate it.
They wanted to see what was actually done well. A few times in my first year, |
got that reaction, for example, “Yes, you like it, but is there nothing that | can
improve?”. Then, I learned that it should not be done. (T8)

added:

No matter how good the paper is, even if there is one tiny point that | can find,
after writing the strong points, for example, I write like, “If | were you, | would
do this; have you ever thought about that,” or “Here your supporting detail was
good, but maybe you can do a little more reading in this area.” | am trying to
put a task on it. On the other hand, there are those whose writing is already very
strong, but | have started to write to them what is precisely good because the
child is starting to feel like they are not cared for at all. When the teacher simply
writes well-done or thank you, the students do not feel they have succeeded.
Instead, they want to see what points are really liked by the teacher. (T8)

The same number of participants referred to the timeliness of feedback by

regarding it as effective feedback (f=10). They pointed out that feedback needs

to be provided in a short period of time to avoid students forgetting about what

they have produced. To illustrate, T5 expressed:
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When students forget what they have produced, it does not really mean much to
them; it is not effective at all. Therefore, | try to check student productions as
fast as possible. For instance, | try to set aside the weekend to provide feedback
to be able to go over the task again on Monday so that students can get fresh
feedback. (T5)

In the same vein, T11 emphasised the importance of providing timely feedback

as follows:

I believe in feedback practices that if time intervenes, the student will forget the
material they have written or produced once. If that happens, when you give the
paper back, they will not remember the production and just disregard it without
taking it seriously. That’s why what we should do as teachers is to provide
feedback shortly afterward to render it more effective. (T11)

More than half of the participants pointed to “individualized feedback” (f=8) to
render feedback practices effective. These participants articulated that feedback
must be specific to individuals by recognizing and being aware of their
individual needs, and students must receive personalized feedback. For instance,
T15 expressed her approach to considering students’ needs by stating, “I think
effective feedback processes occur when | know the student that I will provide
feedback really well. Considering the particular student’s missing objectives, 1
need to shape my feedback according to their needs” (T1). Similarly, T1
highlights the importance of personalized feedback with the following words:

When | approach the student personally and provide feedback on behalf of the
student, | see the progress clearly. That’s why | think the main point for
effective feedback is the work we do focusing on individual students, on the
student’s behalf. (T1)

“Dialogic feedback™ was another feedback type considered effective by almost
half of the participants (f=7). They held the idea that feedback practices can be
more effective when coordinated two-way interactions exist between teacher and
students and peer-to-peer and active learner involvement and engagement in
feedback processes instead of maintaining a passive role. In terms of coordinated
two-way interactions, four of the participants indicated that this is what makes
feedback practices effective. At this point, T1 put into words, “I believe that the
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student should see their own shortcomings, be aware of them, work with each
other, and move forward in this way and that we should work together to make
the most of feedback” (T1). In addition to this aspect, four of the participants
(f=4) particularly stressed active learner involvement, engagement, and
maintaining an active role to make the feedback practices effective. For example,
T13 reported, “I think an effective feedback process should involve the student.

In other words, the student should take active roles in the whole process” (T13).

Another characteristic of effective feedback was being “interactive” (f=6). Most
of the participants emphasised that maintaining a healthy mutual connection and
communication with students promotes effective feedback. To clarify this

viewpoint, T11 explained as follows:

For effective feedback, the issue that | have seen very clearly, especially in the
eighth grades I have been teaching for a few years, and the experiences | had in
online processes, is that | think that only written notification on paper is never
enough. So actually, | believe in that human connection in the feedback. Just as
we are teaching, we can clearly see whether students understand it or not from
the eyes of the students. When we provide feedback on a piece of paper, we
never know whether it reaches the child or not. Of course, we have classroom
observations or long-term observations. In our studies, we test children one
more time. But did learning take place? Did you help them? Did someone else
actually step in there? Therefore, | cannot see on paper how learning takes
place, and | think the most crucial part is that the feedback is provided face-to-
face through mutual interaction and human connection. (T11)

At this point, one of the respondents focused on the interaction that can occur
through written language as well, feedback written in a way as if speaking to the

students. T7 elaborated on the issue, expressing:

| see that it is very effective to write like this while providing feedback. | don’t
know every level, but | use it for young learners. For example, starting with
your name and here, Dear Jack, | know that you have worked a lot on this; I
really find it funny... Bringing up funny parts or asking interesting questions like
“is it really so?” or something like drawing a smiley face, drawing a thinking
face in some parts. | think these kinds of interactive things are very effective,
especially in the new Z generation whose lives are spent digitally. Hence, | think
that some digital quotes’ appearance makes them look at the feedback more
positively. (T7)
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Five of the participants (f=5) brought up “understandable feedback” to be
regarded as effective. The participants stated that feedback is effective as long as
it is presented in a clear, level-appropriate way and away from complexity to

easily keep in mind. As an example, T3 proposed:

Effective feedback should be built in a way that the child can understand and
remember. So, for example, feedback involving a lot of terms or very long
feedback would not be helpful because the child would look at it when you do
something like this and cannot remember anything afterwards. Therefore,
feedback needs to be short and clear enough for children to bear in mind easily.
(T3)

The same number of participants (f=5) referred to “motivating feedback” as
being effective. Participants asserted that the effectiveness of feedback is also
dependent on giving a place to positive remarks in feedback to enhance student

motivation. For instance, T1 explained themselves by stating:

| definitely try to increase the student’s motivation in the final part of my
feedback. So, if | have work that is even slightly better than the previous one, |
would like to show that | have noticed it. At this point, | think that if | boost the
student's motivation rather than correcting the mistakes, | am sure that they will
write something more error-free the next time. (T1)

Another characteristic of effective feedback emerged as “continuous/processed
oriented,” articulated by four of the participants (f=4). The respondents
emphasised the fact that feedback must happen on a continuous or an ongoing
basis instead of being accumulated or waiting for the final product. At this point,

T10 articulated the significance of it by telling:

Let’s start with one paragraph, for example. After providing feedback, I think
the student should definitely write the second draft, and | need to rewrite the
feedback for them. Moreover, from time to time, according to the production, it
may be necessary to ask for the third or fourth draft to ensure the progression.
So, | think it should be a little bit of an ongoing process to render the process as
effective as supposed to be. (T10)
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Of the respondents, three of them (f=3) viewed “varied feedback,” feedback
presented in various types, such as verification and error flagging, as one of the

characteristics of effective feedback. To be more precise, T4 articulated:

Diversity is also important; there is no single truth about some issues. For
example, let's talk about a word used completely wrong by a student. While
providing feedback to that student, presenting feedback with a variety of
feedback types as much as possible and providing different options can both
contribute to their autonomy and increase the student's awareness of this subject.
(T4)

The same number of respondents (f=3) named ‘“gradual feedback” as a
characteristic of effective feedback. These participants believed that if feedback
is presented in a step-by-step manner without excessive information at a time, it
increases the likelihood of its effectiveness. To illustrate, T8 expressed

themselves as follows:

It is vital to provide feedback step by step and create a balance in the child for
feedback effectiveness. When we show too many steps to some students, we
actually lose the child’s motivation. That is why | think it is more important to
put the goals in front of them in tiny steps, especially for weak students, | mean,
we can imagine a very long journey in our mind for that student, but we should
not show them this long road directly, but small targets like stations. First,
maybe by saying | aim to correct the content, maybe then | will take care of the
grammar little by little. (T8)

Of all respondents, three (f=3) of them opted for “metalinguistic feedback” as
effective feedback. They argued that effective feedback does not present the
correct answer explicitly but attaches some comments about the nature of the
error. Moreover, all three respondents accentuated that feedback must enable
students to think or reflect on their own mistakes. As an example, T13 expressed

themselves:

Feedback should make the student think. Therefore, we shouldn’t just write
everything about the product in a detailed way. The students should also be able
to think about their own mistakes in line with our feedback. I think they should
first identify their own mistakes and try to fix those. | think that the teacher
should not provide everything. (T13)
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Another characteristic of effective feedback disclosed by two participants (f=2)
was “persuasive.” These respondents underlined that feedback must be
convincing so that students can believe in its righteousness in the first place and

then make use of it. T7 supported this view by saying:

To provide effective feedback, | think we must first discover the shortcomings
of the person who prepared the job, and we must convince them. You know, in
order for them to be better, the feedback must convince them that this method
should be followed. I think it is persuasive when it is done in an exploratory
way and when the teacher gives guidance on how to proceed to the next step.
(T7)

The last characteristic of effective feedback emerged as “built on mutual trust,”
articulated by the same number of participants (f=2). They supported the view
that feedback must be built on mutual trust between teachers and students to
raise its effectiveness, whereby they count on each other. On this matter, T15

expressed themselves by stating:

It is imperative to build mutual trust to make the most of feedback. The students
must trust their teachers endlessly, and the teachers must trust their students so
that they will not see that their efforts are wasted. We move forward on this path
only together. Otherwise, it would be likened to a table that lacks the fourth leg,
and it will always be the teacher trying to balance it. Then as it would be a very
tiring process, it would not make any sense, and we might not see any progress
in students. (T15)

4.1.3 The Role of Feedback

The role of feedback was the third theme that came up concerning teachers’
views about feedback. As shown in Table 4.3, five codes emerged under this
theme: mirror for students, continuous improvement of students, mirror for

teachers, boosting student self-efficacy, and lastly, raising students’ autonomy.
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Table 4. 3

Frequencies for the Role of Feedback

The role of feedback

Mirror for students

Continuous improvement of students
Mirror for teachers

Boosting student self-efficacy
Raising students’ autonomy

NN Ao B o

NOte ntota|:15

Being “a mirror for students” was the most mentioned role of feedback by the
respondents (f=10). These participants argued that feedback reveals information
for students to see their performance and progress distinctly. T3 exemplified this

argument with the following words:

To see whether a student is making any progress or not, how much they know,
where they stand, or how much they do not know, what they do right, or what
they need to do differently. The role of feedback is to help them to see this. (T3)

Likewise, another participant touched upon the same issue claiming, “I think
feedback is the greatest thing because students can improve themselves based on

feedback, see their mistakes and areas for improvement, or see their strengths”

(T14).

Nine participants pointed to “continuous improvement of students” as a role of
feedback (f=9). These respondents put forward that feedback enables students to
progress more continuously and/or gradually and raises them above their level.

Regarding helping students progress more, T1 articulated:

Regardless of the age group, whatever the level is, most students cannot
understand what they have learned or what they have not learned. That is why |
think feedback is very vital. Like most of us, | believe that students of all levels
do not progress without feedback on an ongoing basis. (T1)
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From another perspective, several participants specifically focused on the role of
feedback in raising students’ current levels. At this point, T10 reported that
“When we do it by adopting different types of feedback according to language
skills, or the area in which we work, I think it is a tool to take students one-click

further from their current point every time” (T10).

Among all the respondents, four of them referred to the role of the feedback as
being “a mirror for teachers” (f=4). They all proposed that feedback brings
valuable information to light for teachers to see the current level and the progress
of their students. To illustrate, T2 expressed themselves, “Feedback is also vital
for the teacher because we can see if the student is actually progressing or

where they often make mistakes” (T2).

Furthermore, “boosting student self-efficacy” was another referred feedback role
by two of the participants (f=2). The respondents contended that feedback boosts
students’ beliefs about themselves that they can be successful and show

improvement. For instance, T7 indicated:

Feedback is definitely a very effective method. If any work that comes out is
evaluated in its first appearance, it can damage that person’s motivation,
creativity, or even the sense of ownership of the job or those feelings. However,
the student’s belief and motivation will increase when there is feedback. Self-
confidence will escalate in the way of doing better. (T7)

The last code brought up by the same number of respondents (f=2) was
feedback’s role as “raising students’ autonomy.” Both stressed that feedback
uplifts students’ feeling of independence and provides them with the power to
make decisions by themselves. On this matter, T12 stated that “The role of
feedback is not to show the student everything but only to show them where and

how to look and to let them find the result and reach conclusions themselves”

(T12).
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4.1.4 The Role of Teachers

The fourth theme that appeared under teachers’ views about feedback was the
roles that teachers need to play during feedback processes. As it is displayed in
Table 4.4, eight codes emerged under this theme as follows: being a facilitator,
involving students in feedback processes, keeping a record of every student,
planning the feedback process, providing individualized feedback, providing

timely feedback, motivating students, and listening attentively.

Table 4. 4

Frequencies for the Role of Teachers in the Feedback Process

The Role of Teachers

[EEN

Being a facilitator

Involving students in feedback processes
Keeping a record of every student
Planning the feedback process

Providing individualized feedback
Providing timely feedback

Motivating students

Listening attentively
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The initial code that appeared as a role of a teacher in feedback practices was
being a facilitator, uttered by the majority of the participants (f=11). Different
viewpoints were put forward regarding being a facilitator. The common point
emphasized was the necessity to give students help or advice regarding the
importance of feedback and how feedback processes must proceed and guide
them through all these processes. For instance, T4 explained themselves in terms
of how they help students show that making mistakes is natural and build a

positive approach to feedback as follows:

It is essential for me to explain this to the student: Mistakes exist everywhere in
life. 1 always give myself as an example. | always say that if a native-like
teacher comes and listens to me, they will find ten mistakes. It is necessary to
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explain to them that making mistakes is a natural thing and is a part of the
learning process. (T4)

Another participant focused on how teachers must a guide through feedback

processes by stating:

The most significant role of teacher is guiding. When we look at it in the
simplest sense, they must be a guide or an assistant, actually. Ideally, the student
should exist at the centre of this process, not the teacher. The person who guides
the student must be the teacher. The process must be shaped by the teacher as
needed where necessary. Without harming learner autonomy, the teacher should
shape the process and help and guide when needed. In my opinion, in this way,
there can be a healthier and more efficient feedback process, and the feedback
can really achieve its purpose. (T10)

Apart from this, five of the participants also mentioned that teachers must push
students to think critically and reflect on their responses based on the received
feedback instead of telling them everything explicitly. With regard to this, T5
articulated, “Feedback effectiveness is achieved by asking the right questions.
The teachers must ask the students those right questions and make them question
themselves” (T5).

Four of the respondents pointed to involving students in feedback processes
(f=4) as a role that teachers need to play. These participants asserted that teachers
must involve students in the feedback process by assigning multiple feedback
roles and helping them turn into active participants during feedback processes.
T6 simply summarized the role of the teachers, saying, “The teacher needs to
provide feedback to the student in a way that includes them in the feedback
process.” In terms of how to trigger students to have active roles during the
feedback processes, T1 uttered the role of the teacher, “As long as we approach
students from their own language, a fifth grader can also give feedback on
themselves. They can also do peer feedback. They even can evaluate the

feedback very well and work on it” (T1).
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Some respondents also mentioned keeping a record of every student as a teacher
role in feedback processes (f=4). They accentuated the importance of keeping a
written account of students’ products, performances, and/or assignments so that

they can refer to those documents later. For instance, T15 suggested:

The teacher should keep records of all kinds of individual student work, send
the necessary additional work to the student according to the records they keep
based on students’ unfulfilled objectives, and provide them with feedback on the
same work on a regular basis. (T15)

Another code that emerged as a teacher role was “planning the feedback
process,” put forward by four respondents (f=4). These participants remarked
that teachers must plan and organize feedback processes by devoting enough
time to achieve feedback effectiveness. As an example, T1 shared their ideas and

experiences:

I believe an effective feedback process requires a great deal of preparation. That
is why | strive to devote plenty of time to this myself. Therefore, | actually
spend more time than preparing a lesson. Because | think feedback should be of
good quality so that it can enable students to take their learning to the next level.
Therefore, the teacher must put a lot of effort into it. (T1)

Moreover, T7 pointed out what would happen unless there is planning by
claiming, “I provide feedback the moment I find enough time. Otherwise,
feedback given without adequate preparation may cause more harm than good. |

think we need to take that into account as well” (TT7).

The fifth code that came up within teacher roles was “providing individualized
feedback,” articulated by four interviewees (f=4). These participants held the
opinion that teachers must be aware of individual needs, interests, and
differences and provide feedback peculiar to students considering their

individuality. Upon this opinion, T14 expressed themselves:

The role of the teacher should be to identify each student’s emotional needs and
academic shortcomings or strengths and provide specific feedback to the child. |
think this is very important because if you are presenting a child a choice with
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about one mistake by asking whether they think it will be a or b, the other child
can reach the same conclusions with an open-ended question instead of being
given any choice. That is because that child’s cognitive level, readiness, and
skills are different. Therefore, the role of the teacher, and the most important
one, is to be able to provide individualized feedback. (T14)

Three respondents referred to “providing timely feedback™ as a teacher role
(f=3). All three participants pointed out that feedback must be provided in time
before students forget about what they have produced. For instance, T3
articulated, “Timing is very important. It is vital that teachers provide feedback
when students’ minds are still fresh about what they have produced, and before a
lot of time intervenes” (T3). Also, two of the interviewees (f=2) emphasised that
teachers must provide feedback at regular intervals without so much time
passing between activities that require feedback. As T6 briefly uttered, “The

teacher’s role is to give the child quality feedback on a regular basis” (T6).

Another code that emerged was “motivating students,” put forward by two
respondents (f=2). They held the belief that teachers must motivate students to
maintain their enthusiasm for feedback information. Regarding this, T14

conveyed:

...I have benefited a lot from this throughout my teaching life. When the
students receive the message that the teacher cares about them, such as through
one-to-one conferencing and remarking that the kid's performance is going well.
This is the role of the teacher, namely, to encourage the child. (T14)

Finally, the last code for teacher roles brought up by one respondent was
“listening attentively” (f=1). The participant meant that teachers must listen to
students’ utterances rigorously to be able to receive correct messages and

provide accurate feedback in return. The participant asserted:

The role of the teacher is to receive the right messages from the student, and
when they receive the right messages, they need to direct the student on the
correct path. The reason for this is, yes, we are the person who provides the flow
of information up to a point. However, if we do not get the right message, we
can get into the wrong flow. We can also misdirect or provide inaccurate
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feedback. At this point, perhaps the most prominent role of the teacher is to
perceive the right message from the student. (T5)

4.1.5 Expectations from Students

The fifth theme emerged in relation to teachers’ views about feedback was
“expectations from students.” The interviewees articulated their opinions
regarding what students must do and what is expected from them. The theme
was examined under seven codes: being involved in feedback processes, high
awareness and readiness, making use of feedback, openness, trusting teacher
expertise, guiding teachers, and lastly, being patient, as demonstrated in Table
4.5.

Table 4.5

Frequencies for the Expectation from Students

The Expectations from Students

Being involved in feedback processes
High awareness and readiness
Making use of feedback

Openness

Trusting teacher expertise

Guiding teachers

Being patient
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To begin with, among 15 respondents, eight of them stated that they expect
students to be actively involved in feedback processes (f=8). All these
participants noted that students must take active roles in feedback processes
instead of behaving like only recipients of feedback information. To give an
example, T10 reported, “By adopting these feedback processes, learners must be
actively involved in them with what we call learner autonomy” (T10). In the

same vein, T13 asserted:

What | always support is that the students find the result themselves, with the
support of their teacher, and reach the result themselves. | think the teacher
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should not say that there is a mistake right here, correct it, you have written it
wrong, correct spelling, or such things. If necessary, the student must search by
looking at the previous lessons and examine the notebook. If they cannot find it,
I think the teacher should say it only in that case, as the last step. (T10)

From another point of view, one of the respondents pointed out that students’

active role is needed in relation to the interaction with peers. They stated:

When the student is involved in this process, | think the most valuable part is
where they learn to give feedback to themselves or call their friends and say
things, for example, what | especially liked is... or | think you should change
this part. To promote these occurrences, they need to be actively involved in the
process. (T1)

Almost half of the participants (f=7) pointed to “high awareness and readiness”
as an expectation from students. These respondents articulated students are
expected to be aware of the value and the scope of feedback information and be
prepared for these processes. For instance, T3 clarified their viewpoint with the

following words:

Students need to understand the value of feedback. Because sometimes they can
see it as a note, just a mere thing or something written with a red pen.
Unfortunately, they may not be able to consider the feedback the way teachers
do. Here, students’ role is first to understand why feedback is necessary,
internalize it, and then be involved in their own learning processes. (T3)

T15 clarified their perspective in terms of preparedness, “Students have a huge
role to play; we are both leading actors because when | give that feedback if the

other person is not ready for it, that will never work” (T15).

Moreover, seven interviewees focused on “making use of feedback” (f=7). What
they highlighted was that students need to read, draw some conclusions from
feedback information, and take necessary actions upon it by utilizing it in their
upcoming works with the aim of improvement. One of the representative

comments involved:
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The student’s role is to take responsibility and be able to use feedback in
subsequent work. So, | think the system crashes when they do not play this role
because this does not turn into anything other than the exchange of documents.
About the feedback given, when there is no reaction from the student, that is,
when they do not apply it in their other works, it means they do not play their
essential role. Therefore, | think that at this point, the role of the student is to
take responsibility for learning. It is necessary to read the feedback, first of all.
My expectation from them is to read feedback effectively. (T14)

Another representative excerpt read, “The role of the students, by being open to
learning in the first place, is to try what they can do at a higher level after
receiving the feedback” (TT7).

Three of the participants referred to “openness” as an expectation from students
(f=3). All three of them touched upon the necessity to be acceptive to engage
with feedback instead of being closed to it. On this matter, T11 explained

themselves:

The student must be open to feedback. | mean, they need to be open to learning
and making mistakes, that is, thinking that the other person is not criticizing but
trying to show them the right way. They should first be open to this idea and
feedback. (T11)

The other code that was uttered by three participants was “trusting teacher
expertise” (f=3). These respondents held the opinion that students must believe
in their teachers’ level of knowledge and respect their authority. Regarding this,

T12 expressed themselves:

I think it is crucial that students really take the teacher as a reference point,
giving them credit. Because if you do not respect the person in front of you or
you do not believe in their expertise, you will not take their feedback seriously.
Therefore, the role of the student is actually teacher-based. Students need to be
aware that the teacher is there to help them become better or improve. (T12)

From a similar point of view, T15 articulated, “The student will believe
wholeheartedly in the teacher’s feedback, stay in the way of what the teacher

says, and try to do their best” (T15).
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The sixth code emerged as an expectation from students was “guiding teachers,”
brought up by two respondents (f=2). What they meant by that was students are
expected to show or somehow direct their teachers regarding what kind of
feedback information they need and what the possible ways are to help them
boost their performance through feedback information. T5 exemplified the issue:

The role of the student is actually to direct the feedback they will receive. So,
what kind of support and feedback do they need? For example, when there is a
very quiet child, you may not know what kind of feedback you should provide,
but if the student is aware of this and is aware of the feedback they will receive,
they direct or guide the teacher to that particular way. (T5)

The last code appeared as “being patient,” uttered by one of the respondents
(f=1). They contended that students must have enough patience as benefitting
from feedback is an ongoing process instead of being short-cut and easily

achieved. The related argument is as follows:

To give an example from any written work, the student’s role is primarily to be
patient. Because here, they have to get feedback and redo the work. It needs to
change for the better, and more work emerges after feedback: changing, adding,
redoing, etc. As already known, in studies without feedback, the work is done,
shared, and completed. Namely, it is finalized at once. However, there is an
ongoing process of feedback. It is very time-consuming, requiring more effort,
spending more time on it, and trying to correct yourself afterward. Therefore,
since these are all things that require patience and effort, | think being patient in
feedback is essential. (T7)

4.1.6 Inhibiting Factors

Another theme under teachers’ views about feedback was inhibiting factors for
feedback information. These factors were essentially about the elements
negatively affecting implementation and utilization of feedback information.
They are displayed under five sub-themes: feedback characteristics, student,

teacher, discipline, and school-related factors.
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4.1.6.1 Feedback characteristics-related factors

Feedback characteristics were the initial sub-theme that came up as an inhibiting
factor affecting feedback implementation and making use of it based on teachers’
views about feedback. As demonstrated in Table 4.6, six codes emerged under
this theme: explicit correction, very frequent feedback, too detailed feedback, too

much praise, on the spot feedback, and lastly red coloured feedback.

Table 4. 6

Frequencies for Feedback Characteristics-Related Factors as an Inhibiting
Factor

Inhibiting Factors

Explicit correction
Very frequent feedback
Too detailed feedback
Too much praise

On the spot feedback
Red coloured feedback
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First of all, of all respondents, three (f=3) emphasised that giving the correct
answer directly to students without providing them with an opportunity to reflect
on their own mistakes restrains the effectiveness of feedback. Therefore, they did
not value explicit correction at all and considered it as an inhibiting factor. To

give an example, T6 supports this claim with the following words:

The feedback we provide by correcting the children’s mistakes directly does not
work in any way. The child already gains the habit of getting ready-made
feedback without any effort just because the teacher will correct it. That is why
it is not effective feedback for me. (T6)

Another excerpt read:

If the student cannot diagnose their own mistakes, if they always get spoon-fed,
they cannot make any progress because they would not realize their own
mistakes. With only what | have corrected but they do not participate in any way
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never makes feedback work. Therefore, they should realize their own mistakes.
(T15)

Another code that emerged as an inhibiting factor concerning feedback
characteristics related was “very frequent feedback,” brought up by three
participants (f=3). They argued that providing feedback excessively by
commenting on everything and every second impede feedback practices

negatively. Upon this, T13 stated:

Feedback on everything means students are drowning in it. I do not think we
have to provide students with feedback on everything and every time. | do not
think it is beneficial either. When students get excessive feedback on anything
and everything, it turns into a tremendous burden on them and the teachers.
(T13)

Two of the respondents (f=2) touched upon too detailed feedback as an inhibiting
factor, too. They held the opinion that providing too long and too detailed
feedback abstaining from being selective results in student demotivation, and
they assume that there is a lot to do to improve the performance. T14

exemplified this claim by stating:

When you bombard the child with things in five different criteria
simultaneously, | think the feedback is not efficient. It is also necessary to
consider the emotional and psychological situation there. Hence, in my opinion,
the psychological limit of the child should not be exceeded there. (T14)

One of the interviewees considered “too much praise” as an inhibiting factor
(=1). According to this view, overuse of appraisal or approval of students’
performances may result in a misunderstanding in the students assuming there is
not much left to boost their performance. T8 explained this point of view as the

following:

For example, when they always get positive comments on a writing task, they
may stop thinking about it or practicing. | think this is dangerous. Hence, I’'m
trying not to create the perception that they are very good at writing. No matter
how good the kid is at writing, you need to be careful while praising a little.
That is while writing the positive aspects. (T8)
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One of the least mentioned codes was “on the spot” feedback by T9. The
respondent contended that providing immediate feedback after each and every
mistake of the students results in student demotivation and impedes feedback
practices. To be more precise, “When the feedback is too on the spot, the student
can be discouraged. The negative feeling that | have observed, especially in
verbal feedback, is generally disappointment, sadness, or discouragement of the
student” (T9).

The last code which was also brought up by one of the respondents was “red
coloured feedback.” This leads to misinterpretation in students assuming that the
feedback is negative. T14 clarified their point of view and shared an experience

as follows:

I got an adverse reaction to the feedback | wrote with a red pen. For example,
students misinterpreted it, saying they could not do anything. So there, | realized
that red is a dangerous colour for them. | had never thought of it that way. We
have one red, one blue, and one black pen as teachers. However, at that moment,
I realized | should change that red colour and write in purple, green, or so. (T14)

4.1.6.2 Student-related factors

The second sub-theme that came up as an inhibiting factor affecting feedback
implementation and making use of it was student-related factors. As also
displayed in Table 4.7, under this theme, five codes emerged: Learners’ personal
characteristics, younger age group, unfriendly classroom environment, language
level gap between students, and finally, change in students’ needs due to

COVID-19.

The majority of the participants (f=12) pointed to some personal characteristics
of learners as an inhibiting factor during feedback practices. Almost half of the
respondents stated that if students are closed to feedback, in other words, if they
are not open to it and do not appreciate its value, this hinders feedback practices.
To illustrate, T13 expressed themselves:
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Table 4.7

Frequencies for Student-Related Factors as an Inhibiting Factor

Inhibiting Factors f

Learners’ characteristics
Closed to feedback
Prejudiced against feedback
Grade-oriented
Overconfident
Shy/introverted/sensitive
Non-autonomous
Younger age group
Unfriendly classroom environment
Language level gap between students
Change in students’ needs due to COVID-19
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| do not think it is any use if the student does not utilize feedback or is not open
enough to the idea. They just do something and close it immediately. Even if
they see their mistakes, | do not think there is any benefit after they do not
understand. We actually see this very often. When we give additional work at
school, the student says they do it, and actually, they do it, but it does not help.
Why not? Because they do not go over their mistakes that they have received
feedback from their teacher. They do not understand what they have done
wrong. Even if they do additional work afterward, even if they complete another
production, it is useless unless they are open to it. (T13)

Another learner characteristic that hinders feedback practices was prejudice
against feedback, brought up by four of the respondents (f=4). They asserted that
when students hold unreasonable opinions and feelings about feedback, this
negatively affects feedback processes. To illustrate, T6 commented on this

sharing their experiences:

Since some students do not understand that feedback can also be positive, they
always perceive the feedback we write on paper or give verbally as error
correction. That is why | get reactions as the feedback gets longer or when | call
some students and try to provide oral feedback. | receive a reaction from some,
for example, “But you gave my other friend only in writing, why are you
explaining it to me again? Was my writing that bad? Or was my homework that
bad?” They have such biases against feedback. (T6)
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The same number of respondents (f=4) also referred to being “grade-oriented” as
a personal characteristic deteriorating feedback procedure. The common
argument of these participants was if students care merely about grades they get,
they do not appreciate the value of feedback, and this negatively affects feedback
processes. For instance, T8 exemplified such a characteristic as follows:

Let’s say | provided feedback on writing in the class. For example, one of the
students asks, how much will I get if | write this in the exam? Because the child
has a fear of grades. Sometimes they ask, for example, will you read the writing
in the exam, or will another teacher read it? | think grade orientation creates
psychological pressure on the child and damages the feedback process. (T8)

Another code that emerged as a student personal characteristic negatively
influencing feedback procedures was overconfidence, mentioned by three
participants (f=3). These participants indicated that if students overtrust
themselves and disregard feedback because of it, it prevents them from utilizing
feedback information as needed. As T9 asserted, “Some believe that they are
proficient enough, but with some misperceptions. They say it is not like the
teacher said, what they have done is enough. They are just doing it, and it seems

like nothing more is needed” (T9).

Three respondents addressed being “shy, introverted, and sensitive” (f=3). These
participants claimed that feedback practices become more difficult to implement
when students carry particular characteristics, such as being timid, scared of
expressing themselves in public and getting upset easily by things people say or
do. A sample excerpt read, “This feedback process is even more difficult with
introverted and shy students and those who cannot handle the feedback

information in front of the classroom” (T3).

Lastly, one respondent pointed out that when students lack self-regulation to
keep track of their own responsibilities, this creates problems for teachers and
increases their burden in feedback processes. To clarify their viewpoint, T13
articulated:
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Students sometimes do not submit homework, which interrupts feedback due to
students’ forgetting. Or, for example, when | ask them to bring again after my
feedback, some students do not bring them. That is why it leads to confusion. I
question myself; “Did | provide feedback? What did the student do or did not
do?” They all get mixed up. It is actually a process that the student must follow.
However, the teacher has to keep track because some students do not follow.
That situation is also time-consuming. (T13)

Two participants referred to the “younger age group” as a student-related
inhibiting factor during feedback processes (f=2). The participants indicated that
working with young learners leads to interruptions in feedback practices because
the younger the age, the longer their adaptation to the feedback practices is.
Moreover, they are easily offended by feedback when they see their mistakes.
Regarding the adaptation process, T8 expressed themselves sharing their

experience:

It is difficult for them to get used to the feedback process, especially when |
taught the fifth grade because it took some time to establish their perception of
feedback. For example, the following dialogue occurred once. Although | wrote
much detailed information on their paper, showing mistakes and giving
suggestions, they came to me during break time and asked, “Did | write this
properly?” Maybe because of the difficulty of language or facing difficulties in
writing, a fifth-grader asked me that. (T8)

From another perspective, T5 exemplified how younger age groups easily get

offended by feedback stating:

Their moods change a little after feedback. Some children are pleased, but the
majority are not very happy to see their mistakes. Because for them, it may be
due to a little bit of age. They are heartbroken about this issue; they think they
have not made a mistake, which hardens feedback processes. (T5)

Two participants pointed to an “unfriendly classroom environment” as an
inhibiting factor for feedback processes (f=2). They claimed that if there is a
hostile and unpleasant classroom atmosphere preventing students from
expressing themselves or commenting on each other’s work, feedback practices

are negatively influenced. To illustrate, T4 commented on this as follows:
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The general atmosphere in the classroom environment is crucial: how the
students are as a society or whether they are close to each other, if they can
handle feedback, and what kind of a relationship exists between them. If the
classroom does not carry positive features regarding these questions, it is tough
to appropriately carry out the feedback practices. (T4)

One of the least referred student-related inhibiting factors was the language level
gap between the students (f=1). The participant focusing on this factor indicated
that students’ English proficiency levels being different from each other hardens
teachers’ implementation of feedback practices. They asserted this, “The
language level difference between the students is really huge, and it is one of the

things that makes feedback challenging to apply for us” (T6).

Lastly, another factor that emerged as a student-related inhibiting factor was the
“change in students’ needs due to COVID-19 pandemic” (f=1). The respondent
noted that distance education has led to unfulfilled objectives, and students’
prioritized needs have changed. Hence, these cause interruptions in feedback
processes and slow them down. To be more precise, T10 shared their

experiences:

We have just got out of distance education, and the fifth graders | am teaching
are like they are newly graduating from the fourth grade and have that much
content knowledge. At the beginning of the term, | realized the children had
forgotten how to write in their notebooks. For example, when the school first
started, we spent the first month getting used to it again. Even in this case, | had
to provide feedback to the children, but it did not work as desired due to the
changing priorities. (T10)

4.1.6.3 Teacher-related factors

The third sub-theme that emerged under inhibiting factors based on teachers’
views was teacher-related factors, which were examined under four codes as
displayed in Table 4.8: Teachers’ negative mood/low motivation, lack of
bonding relationship with students, teachers’ insufficient field knowledge, and

lastly, teachers’ personal life matters.
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Table 4.8

Frequencies for Teacher-Related Factors as an Inhibiting Factor

Inhibiting Factors f

Teachers’ negative mood/low motivation
Lack of bonding relationships with students
Teachers’ insufficient field knowledge
Teachers’ personal life matters
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The first code that came up under teacher-related inhibiting factors was teachers’
negative mood and low motivation, which inhibit feedback practices. Five
respondents touched upon this factor (f=5) and proposed that when teachers are
lowly-motivated or in a low mood, this might prevent them from providing
feedback effectively and efficiently. In terms of low motivation, T11 elaborated

on the issue, illustrating:

Sometimes | find myself reading the same paper ten times. This has nothing to
do with time; it has to do with my not being ready to provide that feedback. That
is why this psychological part of the job is very challenging. Because giving
feedback is already a complicated process itself. Maybe you have plenty of time
and are free for 24 hours, but you cannot give feedback even for one sentence. It
is purely a matter of motivation. (T11)

From another point of view, low mood, T12 expressed themselves:

| think the teacher’s mood is also very influential. To be frank, | think that the
things happening in the teacher’s life are reflected in the teacher’s work life,
especially the feedback. Because if the teacher cannot feel entirely focused on
their work, they will definitely look for shortcuts in the feedback they provide.
(T12)

Three of the respondents touched upon “lack of bonding relationships with
students” as an inhibiting factor (f=3). These participants specified that unless a
close connection or strong relationship is built between teachers and students,
this may have a negative influence on feedback practices. To illustrate, T3

shared their experiences:
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Sometimes even my relationship with students can affect feedback practices.
Sometimes | really get so annoyed with that student, and | just provide feedback
in an unenthusiastic way, doing it just for the sake of doing it. I know this is
wrong, but that's what I'm doing. (T3)

Moreover, T9 pointed out the significance of the relational aspect or bonding

with students as follows:

Especially when you really see how fundamental this emotional motivation
thing and this relational thing is, you realize that when these things do not
happen, no matter how much information | give, no matter how much | say, as
you can learn like this, is not very effective. It is mainly because the basis is
missing. (T9)

Of all interviewees, two of them drew attention to “teachers’ insufficient field
knowledge” as a teacher-related inhibiting factor (f=2). What they stated was if
teachers lack background knowledge about a topic to be able to provide feedback
on that with adequate and accurate explanations, this might lead to a delay in
conveying feedback information. T5 explained their opinions and experiences,

stating:

My own knowledge as a teacher also affects this a lot. So, | feel it is necessary
to know a subject very well to provide effective feedback on that. If 1 do not
have anything to explain about that subject, | tell the students that | will give
them feedback on this later because | may have to look it up again, which
negatively affects the feedback practices due to delay and the teacher’s mood.
(T5)

The last code brought up by the same number of participants was “teachers’
personal life matters,” negatively influencing feedback practices (f=2). It was
conveyed that teacher-based issues resulting from personal life may lead to
interruptions in feedback practices. To provide an example, T4 delivered,
“Sometimes I cannot find time for feedback due to having more important
personal things to do. Therefore, I delay providing feedback on those occasions”
(T4).

125



4.1.6.4 Discipline-related factors

The fourth sub-theme that appeared under inhibiting factors was called

2

“discipline-related factors.” The factors stemming from English language
teaching as a discipline were gathered under this sub-theme. As it can be seen in
Table 4.9, three codes emerged: language barrier, high number of activities

requiring feedback, and finally, English as a discipline.

Table 4.9

Frequencies for Discipline-Related Factors as an Inhibiting Factor

Inhibiting Factors

Language barrier
High number of activities requiring feedback
English as a discipline
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“Language barrier” was put forward as an inhibiting factor by five interviewees
(f=5). These participants pointed out that if students are not proficient enough in
English to be able to understand the feedback information, it becomes more
troublesome for them to make sense of and make use of feedback information.

To illustrate, T8 exemplified the issue by sharing their experiences:

After reading the written feedback, many students do not understand some of
the feedback information. For example, if there is a content problem in the first
draft, they might submit the second draft the same way. Most probably, they
cannot understand the written comment. (T8)

In the same vein, T9 raised the issue, stating that “Students sometimes do not
really understand the teacher’s language, which interrupts feedback practices”
(T9).

Another code that arose as a discipline-related inhibiting factor was “high
number of activities requiring feedback,” articulated by three respondents (f=3.)

As the number of in-class and outside-class activities to be provided feedback is
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high in English as a subject, this might be overwhelming for teachers and might

disrupt feedback practices. On this matter, T13 reported:

So obviously, we need to provide feedback for everything. This can be a simple
production, it can be a small, short text, but we need to give feedback for each
production. To put it simply, this is for the online platform we use, for example,
for writing on the platform where they read, which means 3-4 times a week, we
are expected to provide feedback even for these. This is a challenging situation.
Because we both provide feedback in the classroom, then collect some
productions, and then give them back again. | think this is an arduous process
for the teacher. (T13)

The third and the last discipline-related inhibiting factor emerged as “English as
a discipline.” Three of the participants pointed out that since language comprises
different skills and boosting each skill is indispensable, implementing feedback
practices in English language teaching as a discipline makes it even harder (f=3).

The representative comment involved:

Our job is challenging, especially in the part of teaching in our field, namely
English language teaching. Because, as we always talk with our friends, we do
not have a formula like a math lesson or something to be memorized. We have
skills, and those skills need to be developed separately. (T1)

4.1.6.5 School-related factors

The fifth and the last sub-theme came up as “school-related factors.” The codes
examined under this sub-theme were workload, lack of devoted time to
feedback, high number of students, satisfying different stakeholders, a
standardized curriculum/assessment, and lastly, lack of a suitable place, as it is

also displayed in Table 4.10.

To begin with, the code emerging was “workload,” expressed by ten participants
(f=10). The majority of the fifteen participants complained about workload as an
inhibiting factor in feedback practices. They all accentuated that due to the high
amount of work to be completed in a certain period of time, apart from feedback

practices, feedback practices are disrupted, and teachers cannot provide feedback
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as effectively as they desire. To exemplify, T12 touched upon this matter,

stating:

Table 4. 10

Frequencies for School Related Factors as an Inhibiting Factor

Inhibiting Factors
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Workload

Lack of devoted time to feedback
High number of students

Satisfying different stakeholders

A standardized curriculum/assessment
Lack of a suitable place
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The workload is definitely a significant factor in feedback. You know, when
there is plenty of time and energy, most teachers can provide detailed feedback,
but in some cases, you have to cut it very short. Also, we have a lesson intervals
of 35 minutes and 40 minutes. That’s why | try to keep it as short as | can
because there is so much more to do. They also have to be completed. Hence, |
strive to use those intervals as effectively as possible. (T12)

Likewise, T15 commented on this factor as follows:

We live within a constant deadline cycle. The school dictates, “I want this on
Monday morning or afternoon today.” This time, other businesses get ahead
student feedback. In fact, there should be comfortable working environments
where the teacher does not get tired of such extra things and focus entirely on
their students. However, since | started working here, | have been having
difficulties in many areas. Too many things are considered much more
important than the student and the teacher. The teacher’s job should be wholly
lesson-oriented and student-oriented, though. | should be able to handle many
things in the classroom. Yet, there is a lot of work left to be dealt with outside
school. | even remember studying with a student on Teams at 9 p.m. But when
there are many to-do lists, feedback has to be left behind them. I think this needs
to be balanced. (T15)

The second code that emerged under school-related factors was “lack of devoted
time to feedback,” told by almost half of the participants (f=7). These
respondents claimed that they need to chase after students and get overwhelmed
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regarding feedback practices consequently unless they are offered any time

spared for feedback provision. The related example is:

I am unable to provide feedback as much as | would like because | do not have
time at school spared to do so. Well, | also have a hard time finding and
reaching out to the children individually after the class or before the class. (T9)

Of all, five respondents brought up a “high number of students” as an inhibiting
factor (f=5). What they put forward is that when the student number allocated for
each teacher is high, the provision of feedback to individuals becomes more
troublesome. For instance, T2’s comments captured that they would provide
more effective feedback if they had fewer students. “Some conditions are
necessary for a teacher to provide good feedback. For example, | have around
300 students this year. You know, it can be very difficult to provide one-to-one

feedback to all of them” (T2). T6 also shared similar concerns stating:

For example, | do not consider myself to be able to provide feedback in the way
I want and in the quality | want. Because ideally, it takes about half an hour to
give feedback on a child’s paper, which is impossible when we consider the
number of students. (T6)

The same number of respondents brought up “satisfying different stakeholders”
as an inhibiting factor (f=5). The requirement to keep in touch with various
stakeholders such as department head, school administration, and parents to
report them about feedback practices overburdens teachers with regard to
feedback practices and prevents them from implementing them as effectively as

they desire. As an example, T4 reported:

If possible, for example, the institution does not tell you this directly, but as it
can be understood, we are required to work with students who have unfulfilled
objectives during recess, lunch break, or assign them extra homework. Besides,
we are to talk to their families constantly to inform them, talk to the assistant
principal, communicate with the psychological counselling department, and
inform the teachers of other courses about the student. So, we are under such
expectations. Is this how it works for every student? Does it work so perfectly?
No. Difficulties can prevent them, but teachers are obliged to do their best. (T4)
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T6 also shared a relevant example as follows:

Providing feedback to the child, the parent, and sometimes even to the child’s
private English teacher. So | really think that this should not be a teacher’s job
and to give regular feedback to the vice-principal and even the English
coordinator about the children's situation. So the number of people we have to
deliver feedback to is so high. But I mean, we really have to give a lot of
information about children’s performance to many people. I think this affects us
negatively in feedback practices in return. (T6)

Two of the respondents put forward “a standardized curriculum/assessment” as
an inhibiting factor in feedback practices (f=2). They indicated when teachers are
supposed to follow a standardized curriculum and assessment practices as a
requirement of the school, this inhibits them from taking personal steps in

feedback practices. As an example, T14 shared their experiences:

...I make these plans for myself, but the system we are in is not such a system;
instead, it is a process where you have to act together with certain decisions,
such as group decisions and administrative decisions. That’s why you cannot
decide and implement it alone or take the initiative. Therefore, | could not do
this in practice, as | explained. | couldn't, but | wrote it to the kids in my
feedback because | thought it should be like this. I tried to achieve it by writing
small notes in the feedback. | tried to reach them only this way (T14).

The last code mentioned by the exact number of respondents emerged as “lack of
a suitable place” (f=2). These participants indicated that when teachers are not
offered a suitable and peaceful place to provide feedback, this has a negative

impact on feedback practices. Concerning this, T7 uttered:

Lack of a suitable place... For example, there are students you want to talk to
individually. However, you do not have a chance to do this in a noisy
environment. It is noisy all over the place during break times. If you had an
office and had a chance to talk to the child one-on-one in that office, like in
universities, 1 think it would be very stylish and beneficial. But there is no such
possibility here. (T7)
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4.1.7 Enhancing Factors

The very last theme that came up under teachers’ views about feedback was
enhancing factors positively affecting feedback practices. They are categorised
under four sub-themes: teacher, instruction, school, and student-related factors.

4.1.7.1 Teacher-related factors

The initial sub-theme emerged as “teacher-related factors,” in which teacher-
related aspects have positive influences on feedback practices to be implemented
and made use of. As it is shown in Table 4.11, five codes were examined under
this sub-theme: teacher praise/encouragement, planning of feedback, bonding

relationship with students, teacher experience, and teacher’s positive mood.

Table 4. 11

Frequencies for Teacher-Related Factors as an Enhancing Factor

Enhancing Factors

Teacher praise/encouragement
Planning of feedback

Bonding relationship with students
Teacher experience

Teacher’s positive mood

P NWWW| —

Note. Nypa=15

First of all, three respondents pointed to “teacher praise/encouragement” as an
enhancing factor during feedback practices (f=3). They held the idea that the
teacher’s articulating or writing positive remarks and praises motivate students to

utilize feedback information and improve themselves. On this matter, T8 stated:

Even if the student’s performance is very low, I find one hopeful, positive thing
on their paper and start with it. Sometimes | refer to the progress they have
made. For example, I write, “The second draft is way better than the previous
draft.” If I remember, for example, we remember certain students who have
written poorly or short in the first draft, 1 write that they have gone into detail
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this time. So, | am making some comparisons between the two tasks. When they
see these comments, including positivity, we actually ensure that they are
motivated and continue their way. (T8)

Similarly, T3 expressed themselves,

When you say this is wrong, this is bad, that is worse, and when the student
receives the feedback, they may be demotivated to see as it seems impossible to
fix; they may be upset, but | think it is good for children to see that there is hope
in them, that there is such a shining light. (T3)

Three participants focused on “planning of feedback” as an enhancing factor in
feedback practices (f=3). Two asserted that informing students about the scope of
feedback information prior to providing it escalates the likelihood of feedback

effectiveness. For instance, T1 delivered:

| believe that the system works much better when the students know in advance
what | am giving feedback to or what | will give feedback to. That's why |
sometimes tell students how | will evaluate that paper and on specifically what
they will receive feedback on. That is, the children know what they will see in
their paper in advance and read the feedback input accordingly. (T1)

On this matter, one of the respondents touched upon the significance of having
the content knowledge of what is going to be covered in a specific lesson so that
they can provide more effective feedback on students’ responses. To be more

precise, T8 expressed themselves:

For example, in listening lessons, there are some questions that | think students
will answer in certain ways. To prepare myself for those, I think | should
definitely listen to the track before and during my preparation process to provide
effective feedback after listening. Because when | listen to it in the classroom, |
answer the questions there, but I cannot look from the child’s side. Therefore, |
always get prepared for that and take my notes beforehand. For instance, |
sometimes ask them whether they have written this or that as a response to a
specific question. | think it is much more effective when this preparation is
made to be able to look from students’ point of views. (T8)

The same number of participants brought up “bonding relationship with
students” as an enhancing factor (f=3). What they conveyed was that when

teachers build a close connection or strong relationship with students, and give
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importance to their feelings and motivation, students benefit from feedback

more. To illustrate:

But I have had students with whom we got over their prejudices together, and
their success has increased. As the child’s success grows, the child’s happiness
also increases. Their motivation, their interest in the lesson, and their love
increase. Their perspective towards you is changing, whereas prejudice is the
hardest thing to break. | have seen how students benefit when teachers
accompany them during their learning journey. | have even witnessed students
receiving thirties and forties at first but going up to 90s in the exams. It is a
great pleasure for both the student and the teacher, especially for the student to
become aware of themselves and see their capacity when they set out on this
journey with you. (T15)

Another code that appeared as a teacher-related enhancing factor was “teacher
experience,” articulated by two interviewees (f=2). Both held the belief that
teachers might increase the quality of their feedback practices year by year with

real-life teaching experiences. The representative comment involved:

Feedback is to be integrated into the lesson plans or made a part of the academic
stuff. Besides, it is something that can be learned with experience. For example,
I have not seen various student profiles yet. However, as | see it and get to know
the diversity of the students, | think that | get to experience regarding how to
approach a diverse range of students and how to attract their attention. In fact, |
gradually learned what | should do considering their perspectives and how they
would be pleased. So, | think I’m getting better, but am | where | want to be
now? No, it is never enough. As | said, I am on a journey, and | think | will be a
better feedback provider as | get more experienced. (T12)

The last code uttered by one of the respondents pointed to “teacher’s positive
mood” (f=1). This interviewee reported that when teachers are in a high mood,
this contributes positively to the feedback practices they are implementing. More
clearly, they remarked that “Sometimes my mood is so high that I

enthusiastically write very detailed and guiding feedback” (T3).

4.1.7.2 Instruction-related Factors

The second sub-theme emerged as “instruction-related factors” enhancing

feedback practices grounded on teachers’ views. Considering teaching and
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learning atmospheres and practices concerning feedback, five codes came up as
enhancing factors under this sub-theme: friendly and feedback-rich
environments, training students for feedback practices, providing exemplars, in-
class feedback, and lastly, face-to-face feedback, as also demonstrated in Table
4.12.

Table 4. 12

Frequencies for Instruction-Related Factors as an Enhancing Factor

Enhancing Factors

Friendly and feedback-rich environments
Training students for feedback practices
Providing exemplars

In-class feedback

Face-to-face feedback

PR NWDSD™ —

Note. Nia=15

The first code was “friendly and feedback-rich environments,” brought up by
four respondents (f=4). These respondents emphasised that by creating a pleasant
environment whereby students do not feel hesitant to express themselves and
feedback-rich environments in which students collaborate, feedback practices

can be executed more fruitfully. As an example, T13 stated:

When | tell a student that they have a mistake about a word or about a sentence,
I wait for them to seek help from their friends. | state that they should let a
friend help and guide them. | think it is an effective feedback process when
students express themselves clearly and reach the correct result with a friend.
(T13)

T7 also emphasised the significance of the environment where feedback properly
works by articulating, “If a classroom culture has been created, children are

already correcting their mistakes without offending each other” (T7).

Another code, “training students for feedback practices,” was articulated by the
exact number of respondents (f=4). What it meant was that teaching and

preparing students about feedback practices to help them familiarize themselves
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with those processes accelerate and boost the effectiveness of feedback practices.

T13 exemplified this by sharing their experiences:

They have already used checklists so much during the entire semester that they
now clearly understand what | want. After a particular time, | do not need to go
over it too much. Because at the beginning of the semester, we worked on this a
lot together. They know exactly what to do when they see the checklist now.
(T13)

T8 touched upon this training from a broader time period perspective,

considering the previous grade levels, by articulating the following:

... The students are actually very used to it. In the 5" grade, class routines are
determined and start to work properly. In the following grade levels, our system
is always the same. Since our expectations are the same, the child who starts the
7th or 8th grade is aware of all the processes. For example, when | say peer
feedback, they directly change their position and start checking their friend’s
production at once by looking at what they are supposed to do. (T8)

Of all, three respondents touched upon “providing exemplars” as an enhancing
factor (f=3). Exemplars are defined in two different ways: The first one is a
typical or good example of something, such as a model response; however,
according to Carless and Boud (2018), they are samples to be analysed and
compared to the work in progress instead of being treated as a mere model
answer. While one of the respondents opted for the model answer response, two
of them mentioned the latter definition as an enhancing factor in feedback

practices. Regarding the first definition, T15 exemplified:

Every student has different needs. For example, one of them told me that they
could not write conflict in a short story and asked for a sample. So, | wrote a
model story myself and sent it to them. Then, | asked them to write again,
considering it. | gave the opening sentence first; then, | asked them to write the
opening sentence themselves so that they could write a story by themselves,
developing their own conflict. | always provided them feedback supported by
examples, and consequently, they wrote something really well-structured in the
last exam. (T15)

In relation to the second definition of an exemplar, T7 shared their opinions and

experiences:
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It is much more effective if you start a feedback process where a high-quality
sample is shared on the target topic, and its positive aspects are revealed through
discovery. For example, we did paragraph writing yesterday. The correct use of
the past tense in the paragraph was the goal. Every child wrote. If 1 had
collected, for example, every child’s work and had underlined or marked some
codes, this would have seemed a bit boring. But, by reviewing the samples from
the class, showing the good, average, and poor paragraphs, giving them a rubric,
and letting them guess my grade, | got them to explore by intriguing them.
Then, everyone paid attention, and | stated that although the samples were very
nice, we discovered some shortcomings. We discussed how we could improve
them by using the rubric we had. Afterward, | asked them to look back at what
they had written. Based on my experiences so far, | can clearly state that their
knowledge increases a lot when | do this. (T7)

The other enhancing factors appeared as “in-class feedback,” brought up by two
respondents (f=2). They argued that providing feedback in-class rather than
outside class increases the likelihood of students’ making use of it and lessens
teacher workload outside the class. To be more precise, T6 expressed

themselves:

I think feedback is more effective if provided in the classroom. Because we get
outstanding results from the feedback provided while monitoring students
during the activities in class. It also does not require spending extra time or does
not return to us as extra workload, either. (T6)

The last code was “face-to-face feedback,” told by one interviewee as an
enhancing factor (f=1). What the participant contended was that providing
students with feedback through one-to-one oral conferencing, including a face-
to-face teacher and student interaction, increases the possibility of understanding
and making use of the given feedback information. The participant referred to a
comparison between distant education due to COVID-19 and face-to-face

education happening now. The representative comment involved:

During online teaching, one of my students was constantly making tense
mistakes; whatever | did, | could not fix those. Then, when we started face-to-
face education at school, I came across them and told them the mistakes one by
one and showed them some ways to fix those. So, that student almost never
repeated the same mistakes from that moment on. Therefore, | think feedback is
a situation that can easily occur between two people who are open to providing
and receiving feedback face-to-face at the right time. (T11)
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4.1.7.3 School-related factors

Another sub-theme came up as “school-related factors” under enhancing factors.
The participants reflected that feedback practices could be affected positively or
could be improved with the help of school-related factors. As it can also be
viewed in Table 4.13, seven codes were probed within this sub-theme:
collaboration with colleagues & administration, assessment and evaluation unit,
Professional Development System, a Learning Management System, training
provided by the institution, school requirements, and finally, clear guidance
provided by the institution.

The initial code emerging under school-related factors was “Collaboration with
colleagues & administration,” put forward by five of the respondents (f=5).
Whereas three participants especially focused on the collaboration with
colleagues within the department, three of them particularly emphasised the
support they receive from the administration for feedback practices. To

exemplify the former, T10 asserted:

Table 4. 13

Frequencies for School-Related Factors as an Enhancing Factor

Enhancing Factors

Collaboration with colleagues & administration
Assessment and evaluation unit

Professional Development System

Learning Management System

Training provided by the institution

School requirements

Clear guidance provided by the institution

NNNDNWWPS O

Note. Nia=15

Our head of the department is very supportive indeed. They are very motivating,
positive, and empathetic. For example, when we were grading the writing parts
of the exams, they said that those who needed support should always tell them
because they would help, and they actually did. Because we did double marking,
two teachers graded the same paper, and our department head looked at a few
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documents with a big difference in points, for example. There is always such
support within our department in feedback practices, especially from our head
of the department. (T10)

For the latter one, T11 said:

The institution helps us a lot in reaching out to students, | mean physically
reaching them. Because most of the time, you cannot find the child to provide
feedback at school. However, when you request this from the school to provide
feedback to the kids, they are of great help. For example, when there were
sharing hours, | was free since | was not a class teacher and requested from the
administration to use that time for providing feedback. They accepted it and
scheduled it at once. Or, let's say we want to work with a particular group of
students together. They can be taken from certain courses, or this can be
arranged after school. At least, we do not deal with that scheduling. This
actually makes our job easier. (T11)

Of all, four of the interviewees put forward “assessment and evaluation unit” as a
school-related enhancing factor for feedback practices (f=4). The participants
pointed out that through ready-made rubrics for self-assessment and peer
feedback, criteria for writing/speaking, various sources, detailed analysis of
summative assessment components, and meetings arranged concerning feedback,
this unit contributes to lessening teacher workload and supports teachers during
feedback practices. On this matter, T3 indicated, “The assessment and
evaluation unit has prepared self-assessments, peer-feedbacks, and criteria
adopted. They support us from this aspect” (T3). Similarly, T1 articulated their

help as follows:

We carry out feedback studies both individually and the whole class, and these
feedback studies are decided to be executed by looking at the analyses prepared
by the assessment and evaluation unit. We can see both the deficiencies of the
class and the individual deficiencies of our students through these analyses. Of
course, it turns out to be a very detailed picture for us. You know, it is
something that we can do on our own with much more effort. (T1)

Two of these respondents, who are in their first year at the institution, asserted
that the assessment and evaluation unit set up a meeting explaining what
feedback is and what kind of feedback might be provided. The representative

comment included:
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We attended a meeting on how feedback should be provided and on a general
definition of feedback set up by the Assessment and Evaluation Unit. Apart
from that, we attended a couple of meetings related to this issue before the
semester began during the summer seminar period. (T12)

Apart from these, another code was brought up as “Professional Development
System” by three of the participants (f=3). These participants referred to lesson
observations conducted at their institution under the scope of a Professional
Development System and action plans developed concerning feedback, if need
be, as an enhancing factor. T3 clarified this viewpoint explaining:

We have a performance development system. Let’s say they observed that a
teacher’s in-class feedback process is not enough. At this point, for example,
they try to guide them and take an action plan and try to improve the teacher in
that area. So, individual action plans are developed for such. (T3)

T2 touched upon their action plan after being observed as a requirement of the
Professional Development System and uttered, “Our department head has sent
me a couple of articles about feedback practices. You know, they have supported

me a lot in this process ” (T2).

“Learning Management System” came up as another enhancing factor,
articulated by three interviewees (f=3). They reported that offering the teachers
and students Learning Management System, such as “MS Teams” and “ASIST”
makes students’ and teachers’ work easier by accessing feedback information
quickly and increasing the likelihood of teacher-student conferencing with the
purpose of feedback provision. At this point, T7 asserted, “There is MS Teams
program, and we can use it for video conferencing with students since it is open
to access. I think it is a great convenience” (T7). In addition to that, T10

remarked:

We have our ASIST page, which we use as a school. It can be thought of as an
online platform opportunity the school offers. We upload everything in there,
such as flipped materials, in-class materials, or extra practice materials for
students to benefit from. (T10)
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Two of the participants mentioned “training provided by the institution” as
another enhancing factor (f=2). They claimed that in-service training offered by
the institution raises the quality of their feedback practices by expanding their

horizons. The related example is as follows:

We attended a training called A-CELT. The school actually provided this for us
for free. It was a volunteer-based training program, a mixture of CELTA and
DELTA courses, and | think it contributed a lot to me. For example, the
feedback we are talking about right now was taught me there; I am not a
graduate of the education faculty. After the things I learned there and the things
I experienced myself, I had the chance to combine it with the theory since I
received the education offered by this school. Both the theory was explained,
and we were observed in practice. It was a long process and such practical
training. (T11)

The same number of respondents pointed to “school requirements” as another
school-related enhancing factor (f=2). What was conveyed was those school
requirements asking teachers to integrate feedback into the curriculum and
lesson plans, provide feedback frequent enough for student improvement
contributes to teacher feedback literacy and feedback practices as a natural

consequence. To illustrate, T1 elaborated on this:

My institution attributes great importance to feedback because it attaches
tremendous importance to student well-being, students’ individuality,
autonomy, and self-evaluation. For this reason, no matter how much we care
about doing this on our own behalf, the institution is already in a position to
dictate it to us. Because it is a school that adopts the individual evaluation of
students as a corporate philosophy, that all students are different, and that there
are individual differences. That’s why feedback is already on the agenda in all
our lesson plans and all meetings. (T1)

The last code was “clear guidance provided by the institution,” mentioned by
two respondents (f=2). They held the opinion that a system and documents to be
followed as a requirement of the institution render it possible for teachers to be
guided clearly during feedback practices. T12 illustrated how the school guides

them with the following:

Regarding feedback practices, the institution actually tries to show all the steps
as much as possible. It actually shows the roadmap; for example, how feedback
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should be provided; what is expected. There is an established system and related
documents; there are certain things to be followed, that is, there are processes,
and we can follow them. | can say that the school is really guiding us. (T12)

4.1.7.4 Student-related factors

The fourth and the last sub-theme emerged as student-related enhancing factors.
Only one code appeared here as students being open to/questioning/requesting

feedback, as it is also seen in Table 4.14.

Table 4. 14

Frequencies for Student-Related Factors as an Enhancing Factor

Enhancing Factors f
Students being open to/ questioning/requesting 5
feedback

Note. Niota=15

The mere code appearing as a student-related enhancing factor was “Students
being open to/ questioning/requesting feedback,” articulated by five respondents
(f=5). What is meant by this is that as long as students are open to feedback
rather than insistent on disregarding its value, question the given feedback, and
request feedback information from their teachers, they benefit from it more. For
instance, T4 exemplified these students and added their comments as follows:

Some students come at the end of the lesson or during the lesson and ask,
“Teacher, what did you write here?” They say they do not understand. For
example, this is a very positive thing in terms of feedback; | think students who
do this benefit from feedback more than others. (T4)

Another related example is:

Some are very open to feedback. You want to provide that child even more
feedback because it motivates you as a teacher, too; because the child writes,
you see that they improve, and that motivates you as well. We fill with hope,
too, and we feel thrilled when we see our students are improving. (T8)
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4.2  Employed Feedback Practices and Suggested Practices

This section introduces findings for the second research question concerning
English Language teachers’ employed feedback practices in assessment practices
and suggested practices. The results reached after inductive content analysis will
be displayed under two headings: employed feedback practices and suggested

feedback practices.

4.2.1 Employed Feedback Practices

Employed feedback practices are categorized under eight themes: employed
feedback practices regarding language preference, feedback frequency, timing,
amount, and mode of delivery, employed feedback types, employed feedback
practices on receptive skills (listening and reading), and lastly, employed

feedback practices on productive skills (speaking and writing).

4.2.1.1 Employed Practices Regarding Language Preference, Feedback
Frequency, Timing, Amount, and Mode of Delivery

The initial themes that appeared under English language teachers’ feedback were
their language preference, feedback frequency, timing, amount, and mode of
delivery as a result of the inductive content analysis. Concerning their feedback
language preference, participants mentioned the reasons behind their choices for
each. Feedback frequency came up when they were asked how often they
provided feedback. Timing refers to what time they prefer providing feedback;
the amount is related to the details of the feedback information, and mode of
delivery is concerned about the ways or mediums of how feedback information
is conveyed to the students. The frequencies for each code and sub-codes are
demonstrated in Table 4.15.

Concerning language preference, two codes emerged: preferred feedback

language as L1 and preferred feedback language as L2. Almost all of the
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participants accepted the fact that they switched their language to L1, to Turkish,
to provide feedback information to low-achieving students to have better and
healthier communication and oral feedback (f=13). For example, T12 stated on

this matter:

In some cases, some weak students are behind the class, and we have to provide
feedback to them in Turkish, but frankly, it is not a problem for me. |1 am not
insistent on providing feedback in English. The students can express themselves
more easily in their mother tongue and even understand the feedback. When you
speak in Turkish, the things you say have more value in the eyes of the child.
(T12)

Apart from this, some participants pointed out that when feedback is provided in
their language, students feel more relaxed and sincere. To illustrate, T1 stated,
“The fact that my personal criticisms towards students, either good or bad, are
in Turkish makes me more comfortable because the student feels more

comfortable and behaves more sincerely toward me in that case” (T1).

While the majority of the interviewees stated that they prefer switching to their
native language in oral feedback, not in written feedback, one of them admitted
that they provide feedback in Turkish in written feedback, too, in some

instances. They explained themselves as follows:

If the student does not understand, if they have not changed anything in the
writing task that they brought me, and if | see that they do not understand the
feedback, | have to switch to Turkish by necessity. | do this both when
providing oral feedback and when providing written feedback, depending on the
needs of the student. (T13)
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Table 4. 15

Frequencies for Employed Feedback Practices Regarding Language Preference,
Frequency of Feedback, Timing, Amount, and Mode of Delivery

Employed Feedback Practices f
Language Preference
preferred feedback language as L1 13
preferred feedback language as L2 13
Frequency of feedback

every second 2
in every lesson 5
every day 5
2-3 times a week 3
every other week 2
Timing of feedback
immediate feedback 8
delayed feedback
at the end of the lesson 3
within 1-3 days 8
within seven days 5
within 7-10 days 2
Amount of feedback

detailed 11
not detailed 9
no feedback 2
Mode of delivery
written feedback 15
whole-class feedback 15
face-to-face (individual) feedback 14
oral feedback 12
online feedback 9
audio feedback 5
Note. Niota=15

On the other hand, 13 participants articulated their language preference as L2, in
English, too (f=13). Some participants expressed that if they believe the student
can understand feedback in English, they opt for using English. For example, T4
said, “If I think that the student can understand me well, I speak in English while
providing feedback” (T4). Three interviewees stated that their first choice is
mostly English. For instance, “But I prefer using English in feedback, as the first
choice” (T13).
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Apart from them, some participants emphasised that they have to opt for English
due to school requirements as the medium of instruction in English lessons. An

excerpt illustrating the point:

My feedback is generally in English; 1 mean 95 percent English. It is actually
out of necessity because, in our institution, we always prioritize the use of
English when talking to students. It is always like that in classes, too. (T10)

In addition to that, participants accentuated they provided written feedback in
English. At this point, T3 stated, “In written feedback, I always use English”
(T3). A participant uttered that they sometimes select the feedback language
based on some students’ choices. They expressed themselves, “Of course, I
don’t ask every child, but I do ask certain groups of children. Do you want your
feedback in English or Turkish?” (T15).

In relation to the frequency of feedback, when the participants were directed the
question of how often they provide feedback, various frequencies came up based
on their perceptions. Two participants addressed this question by saying “every
second” (f=2). Five participants said, “in every lesson” (f=5), and another five
participants stated, “every day” (f=5). The remaining participants articulated a
broader period of time; while three of them said “2-3 times a week” (f=3), the

remaining two participants said, “every other week” (f=2).

In addition to that, two codes related to timing are “immediate feedback™ and
“delayed feedback.” According to Shute (2008), whereas immediate feedback
occurs right after a student response of any kind, delayed feedback occurs after
some time following any type of student response. Immediate feedback was
touched upon by eight of the respondents (f=8). As an example, T11 specified,
“In fact, every day, maybe every lesson, a mistake is made, and at that moment,
the student receives feedback in the form of error correction” (T11). Regarding
delayed feedback, three interviewees indicated they spent some time on feedback
for common errors they encountered throughout the lessons at the end of their

lessons (f=3). T8 illustrated, “At the end of each lesson, I provide short whole
145



class feedback in the last 5 minutes, I mean in the wrap-up part, on the areas
that I find very problematic” (T8). Furthermore, when the participants directed
the question of how long after they provide feedback upon tasks or assignments,
eight of them asserted “within 1-3 days” (f=8), five of them said “within seven

days” (f=5), and finally, two of them said, “within 7-10 days” (f=2).

When it comes to the amount of feedback, it was noted as detailed, not detailed,
and no feedback. In terms of detailed feedback, which refers to being
comprehensive and lengthy, 11 respondents pointed to providing detailed
feedback on writing skills as a part of formative assessment (f=11). To illustrate,
T4 claimed, “Students get very detailed feedback on their writing done in class”
(T4).

In a similar way, T2 stated:

If there is a writing task, using underlining or coding, if there is a grammatical
mistake, | point to the grammatical mistake, or | show the spelling mistakes. |
mean, | write them in detail to explain them better to the students. (T2)

More than half of the respondents claimed to provide “not detailed feedback”
(f=9). Not detailed feedback refers to feedback that is not comprehensive or
which is short. All nine participants emphasized that they do not write long or
explanatory feedback on exam papers. One of the representative comments

involved:

I don't know how it must be, but I do not particularly tend to write very detailed
feedback on the exam paper, or | do not like to correct all the mistakes in a
writing section on the exam paper. (T1)

“No feedback” was uttered by two interviewees (f=2). That means there is not
any feedback conveyed to the students. These two participants pointed to exam

papers as not writing any feedback to students on those. T13 explained:
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No, there is no feedback on the exam paper. In the writing section, we put
indicators, such as small ticks or crosses that can help only the teacher, but
unlike the homework, there are no sentences or words, such as questions that we
write at length or to guide them. (T13)

With regard to “mode of delivery,” all the participants acknowledged that they
provide “written feedback,” feedback delivered to students in written form

(f=15). T8 exemplified their experience:

When we consider it, once every two weeks, sometimes every week in eighth-
graders, for example, it can be very short writing on target vocabulary or
something long, like a short story. In fact, we have a lot of papers to deliver
written feedback, and a written feedback process is actively progressing
between the teacher and the student. (T8)

Moreover, all the participants emphasised that they take into account some
points in their written feedback to enable students to benefit from it to a large

extent. For instance, T7 shared their ideas and experiences:

I have several criteria while delivering written feedback. The first is it should
not upset the student. If we sit down and fix everything, it can be very
destructive for some students. So, | decide what to pay attention to in the written
feedback. What is essential, e.g., my goal, and what |1 am trying to achieve. |
need to define them well. Also, it is crucial to have a rubric to be realistic, and
the criteria must be clear. Thirdly, while giving the message that the approach is
fundamental, there should be a friendly approach, and fourthly, it is vital to have
a reference. So, for example, students have made a mistake in the past tense.
Okay, how the child will fix it; they have not understood it anyway, so | can put
a video on it, I can put a link. Or I should give reference points like they can go
to these pages and look from there so that they do not feel lost. (T7)

From another point of view, T12 expressed themselves:

In the written feedback process, | pay attention to that my ideas are clear.
Because once you write your feedback, you usually cannot change it again after
giving it to the child. Therefore, | usually pay attention to writing directly to the
point. | really do not want the students to drown in the feedback. Because when
we write a lot of feedback, it may lead to confusion in fifth graders, a very
young group of students. That is why | try to write as concisely as possible.
(T12)
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Another mode of delivery used by all the participants is “whole class feedback,”
feedback addressed to the entire class instead of one-to-one conferencing (f=15).
All the participants accentuated that they delivered feedback to the whole class

to conduct common error sessions. To give an example:

For example, when children are doing group activities, I write down children’s
mistakes or misused statements | hear while monitoring in a notebook that |
always use. Then we do common errors session. Actually, I am writing those ill-
formed examples on the board. I direct questions such as, “Do you think there
are any problems here; how can we fix this; how can we improve it?” We
usually correct or make the task better together with volunteers or sometimes by
guiding low-achieving children with the right questions. (T6)

The other mode of delivery used by almost all the participants is “face-to-face
(individual) feedback,” feedback delivered when there is one-to-one
conferencing through teacher and student interaction (f=14). For instance, T1
articulated:

One-to-one feedback works much better for some students. Because some
students do not want to express themselves in public or express themselves
better to their teacher when they are alone. | use it often because | think it works
for many students. (T1)

From another point of view, T3 shared their ideas and experiences:

For example, | do not give feedback to students | think are very good during
class. | do not provide feedback to everyone in the class. Because this time,
other children might feel very bad when you deliver feedback to the strong
student in public like this. | prefer to give one-to-one feedback to the shy child
as well as the successful child to express they are doing very well. (T3)

The majority of the participants pointed to “oral feedback,” feedback delivered
or articulated to students in spoken form (f=12). T13 commented on this, “Oral
feedback can happen whenever conducting discussions in the classroom, talking
about a grammar topic, or vocabulary. This is a type of feedback I actually make
use of in every skill, and I provide oral feedback at any time” (T13). Besides,
some highlighted that they consult oral feedback after written feedback as a
polish-up. The representative comment involved:
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Sometimes | find it difficult to reach some students with written feedback.
Because when | give them back their writing, they may regard it as a piece of
paper that | have written something on their written work. Maybe they read,
maybe they do not. Therefore, some students must be provided oral feedback to
polish the written feedback, as written feedback is not effective for every child. |
sometimes ask them to visit me during break time to review their written
feedback. In my opinion, it is more effective to go over the same feedback once
more by simplifying it. (T8)

Furthermore, they contended that some points must be taken into account while
delivering oral feedback. To illustrate, T7 pointed out:

It is important to me that my message is understandable. That is why | consider
it essential not to be complicated but clear, understandable, and message-
oriented. The tone of voice and body language is fundamental, too. Because |
think it is vital not to act in any demotivating way. Other than that, it’s
important to be realistic. How can it be done both realistically and without
discouraging? The method that | think has worked the most so far is to convince
the student first. | think you can do this better; what do you think, how would
you do it better? | think it is very important to make them discover it. Again,
without correcting their English, while the child is speaking, trying to
understand as much as they say, asking if there is anything you do not
understand, then summarizing it and pointing out they have made an excellent
point. | mean, pursuing a negotiation is the key point. (T7)

Likewise, T3 asserted:

In oral feedback, how you show your emotions, tone of voice, and words also
come into play. You can pay close attention to this in written feedback. For
example, the words you write and use. However, paying attention to this in oral
feedback is a little more challenging. Therefore, before delivering oral feedback,
I plan what to say and how to say, even the vocabulary | will use to be more
effective and not upset the students. Even speaking speed matters in oral
feedback. If you speak fast, they will not understand anything. (T3)

Another code brought up in the mode of delivery was “online feedback,” used by
nine participants (f=9). What is meant by it is that feedback is conveyed to the
students via online platforms, such as a Learning Management System. Whereas
two of the respondents constrained the online mode of delivery to the online
teaching period due to COVID-19, others stated they maintain using it. To
exemplify, T14 uttered when they prefer using it:
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If a child needs to be contacted in person and those who do not have enough
courage to read aloud the work they have done in front of their friends, | meet
online with them. Or with the ones who are more emotional and shyer in class. |
am making an appointment with those students. One-on-one, in a way, they will
feel more comfortable because children at this age may have a lot of anxiety due
to adolescence. Online is convenient at this point. Or, if they need more
extended feedback that cannot be handled in school, if they need more support, |
use this to avoid occupying their recess or lunch breaks. (T14)

T4 also mentioned, “Sometimes we need to provide feedback to students through

Teams or other platforms we use. But again, I do it in written form” (T4).

The last code under the mode of delivery is “audio feedback,” put forward by
five respondents (f=5). This is a mode of delivery in which audio files, including
feedback information upon student responses, are attached. Whereas four of
these participants asserted that they benefitted from audio feedback during online
teaching, one of them said they have still been using it. As an example, from the

online teaching period, T13 uttered:

I was delivering feedback as voice recording a lot. For example, | used it for
some of my students rather than writing detailed feedback after a writing task. |
also thought that the audio recording would be very useful for low achievers,
such as students who would have difficulty understanding my written feedback
because there was no face-to-face teaching at that time. | reviewed their
products one by one and recorded audio covering my comments on all the parts.
| asked them to listen to this audio recording and rewrite it, and | saw that their
writing was much better after doing what | had asked. (T13)

The participant who has still been using it explained themselves:

| use audio feedback depending on the situation and the end product. For
example, | am asking a student to record their voice, and | provide them with
written feedback. However, sometimes for children who want to hear how
something must be done, | record my own voice and deliver feedback to them in
that way. (T11)

4.2.1.2 Employed Feedback Types

As a result of the conducted inductive content analysis, seventeen feedback types

were recognized as being adopted and implemented by English language
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teachers in their instruction. As also shown in Table 4.16, the codes examined
were: explicit correction, metalinguistic feedback, elaborated feedback,
hints/prompts/cues, verification, sandwich feedback, constructive feedback,
direct feedback, error flagging, topic contingent, elicitation, providing sources,
recasts, indirect feedback, informative tutoring, response contingent, intonation

change/emphasis, and try again, respectively based on their frequency.

Table 4. 16

Frequencies for Employed Feedback Types
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Feedback Types
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explicit correction
metalinguistic feedback
elaborated feedback
hints/prompts/cues
verification

sandwich feedback
constructive feedback
error flagging

direct feedback

topic contingent
elicitation

providing sources
recasts

informative tutoring
response contingent
intonation change/emphasis
try again
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The initial feedback type employed by almost all participants emerged as
“explicit correction” (f=13). Lyster and Ranta (1997) define it as feedback in
which the correct is directly given by the teacher, or the teacher says that an
answer is incorrect straight away. The respondents pointed out that they prefer
using this type of feedback as they find it practical at some points. For example,

T6 expressed themselves:
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We do production activities in the lessons a lot, such as vocabulary production,
reading production, and sometimes more than one production. Since the number
of these productions is too high, | cannot ask students to correct the underlined
parts and bring them back to me in the corrected version. Therefore, | make
corrections directly to the child’s homework. Apart from that, | correct the
writing task before the exam in the same way and give it back to the children.
(T6)

Another respondent stated, “If I have a time constraint like a topic I am trying to
complete, or if I think it is enough to cover that subject in less time, I use explicit

correction while providing feedback to those” (TT7).

The second feedback type brought up by most of the respondents was
“metalinguistic feedback” (f=12). According to Lyster and Ranta (1997),
metalinguistic feedback occurs by not revealing the correct answer directly but
by attaching some comments, information, or questions regarding the nature of
the error with the aim of eliciting a well-formed answer from the students. Using
error codes exemplifies this type of feedback. Whereas all twelve participants
pointed to error codes under metalinguistic feedback, some specified they also

make use of colour codes. Regarding error coding, T5 remarked:

For example, for written work, | have started teaching students codes. For
example, is it a grammatical error or a vocabulary usage error? | said that there
are codes related to this and that we will only mark those codes while providing
feedback on their writings. Then, they should correct them while writing it for
the second time and submit the second draft to us after having completed the
corrections. (T5)

With regard to colour coding, T7 stated:

I really like colouring. For instance, when I highlight the same mistakes with the
same colour, such as colouring all the grammatical mistakes with yellow, the
child realizes that they have made grammatical mistakes the most. They
conclude they should pay attention to that. Or, if | have shaded the spelling error
in green, a typographic map appears. (T7)

Another feedback type emerged as “elaborated feedback,” touched upon by more
than half of the interviewees (f=11). Shute (2008) refers to this type of feedback
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requiring students to explain and elaborate on why a given response is correct or

incorrect. T1 elaborated on this, suggesting:

Even on a grammar subject, | like to do this as well rather than explaining why
an answer is true or false in reading tasks. For example, | have given a cloze test
consisting of grammar questions. There are options about tenses, and the child
chooses “e.” That is the correct answer. The answer is “went,” but why? | often
see that the student cannot explain why they are using past simple. So, at this
point, of course, knowing the name of the tense is not essential. It does not
matter if they know the technical names. However, they need to be able to
explain how they have got the impression that it was supposed to be past tense.
(T1)

The next feedback type suggested by more than half of the participants was
“hints/prompts/cues,” guiding students in the right direction with the help of
strategic hints without revealing the correct answer at once (f=9). T15
exemplified their practices as the following:

I always thrive the students to find their own mistakes in individually assigned
or whole-class studies. At first, | prompt them with such small hints. If | realize
that the child is having a hard time, I scaffold not to scare or demotivate them, I
prompt keywords without giving the correct answer. Then, | tell them the points
they need to pay attention to, and | also provide them with information on
whether they have diagnosed their mistakes correctly or not. (T15)

“Verification” was touched upon by more than half of the respondents (f=9).
According to Shute (2008), this type of feedback refers to feedback informing
learners merely about whether the knowledge of results is right or wrong. A

representative example included:

In assignments that are short and unimportant or that 1 do not think much time
needs to be spent on, | just show the students the answer or look at their
answers. | say this is right, and this is wrong. (T3)

Nine of the respondents also referred to adopting “sandwich feedback™ (f=9).
Wang et al. (2017) define this type of feedback as a pattern of “praise-criticism-
suggestion,” which is quite similar to Molloy’s (2010) definition in which
negative comments are embedded between positive comments. To illustrate the

first definition, a related comment is as follows:
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If they did a good thing, first of all, I would say thanks for your effort. That is
how | make an entry to motivate the child. Below, | sequence my comments
regarding our expectations in the rubric one by one as well as the things | have
explained in the lessons. Of course, this is not only to criticize the child; for
example, | remark, “You did this very well; keep up the excellent work, or you
did this well, but if you do this, it will improve more.” | clearly explain their
strengths and deficiencies so that it will be much better next time. (T15)

In addition to that, for the latter definition, T13 exemplified by stating, “l usually
use the sandwich method while providing written feedback, sequencing my ideas
as positive, negative, and then positive. So, in this way, | like to focus not only on

the weaknesses but also on the strengths ” (T13).

Nine of the participants pointed to “constructive feedback,” directing students
for future improvement by offering ways to improve the current performance
quality by precisely defining its strong aspects (f=9). Moreover, it serves to
expand students’ existing knowledge by establishing a relationship between the
knowledge they already have and newly encountered information to expand their

schemata. In relation to the former aspect of constructive feedback, T1 said:

| clearly tell a faultless student what is good or what | especially like in their
response. For example, “I love the use of perfect tenses” because I think it is
much more helpful than saying, “I love this paragraph.” (T1)

For the latter point of view, T3 articulated, “When a student states their opinion
in discussions, | ask some sort of follow-up questions. For example, “What do
you think it has to do with this topic we learned or discussed earlier? Can you
relate this to this?” (T3).

Eight interviewees mentioned “error flagging,” feedback pointing to mistakes
without giving the correct answer, only highlighting the erroneous part (Shute,
2008). As a related example, T5 stated, “On the papers of children who are
native-like, sometimes it is enough just to underline the mistake and help them

notice it” (T5). Similarly, T9 indicated, “For higher-level students, for example,
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if there is a mistake in their paper, but | guess they will find it themselves, |

simply underline it” (T9).

Apart from those, six of the participants raised “direct feedback,” which is
defined by Lee (2008a) as providing the correct answer to the learners (f=6). To
elaborate on it, seeing the corrections, the students simply revise their responses
to transcribe them into the corrected version, which is already provided by the
teacher. These participants stressed the word “direct” in their responses about

feedback types. To give an example, T4 articulated:

Since | newly met with the students, | tended to make my initial feedback
information more direct. That is, by identifying the students’ mistakes,
highlighting them with a coloured pencil on the writing, and writing the
corrected versions next to them. (T4)

Another example to illustrate it is the following:

Sometimes, | think children can integrate fancier words we have covered in our
lessons in their written products, and if these children are academically weak, |
say directly that they could use these words | have written here in this story; try
to use them. (T8)

Five respondents touched upon “topic contingent,” in which participants are
offered with contingent information on the target topic, such as being retaught it

(Shute, 2008). As an example, T8 expressed themselves:

If the child progresses slowly and has specific unfulfilled objectives, | do not
underline their mistakes and put a tense sign. Yet, | make a detailed explanation.
For example, “There is a specific time here. Which tense should we use? We
need to use simple past.” Sometimes I write an example sentence for a
vocabulary item, too. (T8)

“Elicitation” was raised by four respondents as another feedback type (f=4).
Lyster and Ranta (1997) suggest elicitation occurs in various ways, such as
teachers’ pausing their utterances internationally and asking students to complete
the rest, teachers’ directing questions to elicit the correct forms from the

students, and/or teachers’ requesting students to reformulate their responses.
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These four interviewees referred to the second type of elicitation practice in
which teachers pose questions to elicit the correct responses from the students.
T7 exemplified it, stating, “7 write the mistakes on the board. Without revealing
the students” identities, | indicate there are problems there, ask questions about
how they can be fixed and get the students to fix the ill-formed sentences through
the right questions” (TT7).

Four respondents pointed out “providing sources” (f=4). This type of feedback
urges students to discover information or more information on their own with the
help of teachers’ suggested reference points or sources. As an example, T8

specified:

For example, even if the child receives feedback in listening, they must do
additional listening independently because what we do in the classroom alone is
not enough. That is why | always tell them to have English in their lives as
much as possible. Doing homework alone is not enough. Therefore, | share extra
links and materials that children can listen to extensively, or | strive to make
recommendations for movies and TV series. (T8)

Three interviewees brought up “recasts,” (f=3) which is defined as teachers’
reformulation of students’ responses with a change, either by correcting the error
or repeating with change and emphasis on the ill-formed part (Shute, 2008). T14

shared a relevant example on it:

When the child utters the sentence, | formulate the correct sentence instead of
saying that this sentence is not like this, or this is wrong. For example, when the

kid says, “I go there yesterday,” I respond, “Hmm, you went there yesterday.”
(T14)

Two respondents referred to “informative tutoring” (f=2). According to Shute
(2008), this feedback includes verification feedback, error flagging, strategic
hints, and ways to proceed, and the correct answer is not revealed by the

feedback provider most of the time. T11 exemplified this as follows:

Since these errors are usually repetitive, | correct the first error; | put arrows in
the second error pointing to the first correction | have made. In the third
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mistake, | put codes there, i.e., the wrong tense, and lastly, | only underline them
towards the end. (T11)

Another two participants pointed to “response contingent” (f=2). This feedback
type requires the feedback providers to elaborate on why either a correct
response or incorrect response works that way rather than eliciting from the
students (Shute, 2008). T15 provided a related example to this, “For example,
grammar has clear lines. This time, after receiving the answers from the
students, | comment on them. Your answer is false for these reasons or valid due

to these reasons” (T15).

One of the least reported feedback types is “intonation change/emphasis” by one
of the respondents (f=1). This feedback type requires teachers to modify their
intonation or put emphasis on their utterances to grab students’ attention to the
erroneous part of their responses. The relevant example is, “Sometimes there are
instances for immediate feedback. While providing spoken feedback, we correct

or emphasize when speaking. We use our voice” (T1).

Lastly, “try again” came up by being uttered by one participant (f=1). Shute
(2008) expresses this feedback suggests “repeat until correct.” The feedback
provider articulates that the response is incorrect and asks students to make more
attempts until coming up with the correct answer. T13 exemplified this with the

following:

For example, | tell the student that they have a mistake about their word or their
sentence, and | wait. In fact, their friends are helping out there, too. | only say it
is wrong, and they get help from their friends until they find the correct answer.
(T13)

4.2.1.3 Employed Feedback Practices on Receptive Skills

The seventh theme appeared under the title of employed feedback practices on
receptive skills, in other words, listening and reading. The interviewees were

asked to describe their feedback practices for each skill separately and based on
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what they have articulated referring to each, the codes and frequencies to reveal

the similarities and differences between them are demonstrated in Table 4.17.

Considering the respondents’ descriptions for each skill separately, one of the
prominent codes was that while seven participants referred to listening as “the
least feedback-provided skill” (f=7), six participants pointed out that reading is a
“frequently feedback-provided skill” (f=6). To illustrate, with regard to listening,
T6 confessed, “To be honest, my weakest point in feedback is probably the
listening skill. I do not even remember providing much feedback to listening”

(T6). To compare it to the reading, T3 remarked:

In general, reading is actually a skill that we provide feedback on more often
than listening because the students are constantly reading something. They are
reading books on our online platform or constantly reading something in the
classroom. I can say that there is more of a feedback process in this skill. (T3)

Besides, regarding the frequency of feedback practices employed for each, one
respondent pointed out that they provide listening feedback once a week within
formative assessment (f=1), and three participants said that listening feedback
occurs twice a month formatively (f=3). However, when it comes to reading, it
seems to be more frequent because three participants claimed that they deliver
reading feedback twice a week formatively (f=3); two of them said reading
feedback occurs once in two weeks (f=2), and two of them articulated that occurs

once in three-four weeks within formative assessment (f=2).

Another difference between the two receptive skills emerged in terms of the
amount of feedback. One respondent claimed that students are not delivered
detailed feedback in listening (f=1), whereas another respondent contended
students receive detailed feedback in reading (f=1). Concerning feedback types
implemented for each, the participants stressed more frequent use of explicit
correction (f=8) and verification (f=7) in listening skill. For example, at this

point, T12 explained:
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Table 4. 17

Frequencies for Employed Feedback Practices on Receptive Skills

Employed Feedback Practices f

Listening

the least feedback-provided skill
once in a week formatively
twice in a month formatively
not detailed feedback

explicit correction
verification
elaborated feedback
providing sources
hints/prompts/cues
peer feedback
whole-class feedback
individual feedback
oral feedback

Reading
frequently feedback-provided skill
twice in a week formatively
once in two weeks formatively
once in 3-4 weeks formatively
detailed feedback
elaborated feedback
hints/prompts/cues
explicit correction
verification
peer feedback
whole-class feedback
individual feedback
written feedback

WOIRPLPFP,NPPOINOO FPWE N

NORFRPFPPFPWWOFLDNDNW®

NOte n[o[a|:15

Since there is only one correct answer in listening, there is no other method
other than error correction because if |1 hear something wrong while listening,
the way to correct it is to tell the correct answer. | think there is not much else
other than error correction. (T12)

In addition, five participants asserted that they implement elaborated feedback
(f=5), and four participants highlighted the importance of providing sources in

listening skills (f=4). To elaborate on providing sources, T14 exemplified:
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| provide some sources for listening. | say it would be better if you studied from
here because the chance to improve each child individually for listening skills is
only possible with the resources we suggest. | say that this is your area of
improvement based on this score. Put listening in your study plan. You can use
these websites. You can go to these links. Then I ask them to send me their
work to review it together. (T14)

Less frequently employed feedback types in listening came up as

hints/prompts/cues reported by two participants (f=2) and peer feedback (f=1).

When it comes to reading in terms of feedback practices, the most employed
feedback type appeared as elaborated feedback reported by six respondents

(f=6). To explain the reason behind this, T6 articulated:

While going over the answers in Reading, | definitely ask the students to give
justifications because, in our reading questions, there are too many expressions
such as support your answer by giving evidence from the text. So, they need to
practice this a lot. (T6)

The other feedback types implemented in reading skill were reported as
hints/prompts/cues (f=3), explicit correction (f=3), verification (f=1), and peer
feedback (f=1). As to the mode of delivery, in both skills, whole class feedback
and individual feedback play a huge role based on the participants’ responses.
However, while oral feedback was noted to be employed in listening (f=3), it
was not particularly touched upon in reading. Instead, written feedback was told

to be used in reading feedback practices (f=2).

4.2.1.4 Employed Feedback Practices on Productive Skills

The last theme came up under the title of employed feedback practices on
productive skills, namely speaking and writing. The participants were asked to
describe their feedback practices for each skill separately, and upon what they
have expressed, the codes and frequencies to demonstrate the similarities and

differences between them are displayed in Table 4.18.
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Based on participants’ descriptions of their practices for each productive skill,
one of the most prominent differences reported by two participants was that
speaking is a skill on which feedback is provided less (f=2). To give an example,

T12 mentioned:

Speaking is generally the least evaluated one among all skills because
evaluating speaking is not practical in terms of time compared to the other
skills. While you can jot down some notes on paper and examine the other
skills, you need to deliver feedback on speaking on the spot. That is why it is
harder to deliver feedback. (T12)

On the other hand, four respondents referred to writing as a frequently feedback-

provided skill (f=4). For instance, T3 expressed themselves:

Feedback on writing skills is done frequently because even if we deal with
another skill, there is still a production after them to do with writing, and we
provide feedback to all of them. Apart from this, the students have activities or
assignments that they write under the name of writing assignment. In other
words, | can say that feedback is more frequent for writing skills. (T3)

The common point in speaking and writing was noted to be the importance of
rubric usage: In speaking, seven respondents (f=7) stressed it, and in writing,
three respondents (f=3) pointed out its significance to base students’

performances upon.

Apart from them, as peculiar to speaking skills, more than half of the participants
emphasised the importance of teachers’ note-taking while listening to students’

speaking performances (f=9). For example, T2 stated:

As teachers, we need to attribute great importance to the teacher’s
taking notes for speaking. If the children make any mistakes, the
teachers should take a look at the rubric. For example, if the student
forms a perfect sentence or uses an excellent vocabulary, they need to
jot them down. | think it is vital to do so during the feedback process to
motivate the child while delivering the feedback. (T2)
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Table 4. 18

Frequencies for Employed Feedback Practices on Productive Skills

Employed Feedback Practices f

Speaking

less feedback provided skill
rubric usage

teacher’s note-taking
dialogue/interview/role play/discussion
audio recordings outside class
in every lesson formatively
once in 2-3 weeks formatively
explicit correction

peer feedback

elaborated feedback
hints/prompts/cues
verification

recasts

individual feedback

oral feedback

whole-class feedback

written feedback

online feedback

Writing
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frequently feedback-provided skill
rubric usage

once in a week formatively

once in 3-4 weeks formatively

not detailed feedback on the exam paper
metalinguistic

explicit correction

peer feedback

self-feedback

hints/prompts/cues

elaborated feedback

individual feedback

whole-class feedback

written feedback

oral feedback

online feedback

P NNORPPFPWWOORNDNWWNS

NO'[E ntota|:15

162



Another distinctive feature of speaking skills was in-class practices to provide
feedback, such as dialogues, interviews, role plays, and discussions raised by
two respondents (f=2). Besides, as outside class practice, students’ audio

recordings to be provided feedback was mentioned by one respondent (f=1).

Concerning the frequency of speaking feedback, while two respondents reported
that speaking feedback occurs once in two to three weeks formatively (f=2), two
respondents said it happens in every lesson (f=2). When it comes to writing,
while three participants noted they provide feedback once a week within
formative assessment (f=3), two reported that feedback is delivered to writing
skills once in three to four weeks. A frequency discrepancy in teachers’ reports is

possible to notice in both skills.

With regard to summative assessment practices for writing, almost half of the
respondents indicated that they do not write detailed feedback on the exam paper
(f=7). At this point, T10 indicated, “In the writing exam, only the sentences are

underlined; there are no comments or corrections” (T10).

As to the feedback types implemented, explicit correction and
hints/prompts/cues seem to play an important role in both productive skills.
Apart from them, in speaking, four participants mentioned they employ peer
feedback (f=4), and three participants pointed to elaborated feedback (f=3),
which are also noted in writing. In writing, six respondents touched upon peer
feedback (f=6), and one of them referred to elaborated feedback (f=1). Speaking
diverges from writing in that two respondents emphasised they employ
verification in speaking feedback (f=2), and the same number of respondents
pointed to recasts in speaking skills (f=2). What differentiates writing feedback
from speaking is that almost all the participants referred to metalinguistic
feedback implemented in this skill (f=12), and three respondents also raised self-
feedback (f=3).
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Concerning the mode of delivery in productive skills, some similarities have
been noticed. To elaborate on it, ten participants noted they provide individual
feedback in speaking (f=10), and in writing, eleven respondents reported so
(f=11). Very similarly, for speaking, seven participants said they deliver whole
class feedback (f=7), and six respondents noted so for writing (f=6). The exact
number of respondents in both skills told that they employ written feedback in
these skills particularly (f=7), and also online feedback was raised for each skill
by the same number of respondents (f=1). The mere difference was noticed in the
use of oral feedback on productive skills. Even though seven participants stated
they employ oral feedback for speaking (f=7), two participants reported so for

writing (f=2).

4.2.2 Suggested Practices

English language teachers’ suggestions regarding feedback practices in English
language teaching were examined under three themes: school-related,
assessment/feedback-related, and pre-service education-related suggested

practices.

4.2.2.1 School-Related Suggested Practices

Based on what the participants proposed in close relation to school to enhance
feedback practices in English language teaching, eight codes were examined
under this theme: in-service training, lowering workload, more collaboration
with  colleagues, training students for feedback practices, clear
expectations/regulations, feedback-rich school culture, providing teachers with
office hours, and lastly, lowering student numbers allocated for each teacher, as

it can be seen in Table 4.19.

The initial code that came up under this theme was “in-service training,”
highlighted by the majority of the respondents (f=11). These participants held the

opinion that teachers must be offered with more in-service opportunities, such as
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orientations, seminars, webinars, and workshops by the institution they are

working at. T6 exemplified this matter:

If a teacher works in an institution like ours, if such a detailed feedback process
is expected, then the new teachers should definitely be given detailed
information and training about this feedback process. Moreover, the teachers at
the school should be reminded of the importance of feedback, the desired
feedback techniques, or the types that should be used. Also, all the criteria and
checklists should be explained well. (T6)

In the same vein, T8 expressed themselves:

As an institution with so many goals and aims to develop its teachers
professionally, we always get feedback on our weaknesses and strengths in our
instruction, which is very nice. But for example, | am a graduate of English
Language and Literature, and | am dealing with feedback by observing the
children, with a little more trial and error method, and through experience. But
when we talk about feedback, I do not know the term names. Yes, maybe | do
apply them, but how can | make it more effective? Or what is the psychological
dimension of feedback? Hence, | think a seminar must definitely be organized
on this subject by the institution. (T8)

Table 4. 19

Frequencies for School-Related Suggested Practices

—h

Suggested Practices

[

in-service training

lowering workload

more collaboration with colleagues

training students for feedback practices

clear expectations/regulations

feedback-rich school culture

providing teachers with office hours

lowering student numbers allocated for each teacher
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Another code that was brought up under this theme was “lowering workload,”
noted by five participants (f=5). What these teachers proposed was that teachers’
extra duties must be lessened so that they can find more time to deliver richer

and more effective feedback.
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For example, | have witnessed this a lot. | arrange a meeting with a student,
saying | need to meet them during their physical education class to deliver
feedback. | also inform the head of the department and the assistant principal
about it. But suddenly, | receive an e-mail regarding a class | need to substitute
in that lesson period. | have experienced this a lot. | try to set things up on my
own; since | know that ten minutes will not be enough for that student, I must
allocate forty minutes, but it does not work out that way due to these things.
Therefore, they need to reduce our workload. (T15)

The third code emerged under school-related suggested practices was “more
collaboration with colleagues,” articulated by four respondents (f=4). The
interviewees underlined colleagues must collaborate more under formative and
summative assessment practices to ensure consistency. An excerpt illustrating

this suggestion is as follows:

Most of the time, the problem we experience is that it is challenging to
standardize ourselves while writing feedback, but it is more challenging to do
this within an institution. For example, we teach students how to write a short
story. Everyone’s expectations are different. Here, | think we need to do peer
feedback with our colleagues. | do not know how my other 8th-grade friends
provide feedback on short stories. So maybe they are implementing something
straightforward that | have a hard time with. For this reason, | think the school
can create environments where people can contribute to each other. (T11)

Three of the participants drew attention to “training students for feedback
practices” (f=3). The idea behind that was feedback must be introduced to the
students at a younger age by strongly underlining its importance, and they need

to be trained in feedback practices. For example, T5 remarked on this matter:

I think students should be trained for feedback. So, most students cannot realize
how feedback processes should be managed at ease, especially in low age
groups at low levels. Therefore, they need to understand how we give them
some feedback, what their needs are, and why it is given. After that time, they
will probably act a little more aware. In fact, even as teachers, feedback is
something that we deal with unconsciously, but I think every student should be
mindful of this. (T5)

The exact number of participants pointed at “clear expectations/regulations”
(f=3). These participants stressed that schools must hold clear expectations and
certain policies or approaches to feedback practices so that they can be

implemented more effectively. On this issue, T9 highlighted:
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Institutional expectations could be a little clearer. The expectations about what
kind of feedback is expected are not distinct, in my opinion. Its type and method
are also not always clear and practical either. Sometimes the expectation is out
of or above the practice. Or it may be at a point where we surpass the benefit,
apart from what it provides. So maybe that evaluation can be done a little better,
and it can be standard. In other words, there would be a particular organization
throughout the institution. For example, the institution must precisely state we
want it this way. This is how we provide feedback; this is how this school is.
And this should apply to everyone. There can be such clarity as it will apply to
all branches. (T9)

“Feedback-rich school culture” was another suggestion made by two
interviewees (f=2). Each participant supported this idea from a distinctive
perspective. The first participants emphasised that feedback should not be
regarded as negative criticism and must occur frankly between every part of the
institution, including teachers and administrators. To elaborate on it more, the

relevant example is as follows:

Institutions should not forget to bring up the good things. Moreover, since there
is a culture of turning to a more negative attitude when it comes to criticism in
the Turkish society, it reflects the same way in institutions as well. However, for
example, | think that if a policy of openness to criticism can be established
between teachers and administrators within the institution to bring the good to
the fore, share and improve each other in the institution's policy, it will
automatically reflect on the lessons without the need for training. As people will
have awareness, it will turn into a behaviour. Therefore, the teachers will
automatically be the models in the classroom environment. | believe this is the
best method. (T7)

From another point of view, T15 touched upon the significance of
standardization at institutions as to feedback practices and participation of each

party to enrich those practices. To be more precise, T15 uttered:

For example, peer feedback is something that should be in school culture. If the
school implements this culture in all courses, a culture will develop in the
student as well. Unfortunately, I try to implement that culture only as much as |
have learned in the training and seminars | attended. In fact, it would be perfect
if this spread to school culture, if such activities were carried out in all lessons,
and if the importance of feedback, both in education and personal development,
was emphasized. For example, | had the chance to observe the positive effect of
peer feedback on reducing bullying or sustaining empathy in schools in Europe.
Therefore, a feedback culture that can be applied on behalf of all branches
should be established. (T15)
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One of the least noted school-related practices came up as “providing teachers
with office hours” (f=1). This respondent held the idea that teachers must be
offered office hours to reach out to students more efficiently and contact them in

a more peaceful way. The representative comment included:

I think something like this would be nice. You know, there are office hours in
universities for professors. If only we had time like that, and our program was
adapted accordingly so that we could do individual feedback studies with the
student in that time period. | think it would be much more effective. (T10)

The last code that came up under school-related practices was “lowering student
numbers allocated for each teacher” (f=1). The participant asserted that effective
feedback practices could be employed as long as teachers can address each
individual student; therefore, student numbers allocated for each teacher must be

lower. To be more exact, T6 put forward:

We cannot reduce the frequency of feedback because it is essential to students.
Then since we cannot do this, we will reduce the number of students so that the
number of students for whom the teacher is responsible is less, and they can
provide feedback as often as they want, more precisely, and in the quality they
desire. (T6)

4.2.2.2 Assessment/Feedback-Related Suggested Practices

The second theme under suggested practices emerged as assessment/feedback-
related practices. The participants touched upon what might be done concerning
these to enhance their feedback practices in English language teaching. This
theme was examined under four codes: a system/an app, simplifying criteria for
students to understand, more frequent testing, and finally, project-based learning
with fewer/no testing, respectively (Table 4.20).
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Table 4. 20

Frequencies for Assessment/Feedback-Related Suggested Practices

Suggested Practices

a system/an app

simplifying criteria for students to understand
more frequent testing

project-based learning with fewer/no testing
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To begin with, three participants brought up “a system/an app” which is user-
friendly for teachers to provide feedback with ease and grab students’ attention

more (f=3). To illustrate, T14 articulated:

To make it more fun, | would like the feedback delivered by the teacher to be
done, for example, via software. It is because students are individuals keen on
games, and we are now in the digital age. Children are much more
knowledgeable about that digital stuff than us. Therefore, I wonder how we
could set up more fun, different, and more user-friendly digital program for the
teacher in a game in such a system without the students realizing that it is
feedback. | mean, by offering them that digital resource. Feedback is something
you must speak in the student’s language, and it is crucial for their progress.
(T14)

The second code, “simplifying criteria for students to understand,” was put
forward by one respondent (f=1). The participant pointed out that the criteria/the
rubrics utilized may be simplified to ensure students’ understanding of the

expectations. Upon this, the related excerpt is:

For example, | show the children a paper under the title of “speaking criteria.”
The child does not understand half of what is written there—especially low-
level children. Maybe they can be edited through an arrangement that will
appeal to the students and enable them to understand. (T3)

Another suggested practice appeared under the code “more frequent testing” by
one interviewee (f=1). The idea behind it is that rather than accumulating a

plethora of topics to administer exams, testing must be done more frequently to
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provide feedback in time when students have fresh knowledge of the target

topics. Regarding this, T11 commented as follows:

We accumulate the topics and evaluate them at the end. Then, we report to the
student that they succeeded here but failed here. Therefore, instead of
accumulating and evaluating subjects in this way, | find instant, on-spot
evaluations more appropriate. | think the exams and evaluation processes should
be nothing very different from in-class work, so | would increase their
frequency and decrease their content because it is impossible to administer a test
and put all the skills in it and deliver feedback to all of them simultaneously. We
think we are giving feedback. However, students receive feedback where they
focus and already seek feedback. So, it does not actually achieve its purpose.
Our assessments are actually feedback to the student, but | think we cannot
achieve this goal because of these reasons. That is why it makes more sense for
me to increase the frequency, reduce the content and provide more frequent and
more immediate feedback. (T11)

As opposed to the idea of more frequent testing, another respondent proposed
“project-based learning with fewer/no testing (f=1). The participant suggested
more of a learning opportunity through hands-on and project-based activities less

requiring or free of testing. At this point, T14 shared their opinion:

Of course, we will evaluate; we will deliver feedback. We will consider how far
the child has progressed, but not in the name of an exam, not something on a
report card. The child feels stigmatized because they cannot reflect on their
actual performance. Actually, we do not convey such a message, but after all,
we have a meeting with the parents over their grades, as if the only thing we
need to focus on is the things they write at that moment. As if we measured their
knowledge there, they did not answer, and they did not know. Because it is our
data, after all. So, | would reduce or remove that number of testing. | would go
with a more project-based way. Frankly, |1 would like more of a setting where
students can demonstrate their performance and conduct teamwork, free of the
exams. Why they are not autonomous is that, I think, they get prepared for the
exam. They start studying two days prior to it. They quit and forget everything
they have studied that very night when the exams are over. (T14)

4.2.2.3. Pre-service Education-Related Suggested Practices

Pre-service education-related suggested practices came up as the third theme
under suggested practices. To boost the quality and effectiveness of feedback
practices in English language teaching, the participants proposed several

activities and practices that might be employed during pre-service education with
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the aim of preparing prospective English language teachers to be fully equipped
and ready for feedback practices in in-service. This theme was analysed under
five codes: internship period, detailed/feedback-specific course offered, focusing
on each four skills, modelling, and through real-life examples, respectively. The
codes are shown in Table 4.21.

Table 4. 21

Frequencies for Pre-service Education-Related Suggested Practices

Suggested Practices

internship period
detailed/feedback-specific course offered
focusing on each four skills

modelling

through real-life examples
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To begin with, almost half of the participants suggested some activities and
practices be implemented during the “internship period” (f=6). What they
proposed was that pre-service English language teachers must be involved in
feedback processes, and the internship period constitutes an appropriate
opportunity to fulfil that. This period must be enriched through observations
while their mentor teachers are delivering feedback or letting the interns provide
feedback to get acquainted with feedback processes. On this matter, T10
expressed their experiences and suggestions:

In my opinion, the internship period is the part where a teacher candidate will do
the best practice during their undergraduate education, and so | think that the
mentors should definitely support them in terms of the feedback. | personally
have not experienced anything like that. It was something changing depending
on the mentor. For example, | had friends who evaluated an exam paper or a
worksheet because their mentors asked for it. However, neither of my mentors
made such a request to me, and | did not have such an experience. Therefore, |
think that this should be officially included in the process at universities.
Because theoretical knowledge helps us to a certain extent in teaching. In
addition to theory, feedback must be supported by practice in the internship
period. (T10).
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In the same vein, another excerpt read:

| definitely think that internship periods can be spent a little more effectively on
feedback. It would be great to take this issue more seriously during the
internship. For example, if | had given feedback when | was a senior at the
university, if | had been involved in these things a little, | would have felt much
more comfortable and ready when 1 first started teaching three years ago, and
even now. | provided feedback for the first time when | started working. (T12)

Four of the respondents suggested a “detailed/feedback specific course offered”
(f=4). All four participants stressed the necessity for a more detailed education
on feedback during pre-service, which could be achieved through a feedback-
specific course instead of embedding theoretical information concerning

feedback into methodology courses. To illustrate, T5 expressed themselves:

When | think about my pre-service, my undergraduate education, | think we
progressed a little more theory-based. | think the feedback we could deliver
according to the questions that might come up in real classrooms should have
been discussed more concretely. Our instructors could have done this in
undergraduate education. | think it might not need to be a course covering the
whole year, but it could have been a course that would cover at least one
semester because feedback is something that requires a lot of communication.
The adequacy of the teacher is actually an issue that needs to be questioned at
this point, and | think that its education should be offered in detail in pre-service
education. (T5)

The third code emerged as “focusing on each four skills,” uttered by two
interviewees (f=2). What they conveyed was that feedback practices fitting more
for each different skill must be covered in detail during pre-service education. To
give an example, T6 asserted that “There is also a need for focusing on four
skills. Because each skill requires various types of feedback and techniques.

They should teach us those and enable us to practice them in pre-service” (T6).

Two participants suggested, “modelling” (f=2). They pointed out that instructors
at pre-service must constitute models to pre-service teachers through employing
effective feedback practices in their own instruction. The related examples are

presented below:
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I do not remember much about the theory, but after the feedback provided by
the instructor in the research lesson and the way | used it to improve my own
work, | had a better idea about how to do it. Therefore, rather than teaching
feedback as a separate course at the undergraduate level, the way each
academician delivers feedback in each subject should be at the expected and
desired level of feedback delivery so that prospective teachers can reflect it on
the teaching profession by taking their own teachers as role models. (T7)

I rarely remember even giving feedback to each other during pre-service. For
example, peer review is something we use a lot. We used to do many production
activities when we were at university, but |1 do not remember that we did peer
reviews and provided feedback to each other. You know, they had to get us used
to them first so that we could transfer this knowledge to our students and use it
effectively. | will give an example from the first year again. When they told me
I needed to do peer feedback activities, | did not precisely understand what to do
or did not know how to use peer review. The students completed it somehow
with a checklist, but | then stood still, not knowing what to do next. (T6)

The last code brought up by two interviewees was “through real-life examples”
(f=2). They implied the necessity for being offered opportunities to provide
feedback on real-life examples of students’ responses in their undergraduate

courses. The illustrative excerpt is:

Examples must be examined. There is a lot of theory about how to provide
feedback during pre-service. Therefore, the practical part of it must be
concentrated more. You know, when we say real-life experiences, here is a
chance to focus on feedback through examples. First, how to write feedback on
a response or product and then how to provide feedback on the given feedback
can be studied with the help of these real-life examples. (T11)

4.3 Teacher Competencies under the Teacher Feedback Literacy
Competency Framework

This section presents the findings for the third and the last research question in
relation to the teacher competencies of the middle school English language
teachers within the scope of the Teacher Feedback Literacy Competency
Framework. Teacher feedback literacy is defined as the knowledge, expertise,
and dispositions to be able to design feedback practices and processes that
facilitate students’ uptake of feedback and the development of student feedback
literacy (Carless & Boud, 2020). A few teacher feedback literacy frameworks

have been proposed so far; however, to answer the third research question in this
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research study at hand, an empirically derived competency framework developed
by Boud and Dawson (2021) was adopted. This framework is essentially a
generative framework comprising three competency levels as macro, meso, and
micro competencies. As a consequence of conducting both deductive and
inductive content analysis by taking this framework as a base, the findings have
been displayed in three category levels: macro competencies, meso

competencies, and lastly micro competencies.

4.3.1 Macro Competencies

The first category level, macro competencies, basically refers to programme
design and development (Boud & Dawson, 2021). The data that emerged under
this category level were separated into six themes after deductive and inductive
content analysis: creating feedback environments, planning feedback
strategically, coordinating colleagues, developing student feedback literacy,

managing feedback pressures, and improving feedback processes (Table 4.22).

The first theme, “creating feedback environments,” comprised two codes:
making processes familiar and creating a positive feedback environment. To
begin with, “making processes familiar/modelling” was brought up by more than
half of the respondents (f=10). These interviewees asserted that students must be
allowed to get familiar with feedback practices through modelling or showing
criteria and checklists to the students. For example, T14 put her ideas and action

into words as follows:

| attach tremendous importance to introducing the criteria to the children for
writing. But I’m not talking about giving a self-checklist saying, guys, these are
the criteria you will be evaluated with. At the very beginning of the feedback
process, | feel the urge to explain these criteria and what they serve. For
example, what does it mean to use linkers in this criterion, or what does it mean
for sentences to be in harmony? There is this criterion, but the child does not
know what that criterion is. Therefore, children should be introduced to all
these, such as content and organization, and learn about language use. (T14)
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Table 4. 22

Frequencies for Macro Competencies

Macro competencies f
Creating feedback environments
Making processes familiar/modelling 10
Creating a positive feedback environment 9
Planning feedback strategically
Developing strategies involving students 12
Being responsive to change 9
Inclusive feedback for all students 8
Coordinating colleagues
Working with teams for consistency 11
Sharing feedback practices 2
Developing student feedback literacy
Making judgements of self/other’s work 12
Helping students manage affect 11
Explaining feedback to students and their roles in it 8
Mobilizing students for multiple feedback roles 8
Promoting feedback as something useful in the world 2

Managing feedback pressures
Leaving teacher time for other feedback
Using class time 5
Improving feedback processes
Collecting evidence about the effectiveness of feedback
Utilizing collected evidence from the students
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On the same matter, T6 exemplified what they implement as follows:

If 1 am giving feedback with codes, first of all, | need to make sure that the
children know those codes very well. For this, | am doing a lesson on codes
beforehand. So, | explain which code means what, and | give a few examples for
each code. For example, here, | have underlined and written tense. How can we
fix this? or | have written spelling here. What error is there here? | go over all of
them with examples. At the same time, | make sure that the codes are always
available on the clipboard in the classroom because sometimes | want the
students to make corrections in the classroom right after distributing their papers
back. Therefore, there is one error code document in their files and one in the
classroom. (T6)

2

The second code appeared as “creating a positive feedback environment,

mentioned by nine participants (f=9). What is meant by this was creating
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classroom environments whereby feedback is likely to occur, and feedback
practices are commonplace as a natural consequence of a helpful and
collaborative classroom atmosphere where students do not hesitate to be
participative. For example, T1 underlined what necessitates them to create a

positive environment by stating:

Before | start providing feedback, | first establish a family atmosphere in a
classroom. Because | believe that in order for the feedback process to work one
hundred percent well, students should not be afraid of each other in the
classroom; instead, they should be able to talk comfortably and express their
shortcomings to each other frankly. (T1)

At this point, T4 also exemplified how creating collaborative classroom

environments can contribute feedback to become commonplace as follows:

For example, after the oral presentations, there was no time left. We could not
do the “who said what to whom session” during that lesson. However, after the
lesson, | saw that the students were going to each other very enthusiastically.
They were asking questions, “How was mine; how many points did you give
me?” Also, sometimes, for example, there is a presentation, everyone gives their
feedback, and we vote and choose the best presenter in the class. We organize
such activities. | usually get positive feedback from them as well. In all three of
my classes, the outstanding presenters were selected the last time. This can be
an example of how this feedback process works correctly. (T4)

The second theme was “developing feedback strategically,” which was examined
under three codes: developing strategies involving students, being responsive to
change, and inclusive feedback for all students. Initially, almost all participants
pointed to developing strategies involving students (f=12). These respondents
touched upon designing feedback activities and practices through strategies
planning to ensure student participation to an enormous extent, and whereby
students are given an active role as feedback providers as well instead of being
solely recipients. T14 presented an example of how they come up with some

strategies to ensure student participation and active involvement:

After an individual or a group work, | distribute a peer-check to all of them.
Then they provide written or verbal feedback to peers. However, sometimes,
some children are afraid of being criticized. Therefore, | let them do a gallery
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walk. They hang their products on the walls. I ask them not to write their names
but write what the strengths and weaknesses are in their friends” works. With
coloured pencils, they write on them, wandering around. In this way, you give
the children the freedom to choose this; some say they do not want to give
feedback to their pair. The fact that they are adolescents puts some pressure on
you as a teacher. They say | am cross with that peer. That prevents them from
providing constructive feedback or finding the faults in their peer's work. So,
this way, | try to come up with a solution to prevent this quarrel from
happening. (T14)

T11 also exemplified how they strategically plan to ensure student participation

in feedback activities to maximize its effects. The related example is:

I do not think every student can learn from every student. Therefore, | arrange
the seating plan for my students, considering who can contribute to each other.
Then, | make them sit accordingly, and | try to put the child with substantial
vocabulary knowledge and the child with strong grammar side by side so that
they can work together and teach something to one another. One can provide
vocabulary feedback to the other, while the other can provide feedback on their
friend's grammar. Because giving feedback is a difficult thing, while it is
difficult for students to receive it, and when it is challenging to provide
feedback to a friend, | try to put together children with different strengths. (T11)

The second code, “being responsive to change,” was exemplified by more than
half of the participants (f=9). This competency is essentially required to take a
strategic approach to feedback to be able to be responsive to change. The
participants being responsive to change in feedback processes due to shifts to
online or face-to-face constituted an example of this responsiveness. To
illustrate, T8 shared their experiences in the online teaching period:

During online teaching last year, with 7th grades, | used to highlight the
mistakes, and | was even using colour codes in my written feedback, such as
colouring the grammar mistake with red or highlighting it with yellow if there is
a vocabulary error. The students got used to the colour coding, too. (T8)

Another participant exemplified being responsive to mode of delivery shifts with

the following excerpt:

We had been teaching online for two years. We are currently conducting face-
to-face education. Therefore, how | conveyed the feedback to the children
differed from time to time. For example, last year, | used voice recording and
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texting a lot on the online platform we used while delivering feedback. But right
now, | do not usually make use of audio feedback. This year, | talk to the
students face to face during recess times and lunch breaks to comment on their
mistakes in their writing papers, for example. (T10)

The third and the last code brought up under this theme was “inclusive feedback
for all students.” Eight respondents pointed to feedback addressing all types of
students equally and fairly (f=8). To give an example, T5 shared their dialogue
with their students, implying they provide feedback to their students this way,
“What I always say to my students is that they are all different. I also need
feedback from them so that | can deal with each of them individually and provide
each with feedback” (T5). Similarly, T13 uttered, “As I said, I write long and
comprehensive feedback for low achievers. There is a long written feedback
process, but I actually do this for all students because we have to guide them all
somehow” (T13).

“Coordinating colleagues” was the third theme under macro competencies
examined with two codes: working with teams for consistency and sharing
feedback practices. Most of the interviewees mentioned the first code, “working
with teams for consistency” (f=11). They underlined that they work with teams
in feedback processes to pursue a consistent feedback experience for all students.
For instance, T13 talked about they conduct first and second marking for
accurate assessment and feedback information afterward. To be more precise,
T13 uttered:

When | speak in terms of assessment during the feedback process, another
teacher does the second marking after | do the first marking in writing. In terms
of accuracy, there is a process of helping out. Sometimes, the other teacher can
see something that we have missed. Actually, to ensure accurate assessment and
correct feedback, | believe this is an effective solution when two teachers sit
down and talk about it. I think this leads to a healthier feedback process. (T13)

Besides, T1 indicated, “The feedback we provide after the exam is unfulfilled
objective oriented. We generally operate this at school as a requirement of the

system. I mean, this is not something I personally do” (T1).
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The second code under this theme was “sharing feedback practices.” Two
respondents underlined they have been sharing successful practices with their
colleagues to inspire and help them out through dialogues and peer observation

(f=2). The related example is:

Feedback is a phenomenon we are constantly working on as we are aware of its
importance. That is why we observe each other’s lectures and make peer
observations. We are working on feedback processes, and we discover new
things altogether. (T1)

The fourth theme under macro competencies was “developing student feedback
literacy.” Student feedback literacy refers to learners’ seeking, producing, and
utilizing feedback information and the development of capacities to make sound
academic judgements (Carless & Boud, 2018; Molloy et al., 2020). Five codes
were brought up under this theme: making judgements of self/others’ work,
helping students manage affect, explaining feedback to students and their roles in
it, mobilizing students for multiple feedback roles, and lastly, promoting
feedback as something useful in the world. To begin with, most of the
participants asserted that they help students build capacities to make plausible
judgements of their work and their peer’s work (f=12). With the help of self and
peer assessment activities, they can enlarge their evaluative capacities as time
passes to be able to make more reasonable judgements (Carless & Boud, 2018).
For instance, T8 illustrated how they strive to manage this:

For example, while a student is delivering a presentation, | assign a task to the
other students. They write feedback about their peers. For example, | liked this
aspect in this presentation because they did something like this; 1 would add
something like that if it were me. So, | can see, at least, if the children are aware
of what is going on. What did they like in their friend’s presentation, what did
the presenter miss, or what were the presenter’s strengths? What would the
others do if they were in their friend’s shoes? (T8)

Another excerpt read:
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With the help of peer feedback, the student automatically provides feedback to
themselves and their friend. While delivering feedback to their friend whose
paper is being checked, they make some comments on their own work. For
example, “Oh, I didn't write the title. I’ll write time the next time.” “There is no,
I think, in my opinion pattern in my thesis statement, or | did not put a setting in
my short story, but my friend did.” They also notice some similarities, “My
friend wrote the title the way I did.” (T15)

“Helping students manage affect” was the second code mentioned by more than
half of the respondents (f=11). According to Carless and Boud (2018), feedback

literate students keep up their emotional equilibrium and stay away from

defensive reactions against critical feedback. These participants pointed to

helping students build self-esteem by engaging with feedback and their ability to

control their affect during feedback practices. To give an example:

Students having an outstanding English level sometimes perceive feedback
negatively. They think they have not made a mistake or are not wrong there.
Some others get upset when they receive feedback. There are students | have
experienced this with, and these are generally successful students who do not
tolerate mistakes and always think that they are doing the right thing. If students
have a lot of success anxiety, you do not have good relationships when you
correct them too much because the student already thinks that they are fine and
don’t need feedback. However, | always feel the urge to tell those students
mistakes exist in every part of life. | always give myself an example. For
instance, if a native-like teacher comes and listens to me, they will find ten
mistakes. It is necessary to explain to them that making mistakes is a natural
thing and part of the learning process. (T4)

In the same vein, T12 shared their ideas and experiences:

When | receive an adverse reaction from the students on the feedback, |
definitely think it is essential to talk one-to-one. When such a situation occurs, |
usually always talk to the student privately in case they may feel uncomfortable
in front of their friends, and in fact, | say that this feedback is purely for their
own good and development. As | said, instead of building barriers, | generally
try to be as unifying and constructive as possible so that they can be happy.
(T12)

When it comes to the third code, “explaining feedback to students and their roles

in it” was addressed by eight respondents (f=8). What these participants pointed

out was the necessity of explanation and expectation setting with students as to

what feedback is, what the practices will be, and how to conduct them as well as
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how actively they must play a role in these feedback processes rather than solely
being recipients of feedback information. At this point, T5 put their opinions and

experiences into words:

I can say that | do a little reminder before each peer feedback activity because
the students forget what to do, and why to do it. | explain the necessity of doing
it. 1 think children need to be taught why and how as they cannot be sure. They
do not know why they should. It is like they are expecting feedback from the
teacher all the time. (T5)

Moreover, T15 described their expectation setting process as follows:

In feedback processes, we need to explain it to the student in a good way.
Because otherwise, the teacher will be rowing against the current, and we will
not reach our goal. To reach a goal, the teacher and the student must set out on
this path together. | always tell my students from the beginning that we need to
solve problems together, that their autonomy is critical in this process, that
parent involvement is the last step, and that there is no point in providing
feedback on an assignment that was completed with the force of the parents. We
make such an agreement from the very beginning. (T15)

The fourth code raised by the same number of interviewees was “mobilizing
students for multiple feedback roles” (f=8). These participants indicated that they
use students as feedback resources, enlisting them in self and peer feedback
processes. T7 exemplified how they mobilize their students in self and peer
feedback activities with the following words:

The first step is to make the student discover through the right questions by
choosing the excellent, medium, and poor samples among all the products,
asking what comments they deserve and their reasons. Then, it is much more
helpful to have the students turn back and criticize themselves to see what they
have done rather than the teacher’s underlining it. Then, by getting it done as
pair work, if you say that they evaluate their pair’s work afterward, this also
puts a responsibility on the students’ shoulders. (T7)

The last code under this theme came up as “promoting feedback as something
useful in the world.” Two respondents claimed that they help their students build
self-esteem by engaging in feedback by emphasising its significance in every

aspect of life rather than solely for school subjects (f=2). The related example is:
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I am trying to give the message that feedback is not a bad thing, but they will
actually benefit from it, and that we are doing it for their own sake. In fact, they
need feedback not only on school basis but also in the outside world. I am trying
to convey that feedback is a life skill. (T5)

The fifth theme that came up under the macro competencies level was
“managing feedback pressures,” analysed under two codes: leaving teacher time
for other feedback and using class time. Six of the participants mentioned
designing tasks including self or peer-correction on minor matters and leaving
teacher time for more expert feedback based and built on students’ corrections
(f=6). On this matter, T6 explained the process briefly, “The students provide
feedback to each other. According to that feedback, they make the necessary

changes first. Then I collect the papers and provide feedback” (T6).

The second code under the fifth theme was “using class time,” uttered by five of
the interviewees (f=5). These participants pointed to using class time for some
feedback activities to be able to manage the workload resulting from feedback
delivery. One of the relevant examples is:

This year, for example, | have approximately 300 students. It can often be
challenging to provide one-to-one feedback to all of them. That’s why | carry
out whole class feedback or peer feedback in the classroom to lighten my
workload. | know it is not nice to do, but they can also deliver positive feedback
to their friends. (T2)

In addition to that, T13 also exemplified how they use class time with the

following words:

Following my written feedback, | think that some students also need oral
feedback. In that case, when there is such a situation, | ask those students to my
side while other students are dealing with something else and provide oral
feedback. (T13)

The fifth and the last theme under macro competencies appeared as “improving
feedback processes,” which was examined under two codes: collecting evidence
about the effectiveness of feedback and utilizing collected evidence from the

students. Four interviewees acknowledged that they gathered evidence about the
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effectiveness of feedback processes (f=4). These participants pointed to
benefitting from student surveys questioning about feedback, such as exit tickets.
For instance, T2 articulated their experiences, “For example, at the end of the
lesson, | asked how they found the process of providing feedback to each other
with an exit ticket. They all said that everything was very positive and
beneficial’ (T2).

The second code was “utilizing collected evidence from the students.” Three of
the interviewees articulated that after collecting evidence about the effectiveness
of the feedback processes or analysing students’ work samples, they make some
adjustments and modifications in their own practices (f=3). To illustrate, T9

uttered:

When | see something negative or when they say they have not understood a
point in their comments, | think more about that area or revise it. In that sense, it
is formative to receive notifications from children. Or if they have evaluated
themselves very wrongly in their self-assessment, it means that there is a
problem in their self-perception. It also means that they actually did not even
understand the evaluated area there. | make edits to the next practice
accordingly or try to elaborate on what is required from them the next time. (T9)

4.3.2 Meso Competencies

The second category level, named meso competencies, essentially comprises
competencies for course/unit design and implementation (Boud & Dawson,
2021). Conducting deductive and inductive content analysis, the data that
appeared under this category were divided into nine themes: designing to
intentionally prompt student action, utilizing technological aids to feedback,
designing for feedback dialogues and cycles, constructing tasks accompanying
feedback processes, designing feedback processes involving peers, maximizing
effects of limited feedback opportunities, organizing timing/sequencing of
feedback events, framing feedback to standards/criteria, and lastly, managing
tensions between feedback and grading (Table 4.23).
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The initial theme brought up under meso competencies was “designing to
intentionally prompt student action,” which was categorised under three codes:
developing individualized action plans based on exam results, designing
activities for subsequent action, and persuading students. To begin with, eight
respondents acknowledged that they prepare individualized action plans upon
unfulfilled objectives grounded on summative assessment/grading and sustain

feedback practices after it (f=8). At this point, T1 expressed themselves:

There are listening, grammar, vocabulary, and reading sections in the exam.
Speaking is included in their performance grade. | always examine these skills
after the exam, and I conduct extra studies based on students’ unfulfilled
objectives one by one because, for example, the student is a student with perfect
English, but there is still a problem in understanding what they hear while
listening. Regardless, we need to be concentrating on this skill, and they should
be getting feedback on it. (T1)

The second code, “designing activities for subsequent action,” was put forward
by four respondents (f=4). All these participants referred to designing activities
in a way that the students can incorporate the feedback information into their

subsequent assignments or tasks. T8 exemplified this as follows:

For example, after writing in the first place, providing feedback to show
weaknesses and strengths, we give a second writing assignment to complete the
missing achievements. Or in speaking, for example, they deliver a presentation.
After giving feedback, we expect them to improve these areas till the next time
since there is actually a second speaking presentation or a second task. Or
sometimes, when there are too many missing areas, we directly ask the child to
do another task as individual work. We aim to make them aware of their real
performance and see if they can make use of the feedback we have provided.
(T8)
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Table 4. 23

Frequencies for Meso Competencies

Meso competencies f
Designing to intentionally prompt student action
Developing individualized action plans based on exam results 8
Designing activities for subsequent action 4
Persuading students 2
Utilising technological aids to feedback
Using a Learning Management System 5
Deploying audio feedback 5
Designing for feedback dialogues and cycles
Staging tasks to maximize effects of feedback 7
Using nested assessments 6
Prompting students to request feedback 2
Constructing tasks accompanying feedback processes
Designing/using self-assessment tasks 10
Decisions made by teachers 4
Using exemplars to show the features of a good work 4
Using pre-prepared cohort-level comments 2
Designing feedback processes involving peers
Implementing peer feedback 13
Reasons for not doing
COVID-19 3
Time-consuming 2
Training students for peer feedback
Explaining checklist/rubric 8
Modelling 5
Guiding them for constructive feedback 4
Using a simplified checklist/criteria 3
Using exemplars involving peers 3
Maximizing effects of limited feedback opportunities
Holistic feedback 13
Targeted feedback
Considering skills 10
Considering a pre-determined target 9
Organizing timing/sequencing of feedback events
Providing feedback in time 14
Sequencing feedback events 1
Framing feedback to standards/criteria
Criteria 12
Rubric 11
Checklist 8
Managing tensions between feedback and grading
Student expectations 3
Formal requirements 2
Timing of exams 2
Inconsistency between feedback and exam 1
The role of the teacher as a grader vs. a mentor 1
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“Persuading students” appeared as the third code under this theme. Two
participants pointed to presenting persuasive rationales for the importance of
student action in the feedback procedures. As an example, T7 expressed

themselves:

Some students complain about feedback: Are we going to fix this again? Are we
going to write the second draft? Convincing them is pretty effective, though. We
need to tell them why they should do this. When the purpose of things, such as
what will happen when they do it, what the result will be, and what will be
gained, is explained to the students, and once they internalize it, everyone is
generally happy. (T7)

The second theme, “utilising technological aids to feedback,” was examined
under two codes: using a Learning Management System and deploying audio
feedback. First of all, five participants addressed using a Learning Management
System, Asist and MS Teams to deliver and access feedback information (f=5).

T15 exemplified how they make use of MS Teams, stating:

Sometimes | tell the student to meet me on MS Teams at a predetermined time. |
call them at that time, and by explaining the steps of the topic as we did in the
classroom, | deliver oral feedback to the student on their written work. (T15)

T 15 also added with another anecdote:

We do not share some materials on Asist. | do not upload them there, but
according to that child’s individual needs, | send extra practices through MS
Teams because sometimes the student’s achievement level can be low than
expected. For example, there was one last year. The student was in eighth grade
but still confused about present continuous and present simple or past
continuous and past simple. I am not able to constantly deal with this in the
classroom because | have to comply with the class in general. Therefore, in
order for this student to feel comfortable, | sent a lot of simple-level studies
about their missing objectives via Teams, and sometimes | sent the answer key,
sometimes in written form, sometimes by meeting with the student online, I
conveyed their feedback. (T15)

Furthermore, the exact number of respondents affirmed that they have benefitted
from audio feedback by attaching audio files, including feedback information on

student responses or products (f=5). While four of them referred to the online
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teaching to have used it, one participant mentioned they still use it, as it is also
mentioned under the first research question-mode of delivery. For example, T10
indicated that “Last year, | used audio recording and texting a lot to provide

feedback via the online platform we used to conduct online lessons” (T10).

“Designing for feedback dialogues and cycles” came up as the third theme.
Three codes arose under this theme: staging tasks to maximize effects of
feedback, using nested assessments, and prompting students to request feedback.
To begin with, seven participants marked that they “stage tasks to maximize the
effects of feedback” (f=7). To be more precise, they claimed to arrange and
sequence tasks in a way that students can benefit from the feedback information
at the ultimate level. To illustrate, for students to make the most of feedback, T1
stressed that some topics need to pile up for comprehensive feedback. They

expressed themselves:

In every lesson, the students do not receive feedback on everything. Because |
believe that it must take some time prior to students use of what they have
learnt; for example, some topics need to accumulate, or students need to
complete short productions before the comprehensive feedback. Speaking of
oral feedback, it happens every minute, every second, but | think a little bit of
experience is needed for feedback on a larger scale. (T1)

T13 exemplified how they sequence the tasks to enable their students to use the
received feedback information in the upcoming task at the maximized level as

follows:

If the two subjects are related to each other, for example, the past tense, after
teaching tenses, we move on to story writing with the students and ask them to
use the past tenses in story writing. Therefore, | wanted to collect and provide
detailed feedback, especially in the grammar production part, that is, after
teaching the past tenses. Because this was something that would definitely affect
story writing. The feedback | delivered here would significantly affect their
story writing. Hence, | collected their productions and gave feedback,
particularly on grammar. (T13)

The second code under this theme was “using nested assessments,” uttered by

six respondents (f=6). This refers to setting tasks split into parts, and all these
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participants referred to commenting on drafts as the first draft and second draft
of a writing task. T8 briefly mentioned this is a requirement of the institution, “If
it is a written task, a second draft is supposed to be written in our institution”

(T8). Similarly, T10 shared their experiences:

My students were preparing for the exam. According to the feedback I provided
on the first drafts, | asked them to make sure they made necessary changes and
wrote their second drafts so that they could study for the exam in this way more
effectively. | also asked them to bring it afterward to go over it once again.
(T10)

The third and the last code was “prompting to students to request feedback,”
articulated by two participants (f=2). The participants noted that they stimulate
their students to initiate student-led feedback dialogues; their students request
feedback due to this initiation. T15 exemplified how they do this with the

following words:

| always say to my students that they can always come to me and ask questions
about anything they want. They can request feedback. My job is not just these
40 minutes and 80 minutes. First, | try to instil that self-confidence. In other
words, from the first moment | enter the class, | try to instil this in my students.
Even if | am swamped, | say that | will make time for you; it really is; | never
promise something that | will not do. (T15)

On the other hand, some of the participants noted that some students request
feedback by themselves regardless of teacher prompting. The characteristics of
these natural comers were described as open to self-improvement (f=9),
autonomous (f=3), supported by families (f=1), under family pressure (f=1), and
grade-oriented (f=1). For instance, T13 exemplified open to self-improvement
students saying, “Many of them are students very open to feedback. In fact, too
many of my students come and ask me directly, “l wrote this; can you provide
me feedback upon it?” (T13).

The fourth theme under meso competencies was ‘“‘constructing tasks

accompanying feedback processes,” which was analysed with three codes:

designing/using self-assessment tasks, using exemplars to show the features of a
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good work, and using pre-prepared cohort level comments. To begin with, ten
participants indicated that they either design or make use of the pre-prepared
feedback activities to enable students to self-assess before receiving input from
the teachers (f=10). All ten participants underlined that they utilize ready-made
self-assessment rubrics or checklists within the institution; however, four of
them highlighted they make some modifications or adjustments to these
feedback materials while making use of them. For example, T6 briefly explained
these types of activities, “The student first evaluates themselves on the checklist.
They tick, cross, write comments next to the items” (T6). Similarly, T9
commented on it as follows, emphasising the format might change depending on
the skill:

Generally, they first check themselves with a rubric for projects and similar
works. Did | pay attention to the organization? Did | do this? They check
accordingly. Our exit tickets are also a bit directed towards this self-assessment
thing. Once, | asked the whole class a bit about their feelings, for example,
about this grammar subject, where do you feel right now, how much did you
understand or did not understand. In that way, it can change after a bit based on
the skill. (T9)

When it comes to the decisions made by the teachers, uttered by four
respondents (f=4), T1 illustrated how they could improvise a self-assessment

checklist in their lessons:

The students use a checklist while evaluating themselves. Or, if 1 do not have a
form at that moment when students are to evaluate themselves, | improvise
something. | definitely write something on the board. So, look at this, do you
have this, do you have that? If they are all ticked, it means they did what |
wanted. You can do this as a self-assessment; it does not need to be a
comprehensive 20-item thing. | can write three titles. Is the content enough?
Did you use the perfect tenses correctly? Did you use three new vocabulary
items? If they tick all of them, it means they are already close to what | want. |
think the critical point here is that the student knows what to look for in
themselves. (T1)

Another participant exemplified how they make some changes in the way they

use pre-prepared self-assessment checklist. The relevant example is:
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I sometimes do not do the self-assessment part directly after the first draft. For
example, they write the second draft after | provide feedback on the first draft.
Before collecting the second draft, | ask them to look at my feedback again and
fill that checklist considering my feedback and their second draft. | generally see
this; when they tick the checklist, they really put it by looking at my feedback, it
is evident. | want to see whether they have seen their shortcomings, understood,
and completed based on the feedback. Sometimes after the first draft, | get the
students to check themselves, yet sometimes | proceed this way. Did they at
least understand and perceive their feedback in that process and correct their
deficiencies accordingly? This is my question and aim to achieve. (T8)

Under this theme, another code that came up was “using exemplars to show the
features of a good work,” mentioned by three respondents (f=4). What these
participants claimed to do is using exemplars to demonstrate the features of a
quality work like a model answer, and then enable students to compare it with

their own work. To illustrate, T7 mentioned:

For example, I write a model on the board. 1 ask, “What can you change in your
own work by looking at this model?” Then, | get them to highlight those points
first. After they highlight, | confirm, saying now it is true, or you have forgotten
these; you should do these as well. (T7)

The last code brought up by two participants under this theme was “using pre-
prepared cohort level comments” (f=2). This essentially means making use of the
pre-prepared cohort-level comments comprising specific comments to copy and
paste when a common type of mistake or good point is encountered. Both
participants pointed to using them during online teaching. To give an example,
“We used to copy and paste some comments according to some templates in

online teaching, which was very good” (T15).

The next theme emerged as “designing feedback processes involving peers.”
Three codes were examined under this theme: implementing peer feedback,
training students for peer feedback, and using exemplars involving peers. The
initial code was “implementing peer feedback,” suggested by almost all the
interviewees (f=13). These participants indicated that they make use of and
encourage students to engage in peer feedback activities. As an example, T4

illustrated how they employ peer assessment activities in their lessons:
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This could be a small paragraph, a longer paragraph, or a presentation. To give a
specific example, | asked my students to evaluate their friends’ presentations
according to certain criteria while delivering their oral presentations in the past
weeks. | think this is a good example of peer feedback. Some children do that
very well. (T4)

Two participants contended that it does not have to be a written or speaking task;
peer feedback could be implemented in many areas and activities (f=2). One the

related example is:

After the production tasks especially, or even after the activities that the students
answered in any students’ book or workbook, | want them to change their books
or papers and give each other feedback with the help of certain checklists,
correct their mistakes or tell their peers what they can do to improve. (T6)

Moreover, two other respondents articulated that they encourage their students to
peer teach each other outside the class as well (f=2). The relevant excerpt is:

For example, today | gave two of my students such an assignment that they were
to compare their works to each other and decide how they could bring these two
to almost the same level. One of these students is one of the best in the class, the
other is a middle-achiever. | am trying to employ peer teaching this way as well.
(T7)

On the other hand, whereas three participants accentuated that its usage is
restricted because of COVID-19 precautions, two participants asserted they do
not employ pair work activities due to being time-consuming (f=2). Regarding
COVID-19, three participants acknowledged that it was challenging to employ

pair work activities in the desired way (f=3). For instance, T4 uttered:

Unfortunately, since we are going through a difficult period currently, the
exchange of students with each other is restricted. In the past, they would
change their papers without any hesitation. But right now, everything students
do poses a risk. We try to do peer assessment by reducing this risk as much as
possible because we think students should get used to it somehow. (T4)

When it comes to the time issues, T13 shared their opinions saying as it takes a

lot of time unnecessarily, they abstain from implementing it. To be more exact:
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I do not think peer feedback does any good for the other student when one of the
pairs ignores it or gives it just for the sake of completing the activity. In some
cases, | think it can be a waste of time in vain, depending on the general
condition of the class. That is why it is not something | prefer right now. (T13)

The second code was “training students for peer feedback,” which was examined
under four sub-codes: explaining checklist/rubric, modelling, guiding them for
constructive feedback, and using simplified checklist/criteria. First of all, more
than half of the participants asserted that they train their students to both provide
and receive feedback information from each other by explaining the

checklist/criteria of these activities (f=8). T9 described what they do as follows:

In general, about the rubric, | say to the students that 1 want them to pay
attention to a specific grammar topic to help their friends confirm whether they
have successfully completed the task. Why? Because we have actually worked
on these. Or we were going to use these words. Did they use them? Is there a
spelling mistake? In fact, they have to find out what they have and have not
done by themselves. | am going over the rubric there. | mean, | explain the
expectations there. (T9)

Five participants pointed to “modelling” to train their students to both provide
and receive feedback information from their peers (f=5). As an example, T10

uttered:

I always do modelling first. For example, 1 do it myself first before they start
peer feedback. Prior to their evaluating each other, | evaluate one of theirs, and
they have a look at it. So, they see that is what it is supposed to be. Sometimes |
explain the rubric first in class. Later, | do modelling again with a student from
the classroom. In this way, it becomes more understandable for students. (T10)

“Guiding students for constructive feedback” was put forward by four
interviewees (f=4). These participants touched upon orienting students to use an
appropriate language, such as not being too harsh while making judgements of
their peer’s work, as well as guiding them towards making recommendations on
how to improve their current work. In terms of the language aspect, T4

expressed themselves:
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I warn the students from the beginning about the language they use. They will
evaluate their friends; after all, a classroom is an environment where students
should live more peacefully. But some students do not like each other, and these
students can be very destructive when they work together. They can be very
damaging. So, of course, there may be negative feedback, but | advise students
to turn them into positive feedback as much as possible. (T4)

From another perspective, T5 talked about why they guide their students to

constructive feedback:

To use peer feedback rubrics effectively, we need to guide the students,
especially in the lower age groups. They can say too much that “it is very nice”
and finish writing their comments this way. Hence, | am trying to direct them to
make more constructive criticism to help their friends to improve their work.
(T5)

The last sub-code came up as “using simplified criteria/checklist.” Three
interviewees asserted that they supply their students with criteria or checklists in
which language is simplified so that the students can comprehend better what
they must do (f=3). At this point, T11 stated, “I think we are guiding the students
by keeping these criteria as simple as possible regarding what they should do or
write” (T11).

Concerning the last code, three participants referred to “using exemplars
involving peers,” which is essentially implementing activities involving
exemplars and asking students to make judgements of that/those sample(s) (f=3).
T11 exemplified this, “In reading, for example, we provide whole class feedback
on sample answers to understand better how to answer some question types”
(T11).

The sixth theme under meso competencies emerged as “maximizing the effects
of limited feedback opportunities,” examined under two codes: holistic and
targeted feedback. Firstly, almost all respondents referred to holistic feedback
focusing on the “whole” of a student response instead of solely a part of it, and
they accentuated this is primarily applicable in written tasks (f=13). T3
elaborated on this issue stating:
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For example, in a writing assignment, all three of these are very important:
content, organization, and the use of language. | cannot tell all three apart if the
goal is writing such as an essay or a paragraph. That is mainly because all these
criteria will be scored in the exam after this feedback. (T3)

The second code “targeted feedback” was analysed under two sub-codes:
considering skills and considering a pre-determined target. Initially, ten
interviewees articulated that they differentiate the focus on the criteria (content,
organization, and use of language) in feedback practices in congruence with their
importance depending on the target skill (f=10). For instance, T5 expressed

themselves:

What | focus on actually changes depending on the course or the material. If |
am doing a grammar lesson, | give importance to language use, or if there is a
writing study, | try to balance them all. Or if it is speaking, | think content is
what | am considering in the first place; can they really express themselves?
Because after they can express themselves adequately, you can improve the
child’s language use later in a way. For example, if it is reading, | look directly
at the content, | ignore the use of language, and it does not matter whether the
student has put apostrophes. (T5)

In the same vein, T10 explained:

Which criteria | focus on depends on the task and its purpose. For example, it is
a vocabulary part; if it does not affect the meaning too much, I do not care much
about the grammatical error or vice versa. Or, they have written an open-ended
response in reading. The student has conveyed the meaning clearly and
precisely. | know that the student has referred to the right part of the text. Then,
| do not care too much about the spelling error there. I do not care unless the
vocabulary or grammatical error is vital. That is why | prioritize things with
purpose. However, in writing, we have to look at all of them. After all, there is a
product at hand; therefore, | take into account all of them. (T10)

The second sub-code was “considering a pre-determined target,” put forward by
more than half of the participants (f=9). The participants mentioned that they
might provide feedback selectively based on a pre-determined objective or focus,
whereby the feedback can have the most effect instead of providing
comprehensive feedback on everything. The purpose behind this is to leave the
remaining feedback points to another time by concentrating on the target in the
first place. To give an example, T2 put forward:
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For example, let’s say my target is the present perfect tense. If they make a
mistake about it, | will fix it immediately through feedback. However, if there
are mistakes in other tenses, | do not correct them because my focus is on the
present perfect then. (T2)

Likewise, T12 shared their opinions on this, saying the organization is not their

primary focus, explaining the reasons behind. To be more precise:

Among the criteria, | put the organization in the last place; the use of language
and content are significant for me. That is how | usually provide feedback when
I read student products. | only teach the fifth grade. In my opinion, students will
have to get the organization right somehow when they go to university. I think it
will be fixed naturally then because otherwise, the students will get a lot of
feedback. When | remember the essays we wrote at the university, | believe they
will learn it at one point as it is crucial at university. In the fifth graders, who are
a bit young, I consider how the child felt while writing rather than how they
organized their opinions. It may be written a little messy. | think this is a little
forgivable for the fifth-grade group or the early age groups. (T12)

When it comes to the seventh theme, “organizing timing/sequencing of the
feedback events” was examined with two codes: providing feedback in time and
sequencing feedback events. Firstly, almost all the participants asserted that they
ensure that feedback information is delivered in time for the subsequent tasks to
boost its positive influence on students’ progress (f=14). As an example, T15

expressed themselves:

I definitely read the student products in two days and give them back before
they forget what they have written. At this point, the attitude of the teacher is
critical. If the teacher does not read it for days, time will have passed. Other
things will come in the way. Hence, | read it in two days; even if the task is
short, 1 write my feedback on that particular day and distribute the papers back
the next day. (T15)

Similarly, T7 uttered, “I make sure to deliver feedback at once because I think
the students should not forget why they wrote it that way and why they did it that

way. So, it must be returned as quickly as possible” (TT).

The second code, “sequencing feedback events,” was put forward by one

participant. What is meant by this was the activities requiring feedback
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information are put in order considering their importance level. To be more

exact, the participant claimed:

Sometimes when | am very busy, | sort the products in order of importance. For
example, let’s assume they wrote a short paragraph after a vocabulary lesson,
and the second draft of the short story was also written at that time. | am trying
to prioritize the longer ones that take up more time. | put off checking the
smaller ones that are short and easy to remember. In this case, | deliver feedback
to the short story first. But still, I try to get back to all of them within a week at
the most so that the students will not forget what they have written. (T8)

“Framing feedback to standards/criteria” came up as the eighth theme under
meso competencies, under which three codes were analysed: criteria, rubric, and
checklist. Criteria, which is used to have students create or evaluate their work
against explicit components (e.g., content, organization, use of English), was

touched upon by twelve respondents (f=12). To illustrate, T15 stated:

For example, we have evaluation criteria. Content is the backbone of any work;
the students start writing considering content first. However, we can never
separate content and organization, and of course, what is the muscle mass that
shapes this content and organization? Grammar and vocabulary. Of course,
spelling, punctuation, and capitalization are also significant. The students shape
their writing with those as the last step. (T15)

“Rubric” was the second code mentioned by almost the same number of
interviewees (f=11). What was meant by rubric was a guiding document listing
particular criteria for grading or judging against so that the students can reach the

standards. T2 illustrated this with the following words:

I usually either give or reflect a rubric on the screen to the children. I want to
demonstrate to them what they should pay attention to in their peer’s
performance and evaluate their mistakes, if any, according to the criteria in the
rubric. | project onto the screen most of the time. (T2)

The third code under this theme was “checklist,” brought up by eight
respondents (f=8). These participants acknowledged that they make use of
checklists to have students produce or evaluate responses considering a list of

components they must think or remember to do. For instance, “I have written a
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clear setting or developed my characters clearly” is a checklist component in a

short story. T8 elaborated on how they utilize checklists as follows:

And | want them to see the checklist again when they read my feedback., which
is already in our writing packs. It is a detailed chart to see where the student is
and what expect. In fact, the student sees the expectations simultaneously while
writing the task and reading my feedback afterward. (T8)

Similarly, T5 touched upon using checklists while employing peer assessment
activities with the following words:

If the material is something like a written task, | sometimes give the students
checklists to evaluate their friends. Sometimes we ask their friends to write
comments, or we ask them to make corrections about their friends’ work. In
general, we try to make them write comments, look, and learn from each other
using a checklist. (T5)

The ninth and the last theme here emerged as “managing tensions between
feedback and grading.” Boud and Dawson (2021) assert that feedback and
grading serve different purposes; therefore, teachers need to attempt to separate
the two processes for students. Regarding this, this theme was examined under
five codes: student expectations, formal requirements, the timing of exams,
inconsistency between feedback and exams, and finally, the role of the teacher as
a grader vs. a mentor. To begin with, “student expectations” was brought up by
three interviewees (f=3). Two of these participants argued that students might
disregard activities that will not be graded or hold inaccurate opinions about the
correctness of their responses. Hence, the teachers may need to justify their

grades. The relevant example for the first argument is:

We do not include peer feedback and self-feedback directly into the assessment.
This is actually one of the missing points. | mean, if it had a consequence, the
students might take it more seriously, but it is something like, “Let's just do it.”
But if the students were told they would evaluate themselves and each other,
and at the end of this, they would be graded, it would be much healthier.
Because the only thing that students care about is their scores. I would care
about that too if | was a student myself. So, unfortunately, I cannot criticize the
students on this issue. They are not very careful about things that have no return
to them, which is why. Unfortunately, we do not include them in grading. (T4)
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The related example for the second argument is:

We also provide one-to-one feedback after the exams. Because, even if we go
over the answers as a whole class where they lost points, the children want to
come and get individual feedback with the hope that their answer is acceptable.
Sometimes you really need to convince children of the answer. For example,
when we ask to show evidence from the text, they think that they have found the
correct answer even when they only make a very small 1-2 word referral. To
persuade the children on this issue, it is necessary to explain exactly why the
answer is so or what is expected and justify that their answer is not at the
expected level there, so that they can understand the reasons well and will not
make the same mistake in the next exam. (T6)

From another point of view, another participant indicated that when students
encounter tasks similar to previously studied ones on which feedback has been
received, they might not have much difficulty in the exams as they are familiar

with them. To elaborate on it more, T15 uttered:

Extra practical work before the exam is already done in the classroom.
Repetition strategy studies are being carried out. Since the forms of questions in
the exam and the assignments we have given are very similar to each other, the
students are not unfamiliar with any subject in any way. Children are aware of
what is what as they have already received feedback in advance. (T15)

The following code, “formal requirements,” was put forward by two respondents
(f=2). What is stated by them was some activities might not be a component of
summative assessment to be graded, or some summative assessment components
may not include any feedback on them owing to formal requirements. To

illustrate the first issue, T10 said:

Peer and self-feedback are not part of the summative assessment. Of course,
from a teacher’s perspective, everything we collect from the student is data
about the student, after all. However, we do not put it into a formal evaluation. It
is not part of the assessment. (T10)

For the second issue, T12 reported that “If it is something that should be
officially hidden, we usually do not write feedback directly on the paper. We are

trying to provide that feedback in a different way” (T12).
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The third code, “timing of exams,” was referred by two respondents (f=2). One
of these interviewees stated that if the time interval between summative
assessment components is long, teachers would not need to wait for those
summative data; instead, they might take actions grounded on their in-class
observations and formative assessment results to deliver feedback to that student.

To be more exact, T1 stated at this point:

For a collective assessment of these different skills, | need to have applied an
exam for evaluation. However, if | do not want to wait for the exam process,
you know, an English teacher sees students for too many hours, and we can see
what the students are missing from the first two weeks, what they need me for,
or what they need to get feedback from. Or there is definitely a production at the
end of every lesson. In oral or written form, students can also receive feedback
from them, which can also improve the student. (T1)

The other participant indicated that summative assessment does not require any
modifications in the teachers’ way of delivering feedback. They are solely
administered assessment components at regular intervals to gather evidence
about the reliability of the implemented activities completed that far. To

elaborate on it more, T11 noted:

The feedback methods we apply do not actually change after the exams. The
exams are only the processes that interfere with formative assessment and give
us feedback on our curriculum and instruction. Of course, we draw a road map
according to them, but we do not change feedback methods anyway. What
might have changed hereafter in the evaluation? Actually, we question
ourselves. We often do this at the end of exams. Yes, that is how we taught it.
Yes, we delivered feedback like that. Are they working properly? However, we
already ask ourselves that; | think we do not only do this at the end of the
exams. (T11)

The next code, “inconsistency between feedback and exam,” was brought up by
one participant (f=1). The participant noted that there might be some
inconsistencies in students’ in-class and exam performances. As a result,
teachers may need to contact those students, sometimes to ask or further discuss

the potential factors behind it as well. The participant exactly stated:
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When the child receives feedback a few times and then takes the exam,
sometimes their performance is lower than expected. This time they may react
by saying, | wrote this task for the third time, my teacher provided me feedback
three times, and they wrote well in the exam. Or they misinterpret, assuming the
feedback was all positive no matter how balanced you wrote your feedback. |
think the perception changes a little when the exam intervenes in the feedback
process. Exams are actually a result of their feedback processes, so of course,
there are different factors, such as stress and anxiety, but they do not perform
very differently. In other words, they receive feedback, and in the exam, they
show a performance up to that point. However, for some children, even if they
can write more comfortably in the classroom, their performances seem to
decrease, and while providing feedback on them, | ask whether they had a
problem with time management or experienced anxiety in the exam. (T8)

The last code appearing under this theme was “the role of the teacher as a grader
vs a mentor,” mentioned by one participant (f=1). The participant pointed out
that teachers are graders in the dimension of summative assessment, yet they are
also mentors throughout the entire feedback processes to guide their students. At

this point, T2 remarked:

So the teacher is undoubtedly a grader, but they can also be a mentor in this
process. When | provide feedback, for example, the child asserts they want to
improve on some specific things. According to that feedback, the teacher can
also make the necessary guidance. | think they can be an assistant or a coach for
that student. (T2)

4.3.3 Micro Competencies

The third category level, also referred to as micro competencies, has been
defined as feedback practices in relation to individual students and individual
student assignments (Boud & Dawson, 2021). As a result of the deductive and
inductive content analysis, the data that emerged under this category were split
into two themes: reconsidering input based on students’ needs and differentiation

based on student needs, as displayed in Table 4.24 below.
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Table 4. 24

Frequencies for Micro Competencies

Micro competencies f

Reconsidering input based on students’ needs
Posing questions to students
Relating feedback input to students’ self-assessment
Differentiation based on student needs
Differentiated feedback to a different group of students
Students’ achievement level
Students’ needs/interests
Students’ personalities/emotions
Grade level appropriate feedback
Fine-tuning comments
Identifying students at risk of not being able to use feedback
Praising students

N~
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To begin with, the first theme, “reconsidering input based on students’ needs,”
was examined with two codes: posing questions to students and relating
feedback input to students’ self-assessment. Seven respondents pointed to
“posing questions to students,” which can open up new ways of thinking about
their work and other ways of doing it (f=7). To give an example, T4 shared their

way of using concept check questions:

I use concept check questions because | feel the urge to ask questions that will
push the students to question a little more and think a little more critically, such
as what exactly their mistake is, what they did wrong, and how they would fix
it. If these questions are shallow and simple, they do not benefit either the
teacher or the student, unfortunately. (T4)

T6 also expressed themselves in terms of posing questions in their oral feedback

process as follows:

In our private conferencing with the student, | take the task in front of us and
ask questions such as I think there is something here, what do you think could
be wrong here, or how can we develop this better? (T6)
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The following code, “relating feedback input to students’ self-assessment,” was
brought up by two interviewees (f=2). The respondents remarked that they link
feedback information with students’ self-assessment of their work. T14

exemplified this with the following excerpt:

When the student completes the self-assessment and comes back, we discuss
where their determinations are correct. | also open my own feedback about that
student and say, “Do you know? I thought of those too. Look, we have a
common point here.” Sometimes, there are parts where they censure themselves.
| say, no, that was nice. | think this boosts their self-esteem. Sometimes, they
realize their own mistakes and say, “Even if you said it five times, I wrote the
word “saw” with double o; there is a spelling mistake. You have told me this
before, but look, this has not improved.” (T14)

The second theme under micro competencies emerged as “differentiation based

2

on student needs,” split into four codes: differentiated feedback to a different
group of students, fine-tuning comments, identifying students at risk of not being
able to use feedback, praising students respectively. To start with, the initial code
“differentiated feedback to a different group of students” was analysed under
four sub-codes. The first sub-code uttered by all the participants was “students’
achievement level” (f=15). The respondents accentuated that they provide
differentiated feedback to different groups of students considering their
achievement levels, such as high, mid, and low achievers. Among all
participants, eleven of them asserted that they change the feedback type
depending on student level. For example, whereas low achievers are mostly
provided feedback through direct feedback types, such as explicit correction,
middle and high achievers are provided feedback through more indirect ones,
such as elaborated and hints/prompts/cues. To give an example, T10 elaborated

on what they do:

| definitely pay attention to the level of the student while providing feedback.
So, there is a considerable difference between what | write to a strong student
and what | write to a weak student; I change the content based on their level. For
example, | write more indirect feedback to a strong student, maybe a question
sentence, like what they think might change there. But | do not do this to weak
students. | directly state they need to pay attention to this there saying, “Please

202



pay attention to the places | have highlighted; replace them with the things |
have written.” (T10)

In the same vein, seven of the respondents touched upon error code usage, in
other words, metalinguistic feedback. They all highlighted that while they opt for
this type of feedback for the stronger student, they do not adopt it as much for

the weaker. To illustrate, T13 shared their opinions:

| definitely do not think these error codes actually work the same for all
students. | will talk about high achievers and low achievers again. When many
of my students see “sp,” they may realize that there is a spelling mistake here,
they can discover it themselves or find a tense-related error, but these codes do
not work for some students. In that case, | prefer to write long, and for low
achievers, | even write the correct answer. | cannot guide them much because
they are students who are not very much open to getting feedback anyway.
Therefore, | prefer to focus directly on the result for those students, and |
directly tell them to make the necessary changes that | have written. (T13)

Upon achievement level again, nine of the participants stated that they switched
to Turkish to deliver feedback to low-level students in oral feedback. At this

point, T6 uttered:

There are some students who will not understand anything If | provide feedback
in English. Honestly, we have students at that level. Yes, we also have
outstanding students, but the level difference between students is pretty huge,
which puts us in a difficult position. Since the child does not even understand
what | am talking about in the lesson, | think that it will not be plausible at all to
provide feedback to that child in English, so | speak in Turkish. Nevertheless,
they are only a handful of students, luckily. (T6)

Moreover, three of the interviewees remarked that they provide oral feedback
upon written feedback for low-level students to make sure they understand the
feedback input. T8 responded that “Sometimes | provide oral feedback to a very
weak student after the written feedback to make sure the feedback is
understandable” (T8).

Four respondents articulated that they pay special attention to the weaker

students’ motivation to maintain it. For instance, T14 mentioned how they are
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careful about not writing too detailed feedback for weaker students. To be more

precise, they argued:

If we are talking about a low achiever, in terms of English level, | pay attention
not to write everything down, scribble on that paper too much, fill it with
feedback or write it too long to prevent their demotivation. (T14)

T12 touched upon how they closely monitor weak students to help them receive
more feedback by being active participants and asking questions. To elaborate on

it more, T12 said:

For example, if the grammar is being taught during that lesson, | observe the
weak children a little more; | stand by them more. | am trying to make them feel
my presence more. If they want to ask something in class, | already have my
eyes on them and let them ask immediately. (T12)

Besides, T7 explained how they strive to keep up weaker students’ motivation

through modelling. The related excerpt is:

Motivation is fundamental in weak students. They have a serious motivation
problem because they are already behind the class. Furthermore, seeing a lot of
fixed things in their hands will make them unhappy because they compare
themselves with their friends as well. There, for example, | write a model.
Looking at that model, I pose questions, “What can you change?” For example,
I make them highlight first. After that, when they highlight, I confirm, “It is
true, or you forgot these, you should do these too. Now, what changes can you
make in your own writing accordingly?” For example, this is the simplest way
of feedback that the children we call the lowest achiever will receive from me.
(T7)

The following sub-code came up as “students’ needs/interests,” considering
which the students are provided differentiated feedback. Six participants reported
applying differentiated feedback according to students’ varying needs and
interests (f=6). To illustrate, T15 referred to differentiated feedback based on

different student needs by stating:

I try to follow different feedback methods according to the student’s individual
characteristics, according to the subject, and in a way that will benefit the child.
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Each student’s learning style is different, and we learn it as we get to know the
student. (T15)

T7 exemplified how they differentiate their feedback by taking into account

students’ diverse interests as the following:

I try to give examples from the students’ areas of interest in my feedback. From
our posts at the beginning of the semester, | look at the films, characters, things
that students are interested in, or their sentence structures and strive to use them.
We create a dialogue between us, a special bond. | think the feedback provided
using that bond is more effective. For example, a student of mine is a Garfield
enthusiast. If I am writing a sample sentence, if | am doing modelling, | usually
write a sentence about Garfield. (T7)

When it comes to the third sub-code, the same number of participants pointed to
differentiated feedback according to “students’ personalities/emotions,” which

vary (f=6). T4 illustrated this issue by articulating:

Some students do not feel comfortable in public, yet some feel otherwise. That
is why some of the students request that I talk to them privately if there is a
problem. In such cases, | favour one-to-one feedback with those who have asked
for it, which | do very often. (T4)

Likewise, T14 touched upon they differentiate their feedback upon this by

saying:

I consider students’ structural differences. Thus, | think | always base my
feedback on character traits. Because if they have experienced a failure in
English in their past life until middle school, if they think that they will not be
able to succeed, | always consider those factors and differentiate my feedback
accordingly. (T14)

The last sub-code that emerged under this code was “grade-level appropriate
feedback,” articulated by four participants (f=4). These respondents asserted that
they provide differentiated feedback taking into account students’ grade levels.
As an example, T12 talked about using a tangible common errors signboard as

they work with younger students. To put it into words:
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Since | work with a very young group, 5" graders, | come across plenty of
common mistakes. There are many problems in writing skills, especially in
spelling, and most children make mistakes in the same things. For example,
there is a target word in our units, and they have difficulty spelling it. There is a
common error signboard that | hung in the classroom on a corner to avoid this
from happening. | actively use it and write the correct version of what children
often misspell on it. (T12)

Another related example was shared by T3. They stated they have been marking

some symbols on students’ products to appeal to them. The relevant excerpt is:

I also like to use symbols such as a smile or a heart; children feel thrilled with
such things. They speak ecstatically, saying the teacher put a heart on my
writing or something like that. | also pay a little attention to them in written
feedback. (T3)

The second code under differentiation based on student needs appeared as “fine-
tuning comments,” referring to the changing the complexity of the feedback
language, taking into consideration how much feedback information a particular
student is able to process. Six of the respondents pointed to fine-tuning their

comments in their feedback input. For instance, T11 expressed themselves:

I am trying to use simpler words in my feedback, to be honest. Not with a heavy
language like we wrote in the rubric, but by simplifying it. I am using such a
simple language so that the students can grasp the feedback input more easily.
(T11)

In addition to that, three of these participants further stated that they differ in the
complexity of their feedback language depending on the students’ levels. For
example, whereas using a more simplified language for low-achievers, they

would rather use a more complex one for high-achievers. To give an example:

In general, depending on high achievers and low achievers, the form of my
writing feedback changes. Also, depending on how open the student is to
receiving feedback, for example, the simplicity of my feedback language shifts.
I use a simpler language for low achievers. (T13)

“Identifying students at risk of not being able to use feedback™ was brought up as

the third code by the same number of interviewees (f=6). The respondents
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asserted that they identify and beware of students at risk who are not able to
utilize feedback information or processes well. As an example, T1 shared their

experiences:

I have two classes. A total of five students in my two classes have not received
any constructive feedback from me so far, and even though | tried to provide
feedback forcibly, even though | spoke one-to-one, | could not get anything
back. So, in a way, the student’s resistance is also influential at this point. |
think one of the most critical obstacles to the feedback process is the student’s
attitude. Also, after so many months, | could not break the persistence of these
five-six students no matter what. (T1)

Besides, T13 added their thoughts on the reasons behind why some students

cannot use feedback. Based on their experiences, they claimed:

Students, who we call low achievers, do not use feedback persistently due to
their lack of self-confidence or lack of sense of responsibility. Frankly, 1 know
that | wrote very detailed feedback, which I think is not very accurate; it was
really step-by-step. I remember writing in a really simple language too. Despite
this, 1 also know that | encountered productions that had not been changed in
any way. So how do | define these students? In fact, if they read it step by step,
at least once, they can change it. But along with a bit of sense of responsibility
and prejudice, getting feedback scares them. They think it is wrong again, and
they need to change many things. Due to this prejudice, some students are not
available to receive much feedback. Actually, they are afraid of getting very
negative feedback. (T13)

The last code emerged as “praising students.” Four respondents remarked that
they articulate or write motivating or encouraging remarks, particularly to those
in need to keep up and/or increase their motivation (f=4). For instance, T1

expressed themselves:

When | see a student’s improvement, I usually write “I am proud of you” under
any work of a weak student because if there is slightly better work than the
previous one, | am really proud of them. Because it means they have done
something, and it is vital for them to see that they are really being kept track of
and their progress is noticed. That is why | care about praise. There, the
student’s motivation is more critical. Fix this! Is this the...? Instead of these
patterns, | strive to choose my language a little more meticulously so that I will
not demotivate the student for the future. (T1)
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In a similar way, T8 articulated:

Even if it is a too weak product, for the weak child, I find something hopeful,
something positive, and start with it. “So that is very good.” Sometimes I refer
to the path they have taken: “This draft was much better than the other.” If I
recall, which is usually certain children, poorly they wrote, I say, “Look, you
went into detail about it this time.” So, I make a comparison. I am trying to
convey the message that they are still below our expectations, but it was better
than the previous one. When they see it, we actually assure that they will
continue their way. (T8)

4.4. Summary of the Results

The results of the current study after the analysis of the semi-structured
interviews demonstrated that English language teachers working in a private
school hold various views about feedback; they implement a diversity of
feedback practices and suggest some feedback practices, and they show a
number of competencies under the framework of the Teacher Feedback Literacy
Competency Framework.

To begin with, the data revealed teachers hold views about feedback regarding
the characteristics of the feedback mechanism, the characteristics of the effective
feedback, the role of feedback, the role of teachers, and the expectations from
students. Apart from these, some inhibiting and enhancing factors were
uncovered. Inhibiting factors comprised feedback characteristics, student,
teacher, discipline, and school-related factors. When it comes to the enhancing
factors, some similar and distinctive factors emerged compared to the inhibiting
factors. They consisted of teacher-related, instruction-related, school-related, and

student-related factors.

Secondly, it was found that teachers make a language preference while providing
feedback. Moreover, frequency of feedback, timing of feedback, amount of
feedback, and mode of delivery were unveiled to differ depending on
circumstances. A variety of feedback types were found to be employed by the

teachers, as well. Also, the data showed that teachers have some suggestions
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regarding feedback practices, which are school-related, assessment/feedback-

related, and pre-service education-related practices.
Lastly, as to the teacher competencies under the Teacher Feedback Literacy

Competency Framework, teachers were found to be demonstrating some macro,

meso, and micro competencies.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter seeks to discuss the results of the current study through a critical
analysis of them compared to the results in the related literature. It consists of
three sections, initially presenting the relationship between the results and the
previous literature. The second part consists of implications for practice in the
educational context. The last section addresses recommendations for further

research.

5.1. Discussion of the Results

The results of this study uncovered the middle school English language teachers’
feedback views, their feedback practices, suggested practices concerning
feedback as well as their competencies under the teacher feedback literacy
competency framework. Initially, their views about feedback were presented
under seven themes as the characteristics of feedback mechanism, characteristics
of effective feedback, the role of feedback, the role of teachers, expectations
from students, inhibiting factors along with enhancing factors. While the
inhibiting factors comprised feedback characteristics-related, student-related,
teacher-related, discipline-related, and school-related factors, the enhancing
factors came up as teacher-related, instruction-related, school-related, and
student-related factors. Moreover, concerning the second research question, the
employed practices were presented as to language preference, frequency of
feedback, timing of feedback, amount of feedback, mode of delivery as well as
feedback types. When it comes to the suggested practices with regard to
feedback, a variety of suggestions emerged as school-related,
assessment/feedback-related, and pre-service education-related practices. Lastly,

the competencies under the teacher feedback literacy framework proposed by
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Boud and Dawson (2021) were presented within three category levels as macro,

meso, and micro competencies.

5.1.1. Views about Feedback

The current study unveiled the teachers’ feedback views. The findings
demonstrated that the teachers described the feedback mechanism as dynamic,
changing based on some circumstances, such as students, teachers, and
classroom atmospheres. This was congruent with Fernandez-Toro and
Duensing’s (2021) finding suggesting that students’ knowledge of feedback and
errors shift from person to person. Another characteristic of being ongoing was
also in line with Beaumont et al. (2011) and Dawson et al. (2019), who described
feedback as a process rather than a single event. Moreover, the other
characteristic of feedback as being difficult concurred with Carless and Winstone
(2020) since they referred to feedback as a demanding phenomenon to be fully
implemented. A novel finding of this study proposed that feedback is sometimes
non-academic and not constrained to solely academic aspects but also the other
aspects of students, such as behaviours. This may stem from the teachers’ views
about feedback as a holistic phenomenon, involving both academic and non-
academic dimensions, and/or also the classroom management techniques they
need to apply to prevent disruptive behaviours as they are teaching young

learners.

Moreover, most of the characteristics of effective feedback underlined were in
line with the relevant literature. Regarding constructive feedback, Hattie and
Timperley (2007) highlighted the significance of making connections between
the previous and new information and demonstrating ways to proceed while
providing feedback information, as this study uncovered. Similarly, Seden and
Svaricek (2018) and Nicol (2010) proposed clearly stating the weak points,
strengths, and possible solutions to enhance the current performance. Timely
feedback as being effective feedback was also touched upon by some other

scholars (e.g., Beaumont et al., 2011; Dawson et al., 2019; Gibbs & Simpson,
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2005; Nicol, 2010). Delivering feedback before students forget what they have
produced is an essential aspect to consider. Furthermore, individualized
feedback, in other words personalized feedback, which is peculiar to individual
students was also considered effective by Dawson et al. (2019). When it comes
to dialogic feedback, it is two-way process involving teacher-to-student and
peer- to-peer interactions that were consistent with the literature (Green, 2019;
Nicol, 2010; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Lee et al., 2017; Yu and Liu,
2021). Moreover, Hattie and Timperley (2007), Goldstein (2004), and Nicol
(2010) highlighted the importance of clear feedback so that it can be understood,
and it emerged within the current study as understandable feedback. Akin to
Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick’s (2006) good feedback practices definition as
facilitating motivational beliefs and self-esteem, the study at hand revealed
motivating feedback as being effective. Similar to Hyland and Hyland (2006),
who favour multiple drafting over single drafting, continuous or process-oriented
feedback was believed to be effective in the current study as well. However, this
contradicted Kumar and Stracke (2007) in that they found students find process-
oriented feedback demotivating. In addition, Lyster and Ranta (1997) put
forward multiple feedback consisting of more than one type of corrective
feedback. In this study, it was found to be effective; varied feedback, presented
in diverse types, was favoured. Apart from these, the novel findings of the
effective feedback in the current study came up as interactive, gradual,
metalinguistic, persuasive, and built on mutual trust feedback. Feeling the urge
to have a healthy interaction and build trust between both parties may result from
striving to prevent teacher monologue in feedback information. Besides, it is
rather difficult to learn everything at a time; therefore, the teachers may feel the
need to divide feedback into steps to gain a better result. If the students do not
believe in the truthfulness of the feedback information, they may abstain from
utilizing it, and also having students reflect on their own mistakes; thought on

them may yield better learning.

The current study also revealed the role of feedback from the teachers’

perspectives. Being a mirror for students was consistent with the literature
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(Hakim, 2015; Sadler, 1989). As Sadler (1989) noted, the place of feedback in
the assessment practices is two-dimensional as being feedback to the students
and the other stakeholders. Besides, the view that feedback enables students to
progress more and raises them above their current level corroborates the findings
of a great deal of previous work (e.g., Black & William, 1998; Garrison &
Ehringhaus, 2007; McNamara & Hill, 2011; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006;
Saito & Inoi, 2017; Widiastuti et al., 2020). For instance, Black and William
(1998) and McNamara and Hill (2011) emphasised the function of feedback for
higher achievement and better learning consecutively. In addition to being a
mirror for students, being a mirror for teachers was discovered to be another
function of feedback in this study, also suggested by Sadler (1989), Lee (2019),
and Yu (2021). As Lee (2019) put forward, feedback activities may result in
reflective experience by teachers; they may regulate their teaching processes
thanks to it. Moreover, feedback was considered to be boosting student self-
efficacy in that they can improve and be successful. Congruently, Heron et al.
(2021) articulated that feedback may enhance encouragement and student
participation. Raising students’ autonomy was another believed function of
feedback, which also accords with earlier studies (e.g., Boud & Molloy, 2013;
Garrison & Ehringhaus, 2007; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). For instance, as
in line with Boud and Molloy’s (2013) assertation that the purpose of feedback is
to self-regulate, it was uncovered in the study that feedback increases students’
independency and empowers them so that they can make decisions on their own.
The views about the role of feedback demonstrated that the teachers hold high
opinions about feedback being of tremendous value to lead to better learning

opportunities and progress.

Regarding the role of teachers, it mostly evolved around being a facilitator. It
was believed that teachers need to make students think critically rather than
telling everything explicitly. Also, they must guide them through feedback
processes. This finding broadly supports the work of other studies (e.g., Boud &
Molloy, 2013; Brown, 2004; Lam, 2014; Mufioz, Palacio, & Escobar, 2012;

Sadler, 1989; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). Boud and Molloy (2013) explicitly stated
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that teachers are to facilitate suitable classroom environments along with
guidance and coaching. Involving students in feedback processes was considered
another role of the teachers, which was in line with Green (2019), who proposed
empowering students to seek and negotiate feedback. Moreover, it was
emphasised in the current study that teachers need to organize and plan feedback
activities by devoting time to it. This study supports evidence from previous
studies (Carless, 2020; Havnes et al., 2012; Ketonen et al., 2020; Wood, 2021) in
which teachers are held responsible for designing feedback opportunities so that
learners can take action as a result of the feedback information. Besides, similar
to Henderson et al. (2019), providing individualized or personalized feedback
perceiving individual differences and capabilities was seen as another role of the
teachers. Furthermore, Hartley and Chesworth (2000) mentioned the
inappropriacy of providing feedback too late to be used. Consistent with the
literature, this research found that participants viewed providing timely feedback
before students forget what they have produced. Apart from these, the novel
finding of this study at hand was teacher roles as keeping a record of every
student and listening attentively. The idea of keeping a record of every student
and listening attentively may result from the need to address each and every

student based on their individual needs and differences.

Surprisingly, the number of teacher roles revealed was more than the
expectations from the students. This might be due to the ongoing understanding
that teachers have a bigger role to play in feedback processes. When it comes to
the expectations from the students, in particular, they were mostly consistent
with the relevant literature. The results demonstrated that students need to be
involved in feedback processes by playing an active role. This reflects those of
Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) and Carless and Boud (2018), who also
asserted that students must have a proactive role instead of a reactive one, and
students themselves are the agents to act on feedback to boost their learning,
respectively. The need for students to be highly aware of and ready for feedback
was also backed up by Sadler (2013) and Boud and Molloy (2013). The current

study unveiled the need for students making use of feedback, in which they read,
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draw conclusions, and take necessary actions to utilize it for their future work.
Correspondingly, Boud and Molloy (2013), Carless (2020), Havnes et al. (2012),
Ketonen et al. (2020), Winstone et al. (2017), and Wood (2021) specified that
learners must be responsible for engaging with and making use of feedback
information provided. Moreover, this study supports evidence from previous
studies (Ketonen et al., 2020; Winstone et al., 2017) that students need to be
acceptive to engage with feedback; they need to be open to it. In the current
study, trusting teacher expertise was discovered to be another student role, which
was supported by Li and Han (2021), who mentioned the significance of
teachers’ expertise on the students’ feedback uptake, and also by Sadler (1989)
who claimed students are to follow remedial and detailed advice provided by the
teachers. Guiding teachers and being patient were found to be the other roles of
students. A possible explanation for these roles may be the view that it is the
student who leads the way in their learning process, and feedback processes are
demanding and take time; therefore, students are to be patient to gain a

satisfactory result.

Regarding the inhibiting factors, feedback characteristics-related factors
emerged. The findings suggested that giving the correct answer directly to the
students without providing them with a chance to think of their own mistakes
impedes the effectiveness of the feedback practices. This is related to Ferris’
(2002) point of view, stating error feedback may be exhausting from teachers’
viewpoints, while students can find it overwhelming. From a similar point of
view, Gomez Argiielles et al. (2019) found that the instructors remarked their
negative attitudes toward explicitly telling what is wrong to the students as it
makes students uncomfortable. Another factor was too detailed feedback. In
relation to that, Dawson et al. (2019) emphasised the importance of adequately
and thoroughly detailed feedback; however, the study revealed that excessive
details inhibit feedback effectiveness. This may be due to students finding it
overwhelming and building prejudices against it by assuming many things must
be corrected. Moreover, too much praise and on-the-spot feedback emerged

within the present study, which were congruent with other studies by Hattie
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(1999) and Demir and Ozmen (2017). The reason behind them may be leading to
unnecessary overconfidence and discouraging students from speaking by
damaging their self-esteem (Demir & Ozmen, 2017). Besides, very frequent
feedback and red-coloured feedback were found to be impeding in this study.
The former could be attributed to the possible boredom and overwhelm in

students while the latter might signal that they have made a plethora of mistakes.

Student-related inhibiting factors were mostly attributed to learners’
characteristics as being closed to feedback, which also emerged within the
relevant literature (e.g.,, Han & Xu, 2019; Kara, 2021; Ma et al., 2021, and
Winstone et al., 2017). Ma et al. (2021) clarified that some students might be
demotivated to seek and reluctant to take action as a response to feedback
information, which was also unveiled in the present study. Also, Kara (2021)
found that if students are resistant to it, it impedes feedback practices. Being
grade-oriented was congruent with Kara (2021), too. Moreover, non-autonomous
learner characteristics were discovered to be inhibiting, as it was also brought up
by Winstone et al. (2017). They claimed volition, which is a lack of proactivity
and responsiveness, results in feedback barriers. Other characteristics as being
prejudiced against feedback, overconfident, and shy/introverted/sensitive were
believed to be negatively affecting feedback practices. They may be because all
of them are extreme feelings to prevent somebody from taking any action. Apart
from them, an unfriendly classroom environment was told to be inhibiting. As
Goémez Argiielles et al. (2019) argued, a comfortable atmosphere is necessary;
otherwise would deteriorate the feedback and learning purposes. The remaining
factors came up as the younger age group, language level gap between students,
and changes in students’ needs due to COVID-19. Since the study was
conducted at a K-12 level school, the younger age group may be challenging to
train and help them adjust to the feedback processes. Also, having students with
huge language level differences may cause the teachers to modify their feedback,
which would lead to teacher workload. Online teaching owing to COVID-19
may have affected students’ study habits and practices, which might harden the

feedback processes.
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Teacher-related factors inevitably came up under inhibiting factors, as well. As
Goldstein (2004) and Hyland and Hyland (2006) signify, it is crucial to provide
feedback by engaging with students and building robust and meaningful
relationships with them. In line with that understanding, a lack of bonding
relationships with students was considered an inhibiting factor in the study,
which was also found by other scholars (Carless & Winstone, 2020; Kara, 2021).
Moreover, insufficient field knowledge concerning feedback practices was
another impeding factor. As Lee et al. (2017) accentuated, teacher knowledge is
a determinant of the teacher’s feedback practices, and as Kara (2019) pointed
out, teacher expertise is essential; it is vital to take into account. Moreover, Kir
(2020) revealed that teachers demonstrated some inconsistencies between their
feedback beliefs and practices due to the content knowledge of oral corrective
feedback and its proceduralization. Teachers’ negative mood and low
motivation, as well as their personal matters, were said to be the other inhibiting
factors. They may be attributed to the necessity of teachers’ readiness and
enthusiasm to employ feedback practices; solely student-related aspects should

not be reckoned with.

Among the discipline-related emerging factors, the language barrier came up as
the most emphasized one in the current study. As Sutton (2012) asserted that
because of striving to decipher the academic language, and as Davis (2020)
marked owing to the inadequate vocabulary knowledge, feedback was said to be
demanding to make sense of and be utilized by the students. These stem from
language barrier. In addition to that, English as a discipline and a high number of
activities requiring feedback were viewed as the other impeding factors. The
reason for them may have something to do with the nature of the language
encompassing different skills and boosting each requires differentiated and

diligent work.

The last inhibiting factors, school-related factors, mostly evolved around
workload as consistent with the relevant literature (e.g., Chan & Luo, 2021,

Heron et al., 2021; Lee, 2021). Both the scholars and the study showed that the
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heavy workload caused by the other work to be completed or the feedback
practices might lead to interruption in feedback practices and prevent teachers
from providing feedback as effectively as they desire. Furthermore, handling
large classes (Lee et al., 2017; Lee, 2021), lack of devoted time to feedback, lack
of a suitable place, and satisfying different stakeholders were brought up as the
other factors. These results are likely to be related to the research context, which
is a private school and K-12 level, whereby the administration and the parents
are involved in many processes. Besides, the reason behind seeing a standardized
curriculum and assessment as impeding might be it restraining teachers from

designing and implementing feedback practices as they please.

With regard to the enhancing factors, teacher-related aspects, such as their praise
and encouragement of the students, feedback planning were also put forward by
some other scholars (e.g., Carless, 2020; Havnes et al., 2012; Ketonen et al.,
2020; Wood, 2021), and bonding relationship with their students were believed
to be enhancing the feedback practices. Carless and Winstone (2020) alleged that
building a relational dimension with students by being supportive, approachable,
and sensitive are crucial steps to be taken by the feedback literate teachers. Upon
this, the study revealed that the participants attach tremendous importance to it
with praise and encouragement and by developing a bonding relationship with
their students. Apart from them, the participants believed in the significance of
gaining experience to excel in feedback practices as well as their positive

emotional states to practice feedback better.

Secondly, several points were put forward as to the instruction as enhancing
factors in feedback practices, which were all congruent with the literature. Akin
to what Kamiya (2016) suggested, not humiliating students but maintaining a
comfortable classroom atmosphere, the participants in the study at hand
emphasised the importance and the benefit of a pleasant environment whereby
students feel comfortable expressing themselves and collaborating. In addition to
that, the participants held the belief that training the students for feedback

practices carries the potential to enhance feedback practices. Correspondingly,
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Noble et al. (2020) proclaimed that student engagement with feedback and
improvement in their feedback literacy could be guaranteed with the help of
focused training. Furthermore, very similar to Beaumont et al.’s (2011) and
Kara’s (2021) findings, providing exemplars was considered to be augmenting
feedback practices by increasing students’ awareness and the likelihood of
utilizing the provided feedback information. Additionally, in line with Seden and
Svaricek’s (2018) study, it was discovered that teachers favour and believe in the
benefit of in-class feedback, especially for common mistakes, and face-to-face
feedback involving one-to-one interaction for feedback practices. The benefit of
face-to-face feedback also concurred with some other scholars (e.g., Beaumont et
al., 2011; Raimes, 1983; Yu, 2021). According to Raimes (1983), the dialogue
between the teacher and the students renders it possible to clarify unclear points,

as the participants in the study put forward, too.

Although some school-related factors were believed to be inhibiting, some others
were brought up as helpful for feedback processes. The participants credited the
school with enhancing feedback practices through establishing a collaborative
environment between colleagues and the administration (e.g., Broadbent et al.,
2018), providing them with an assessment and evaluation unit, a learning
management system (e.g., Ajjawi et al., 2019), in-service training, and clear
guidance. Besides, promoting feedback practices within a professional
development system as well as other school requirements were brought up as
strengthening feedback practices in the study at hand. A possible explanation for
these results may be the context-specific nature of conditions affecting feedback
practices. As a consequence of being a private school, the institution might be
offering such opportunities to its teachers to thrive in feedback and, as a natural

result, better student learning.

Contrary to the expectations, this study did not uncover many student-related
factors to maximize the feedback opportunities. Even though there was a handful
of inhibiting factors considering students as the source, students being open to,

questioning, and requesting feedback was believed to be the student-sourced
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enhancing factor per se. To be more precise, the teachers were found to be
playing a more influential role in increasing the feedback opportunities and
practices. Nevertheless, in line with the literature (e.g., Han & Xu, 2019; Ma et
al., 2021), when students carry these characteristics, it is believed to be
maximizing the feedback opportunities. Ma et al. (2021) exemplified it by
stating that student who was willing to seek and make use of the teacher
feedback by being calm to negative teacher feedback enhanced their feedback

literacy considerably.

5.1.2. Employed Feedback Practices and Suggested Practices

The current study sought employed feedback practices, and the language
preference in L1 and L2 in the feedback was discovered to be dependent on
students’ achievement levels and the mode of delivery; most of the participants
opt for Turkish for low achievers, and in oral feedback per se. It seems possible
that these results can be attributed to the language barrier some students face, an
issue which was also brought forward by Sutton (2012) and Davis (2020).
Concerning the frequency of feedback, divergent results emerged. When the
participants were directed the question of how often they provide feedback, some
of them responded by stating every second or in every lesson though some others
replied every other week. These inconsistencies can be explained with their
separate feedback opinions. Namely, while some teachers think of oral feedback
provided more often, others might imagine written feedback happening less
frequently. Moreover, the timing of feedback was brought up as immediate and
delayed feedback in line with Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) and Shute’s (2008)
definitions. The current study suggested that immediate feedback occurs for
more verbal tasks right after a student responds with an utterance, as proposed by
Corbett and Anderson (2001). Besides, the study was congruent with Kulik and
Kulik’s (1998) assertation that delayed feedback is for task level, such as testing
situations. In contrast, immediate feedback is for the process level, such as
classroom activities and procedures. The participants also pointed to delayed

feedback for homework assignments. Additionally, the amount of feedback was
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articulated focusing on the length as consistent with some other researchers:
detailed (Green, 2019; Kara, 2021; Vogt et al., 2020; Wei et al., 2020), not
detailed (Kara, 2021), and no feedback (Babanoglu et al., 2018, Ferris &
Roberts, 2001; Kara, 2021; Shute, 2008). Apart from these, the current study
displayed that the participants deliver their feedback information in a diversity of
modes congruent with the literature: written feedback (Killingback et al., 2020),
whole class feedback (e.g., Chan & Luo, 2021), face-to-face (individual)
feedback (e.g., Henderson et al., 2019; Killingback et al., 2020), oral feedback
(Demir & Ozmen, 2017; Ellis, 2009; Ellis et al., 2006), and audio feedback
(Carless & Boud, 2018; Dawson et al., 2021; Green, 2019; Hattie & Timperley,
2007; Molloy et al., 2020; Nicol, 2010). It may be that these participants benefit
from the diverse range of feedback delivery modes suiting best their current
circumstances. Another point to put emphasis on here is that the data revealed
comply with the idea of employing the combination of written and oral feedback
to attain more effective results, as Be (2014) indicated. Several participants in
the study accentuated that they provide oral feedback upon their written feedback

to ensure feedback recipience.

When it comes to the feedback types, a variety of feedback types emerged in the
study at hand, which also concurred with the relevant literature. The most
preferred feedback types arose as explicit correction (e.g., Chan and Luo, 2021,
Kara, 2021; Lyster & Ranta, 1997), metalinguistic feedback (e.g., Ferris &
Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2008a; Lyster & Ranta, 1997), elaborated feedback,
hints/prompts/cues, verification, compiled by Shute (2008), sandwich feedback
(e.g., Molloy, 2010; Wang et al., 2017), and constructive feedback (e.g., Brown,
2004; Lam, 2014; Mufoz, Palacio, & Escobar, 2012; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014).
Except for explicit correction and verification, all the types mentioned so far
open up ways for students to question themselves and reflect on their own
responses. In spite of being less frequent, the other employed feedback practices
came up as direct feedback (e.g., Babanoglu et al., 2018; Lee, 2008a; error
flagging (e.g., Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2008a; Shute, 2008), topic

contingent (Shute, 2008), elicitation (Lyster & Ranta, 1997), providing sources
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(Kara, 2021), recasts (e.g., Demir & Ozmen, 2017; Junqueira & Kim, 2013;
Kamiya, 2016; Kir, 2020; Lyster & Ranta; 1997), informative tutoring, response
contingent, try again, and intonation change/emphasis complied by Shute (2008).
In their experimental study, Chandler (2003) unveiled that both explicit
correction and error flagging forego metalinguistic feedback. However, in the
current study, it was found that explicit correction and metalinguistic feedback
are employed almost as much while error flagging is way behind them.
Furthermore, the results presented that the participants do not adopt a single
feedback type, but instead, they have their own feedback toolkit encompassing
various feedback practices suitable for different feedback purposes, as asserted
by Chan and Luo (2021). In addition, Galaczi (2018) asserted that ability in one
skill (e.g., speaking) could not guarantee performance in another (e.g., listening).
Correspondingly, it was found in the study that the teachers alter their feedback
practices intended for each four skills, particularly considering receptive and

productive skills distinction.

In addition to the employed feedback practices, the participants suggested some
other aspects to enhance feedback processes, which were more or less related to
the inhibiting and enhancing factors they put forward. They mostly evolved
around in-service training under school-related factors and pre-service education.
The participants’ desire to receive more and more-quality in-service and pre-
service training as to feedback was consistent with the relevant literature. For
example, Lee (2019) viewed mini debates presenting arguments and
counterarguments in written feedback as a tremendous opportunity for both pre-
service and in-service teachers to gain multiple perspectives and think outside
the box. Besides, Yu (2021) emphasised the importance of feedback-giving
practices through self-reflection and ongoing practice to be included in the
training programs. Just as mentioned about the internship period in pre-service
education, Bostanc1 and Sengiil (2018) suggested a collaborative work of pre-
service and in-service instructors to provide feedback to create a friendlier, more

positive, and collaborative language learning environment. The participants also
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sought less workload, office hours devoted to feedback, and fewer students to

employ feedback more productively and effectively at the school.

Concerning the pre-service, the other suggested practices focused on a
thoroughly detailed feedback-specific course dealing with each four skills, as
each requires different practices and through real-life examples. They also
touched upon the necessity of the instructors’ modelling of feedback to
constitute examples for the prospective teachers’ future practices. A possible
explanation for this might be that authenticity can increase the likelihood of
handling feedback more easily in their novice years and escalating the quality in

the upcoming years.

Several other suggested practices encompassed assessment/feedback-related
Issues, and contradictory opinions emerged at this point proposing more frequent
testing, as Stiggins (1991) also articulated and project-based learning with fewer
or no testing. These conflicting ideas may be due to the inevitable need for
assessment with less content for the former and the idea of the inessentiality of
the testing but studying more on projects to boost creativity for the latter. In
addition, the importance of bringing the language of the criteria down to the
students’ level for them to understand backs up the claims of Sutton (2012) and
Davis (2020). Besides, a system or an app proposal might be owing to the needs
and interests of Generation Z. The teachers may be trying to appeal to students to
benefit from feedback enormously to maximize learning opportunities with the

things that interest them.

5.1.3. Teacher Competencies under the Teacher Feedback Literacy

Competency Framework

As Boud and Dawson (2021) divided the teacher competencies into three
category levels, the teacher feedback literacy competencies demonstrated by the
participants were categorized as macro, meso, and micro competencies. To begin

with the macro competencies, the present study affirmed that teachers endeavour
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to create feedback environments by making the feedback processes familiar to
the students and modelling. In accordance with the present results, previous
studies have demonstrated that sharing the criteria with the students (Black et al.,
2003; Wiliam, 2007), explanation of the criteria (Beaumont et al., 2011), and
rubric understanding (Yu & Liu, 2021) are of utmost importance in feedback
processes. Moreover, making feedback commonplace with the help of building a
positive, helpful, and collaborative environment whereby nobody hesitates to be
participative was another thing articulated by the participants in the present
study. Correspondingly, classroom questioning (Black et al., 2003; Wiliam,
2007), effective classroom discussions (William & Thompson, 2007), and the
necessity of classroom environments in which students learn from their own
mistakes with the help of self and peer feedback were highlighted in some other
research studies (e.g., Gibbs et al., 2005; Hattie & Timperly, 2007).

Another point that the participants attached importance was developing several
strategies through strategic planning and considering their classrooms’ peculiar
characteristics to involve students in feedback processes and address each and
every student fairly and equally in their feedback. Upon this, the present study
also discovered that the participants developed strategies to be responsive to
change during online teaching. For instance, they adjusted their feedback
delivery mode to online to reach out to their students. This finding was also
reported by Jiang and Yu (2021), who made such a discovery in a study
investigating the feedback practices after the outbreak of COVID-19. According
to them, feedback literate teachers were more motivated and enthusiastic about
designing feedback practices using technology, and they adapted more easily.
Furthermore, the present study uncovered that the participants work with teams
for consistent feedback practices and share successful feedback practices with
their colleagues to inspire them. It seems possible that this result can also be
attributed to the context-specific factors requiring teachers to pursue a
standardized process.
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Carless and Boud (2018) specified the feedback literate students as the ones
seeking, producing, and making use of the feedback by also developing
capacities to be able to make academic judgements. Considering these, this
current study unveiled that the teachers employ some practices which would
serve to develop student feedback literacy as proposed by Boud and Dawson
(2021). The results suggested that the teachers encourage their students to make
evaluative judgments of their own work as well as their peers’ work. These
practices comply with the other scholars’ findings and ideas (e.g., Carless &
Boud, 2018; Carless et al., 2011; Carless & Winstone, 2020; Malecka et al.,
2020; Molloy et al., 2020). Moreover, Carless and Boud (2018) stressed that
feedback literate students maintain their emotional equilibrium and stay away
from defensive reactions against critical feedback. Similarly, Xu and Carless
(2017) signified the importance of getting students ready socially affectively
during feedback processes. Helping students manage affect also emerged within
the present study. The participants responded well aware of the fact that they
need to help students build self-esteem by engaging with feedback and managing
affect. In addition, the current study revealed the necessity of explanation and
expectation setting with students as to what feedback is, what the processes are,
and how they will be conducted with their active role. Congruently, Sadler
(2013) mentioned that students must be given the opportunity to develop skills
regarding the tacit knowledge about the content and the implications of the
feedback provider. It seems that the participants value such processes to attain
more fruitful outcomes as a result of feedback. Cranny (2016) asserted that the
teachers must not be the mere providers of feedback, yet feedback needs to be
produced by peers and the individual students themselves as well. The present
study confirmed this because the participants acknowledged that they mobilize
their students as feedback providers by enlisting them not only in self but also in
peer feedback activities. Another point the participants uttered was promoting
feedback as crucial in every aspect of life, not solely for school subjects. A
possible explanation for this might be that they conceive feedback holistically

and beneficial to every aspect of life.

225



According to Gibbs and Simpson (2005), learners can supervise themselves and
make some necessary revisions in their work with the help of self and peer
feedback prior to submitting it to their teachers. Correspondingly, the present
study uncovered that the teachers design peer and self-feedback activities so that
the learners can make low-level corrections and the teachers can save time for
more expert feedback. Also, using class time for feedback activities to manage
feedback pressures was brought up in the study. In line with that, Ferris (2004)
stated that peer feedback in class renders it possible for teachers to save time.
Additionally, Carless and Winstone (2020) underlined that teachers must
reconsider their feedback designs taking into consideration their students’ ideas
and challenges they encounter during engagement with feedback. Upon this, the
current study demonstrated that the teachers gather evidence about the
effectiveness of the feedback processes with the help of exit tickets to initiate
changes or modify their feedback practices to improve them.

With respect to the meso competencies, the present study explored that teachers
design feedback activities to prompt student action consequently. Numerous
scholars referred to the significance of assessment, stating they provide teachers
with information as to the appropriateness of the course content and about
students’ learning (e.g., Thomas et al., 2004), assessment help teachers collect
evidence about the potential problems and necessary modifications (e.g., Gibbs
& Simpson, 2005), and assessment results display self-reflection and critical
performance analysis (e.g., Hakim, 2005). In line with these understandings, the
participants reported that they analyse exam results and develop individualized
action plans based on them for each student. Besides, as Henderson et al. (2019)
suggested, the study revealed that the participants design activities in a way that
students can incorporate the received feedback into the subsequent tasks. This
may also be related to the teachers’ views about feedback as ongoing.
Furthermore, the relevant literature put forward that the rationale of the feedback
activities (Carless & Boud, 2018) and the value of peer review (Malecka et al.,

2020) must be provided thoroughly to the students. Correspondingly, the
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participants stated they provide their students with persuasive rationales for

student action during feedback processes.

Furthermore, as the related literature asserts, feedback literate teachers benefit
from technology-enhanced feedback (Yu & Liu, 2021), and they use technology
to facilitate student feedback uptake and engagement (Carless & Winstone,
2020). Congruent with these, the present study displayed that the teachers utilize
technological aids to feedback via learning management systems and by
deploying audio feedback (Nicol, 2010), enabling students to access the stored
feedback information whenever they need it. Additionally, the present study
uncovered that the teachers seek to design feedback dialogues and cycles through
nested assessments. This confirmed the same results with Beaumont et al. (2008)
and Geckin (2020), who supported a multiple drafting system. However, it
contrasted with Lee’s (2003) research study, which demonstrated that the
teachers were massively dependent on single drafting even though multiple
drafting was favoured in the national syllabus. This might be due to the heavy
teacher workload and lack of devoted time to feedback to execute it fully-
effectively. Apart from the drafting system, the current study found that the
teachers sequence tasks in such a way maximizing student recipience and
utilization of the feedback. Moreover, several scholars articulated that with the
help of developmental feedback requests, students can seek feedback they wish,
and this would encourage teachers to adjust their feedback according to the
individual needs and requirements (Malecka et al., 2020) and enable teachers to
reduce unproductive teacher comments (Nicol, 2010). This also emerged in the
present study; the teachers stated they prompt their students to request feedback.
That might contribute to enhancing both student autonomy and feedback

literacy.

Many scholars in the relevant literature affirm the necessity and benefits of self-
assessment or self-feedback tasks (e.g., Black et al., 2003; Dochy et al., 1999;
Hoo et al., 2021; Killingback et al., 2020; Lee, 2019; Malecka et al., 2020;

William, 2007). To illustrate, Killingback et al. (2020) found in their study that
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the lecturers are up for self-assessment tasks as they are believed to be focused,
meaningful, and a good reflective skill for students. Also, Malecka et al. (2020)
considered these tasks as contributing to the students’ evaluative judgement.
Another scholar Lee (2019) promoted self-feedback involving fewer risks but
more active student involvement. Likewise, the present study revealed that the
participants either design or utilize pre-prepared self-assessment tasks in their
feedback processes. Even though they mentioned a standardized system to be
followed in their institution, it was found that they can make changes and
adaptations considering their own classrooms’ peculiar needs/interests.
However, this outcome is contrary to that of Oz (2014) and Babanoglu (2018) in
the Turkish context, who found self-feedback is one of the least used formative
assessment activities. These contradictory results might be attributed to the
context-specific nature of the conditions; the other two studies were carried out
in higher education context, whereas the current one was done in a private
middle school. Furthermore, another teacher feedback literacy competency was
using exemplars to demonstrate the features of good work. Sadler (1989) offered
students using evaluative skills to compare their performance to a higher level
one, and numerous other scholars supported this view (e.g., Beaumont et al.,
2011; Carless & Boud, 2018; Chan & Luo, 2021). A comparison of the findings
with those of other studies confirms that the participants make use of exemplars
as good models in their feedback processes. In addition, it was uncovered that
the participants were benefitting from pre-prepared cohort level comments to
copy and paste to save time during online teaching in particular. It might also be

linked with being responsive to change.

In addition to self-feedback, peer assessment or peer feedback is favoured by a
plethora of researchers (e.g., Black et al., 2003; Beaumont et al., 2011; Carless &
Boud, 2018; Lee, 2019; Malecka et al., 2020; Sadler, 1989; William, 2007; Xu &
Carless, 2017). It is defined as transforming the students into instructional
resources for each other (William & Thompson, 2007) and is viewed as a vital
tool for developing student feedback literacy (Fernandez-Toro & Duensing,

2021). Also, a number of other scholars proved its effectiveness on student
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learning in their experimental studies (e.g., Hoo et al., 2021; Hu & Lam, 2010;
Ketonen et al., 2020; Kurihara, 2017). Likewise, the study at hand showed that
almost all of the teachers implement peer feedback by motivating students to
engage in peer feedback activities. Unlike Gegkin (2020), in the Turkish context,
who found that the students are less reliant on peer feedback while writing their
subsequent drafts, the participants in this research are aware of the fact that it is
beneficial to student learning and believe that students can sometimes learn
much better from one another. The very few reasons for not implementing such
activities were based upon being time-consuming and COVID-19 precautions.
Because of COVID-19, pair work and group work activities had to be restricted
for social distancing. Nevertheless, almost all of the participants admitted that
they continued employing these activities. Concerning peer feedback still,
Malecka et al. (2020) expressed that peer feedback is invaluable for student
feedback literacy development as long as students are trained for it. The study’s
findings complied with this because the participants affirmed that they prepare
their students for peer feedback in various ways by explaining checklist and
rubric, modelling, guiding them for constructive feedback to provide each other
as well as utilizing a simplified checklist and criteria. Moreover, in line with
Ferndndez-Toro and Duensing’s (2021) study that showed the benefits of peer
marking by considering exemplars and making evaluative judgements of others’
work, the current research discovered that the participants include exemplars for
their students to deliver feedback to those samples. This might be contributing to

the students’ development of evaluative judgements to a large extent.

In addition to those, the present study showed that the participants strive to
maximize the effects of limited feedback opportunities. The scholars Hyland and
Hyland (2006) asserted that teachers must show a balanced coverage in their
written feedback by focusing on content, organization, language, and style.
Correspondingly, the data unveiled that teachers are in favour of holistic
feedback, concentrating on the whole of a student response, including content,
organization, and language usage, particularly in written tasks. On the other

hand, several other scholars embraced the idea of selective feedback rather than
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comprehensive feedback (e.g., Lee, 2003, 2008, 2019; Nicol, 2010) since they
view it as a lot more viable and productive. For example, in their research study,
Yu (2021) found that teachers shifted their approach from comprehensive
feedback to selective feedback after they had realized it was not beneficial for
students at all. The current study confirmed the same results. By considering
skills and a pre-determined target, the participants acknowledged that they
provide targeted feedback, especially if the lesson objective is grammar and
vocabulary. This inconsistency between holistic and targeted feedback may be

due to the different feedback provision processes for different language skills.

The data also revealed that the teachers prioritize the timing and sequencing of
feedback events. In line with Carless and Winstone (2020), who defined
feedback literate teachers as paying close attention to timeliness for student
feedback uptake, the study confirmed that the teachers ensure feedback
information is delivered in time, not too late after a task so that students can
make use of it in their subsequent tasks. This may also be related to defining
timely feedback as effective. Also, sequencing the activities requiring feedback
by considering their importance level was raised in the data. This result may be
explained by the length of the student product as well. While more extended and
more detailed tasks may be more likely to be forgotten relatively easily, such as
an opinion essay, a short paragraph including several target words could be
remembered more quickly by the students.

Concerning framing feedback to standards and criteria, the data demonstrated
that the teachers make use of them as also supported by the relevant literature,
such as criteria (e.g., Fernandez-Toro & Duensing, 2021), rubrics (e.g., Chan and
Luo, 2021), and checklists including a list of components to be remembered
while completing a task. The purpose behind this may be clearly connecting
feedback information to the standards to be achieved and to help students justify
themselves against explicit criteria (Fernandez-Toro & Duensing, 2021). Apart
from them, Winstone and Boud (2020) claimed that even though feedback and

grading serve distinct purposes, they merge somehow in the same process.
230



Therefore, Boud and Dawson (2021) described feedback literate teachers as ones
who can manage tensions between feedback information and grade justification.
Upon this, the current study unveiled that the participants managed to do it by
trying to justify students’ grades when they hold untrue opinions about their
performance and by not writing feedback on the exam papers but marking only
grades. Besides, they act considering students’ in-class performance without
waiting for the exams and try to figure out the reasons behind the inconsistencies
between in-class and exam performance along with recognizing the dimension of
their roles as being not only a grader but also a mentor in a balanced way, which
was also put forward by (Stiggins, 1991).

In regard to the last category level, micro level competencies, the present study
found that the teachers allow the students to reconsider some input based on their
needs, such as by posing questions to them to lead to new ways of thinking about
their work and by building feedback upon students’ self-feedback, as proposed
by Boud and Dawson (2021). At this category level, differentiation comes into
play based on students’ individual needs. Similar to the regard that
individualized feedback as effective feedback and a teacher role by the
participants, the data showed that the teachers provide differentiated feedback to
a different group of students taking into account a variety of features, such as
their achievement level, needs/interests, personalities/emotions along with grade
level appropriateness of the feedback. Besides, even changing the complexity of
the language was put forward depending on the students’ levels. It seems
possible that these results are due to the need for inclusive feedback for all
students; the teachers might feel the urge to provide feedback to all students
fairly and equally, but also in an appropriate and individualized way to foster
each one’s recipience of it. In addition, Boud and Dawson (2021) define
feedback literate teachers as being able to recognize and be aware of the students
at risk who are not utilizing the feedback information. For instance, Gegkin
(2020) found in their study that lower proficiency level students pay less
attention to the teacher feedback in comparison to higher proficiency level

students. Consistently, this current study demonstrated that the teachers were
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aware of those students and described them as low achievers, prejudiced against

feedback, and scared of receiving negative feedback.

Boud and Dawson (2021) articulated that the relational dimension of Carless and
Winstone’s (2020) teacher feedback literacy features would fit into micro level
competencies in their framework. Upon this matter, Carless and Winstone (2020)
uttered that feedback literate teachers are supportive, approachable, and sensitive
while sharing their feedback. Likewise, Gravett et al. (2020) signified the kind,
empathetic, and transparent approach to delivering feedback to the students.
Similar findings also emerged within the present study. The participants
underlined the importance of creating a bonding relationship with students and
uttering or remarking encouraging words to maintain or enhance students’
motivation. It may be that these participants teach in a middle school context;
therefore, building trust and bonding with young learners might contribute to the

effectiveness of feedback to make the most of it.

Regarding a conceptual framework, Ravitch and Riggan (2012) say that it serves
as a guide and ballast to a research study. Boud and Dawson’s (2021) conceptual
framework adopted in this research study functioned as an integrating system of
many aspects of it, including the research setting, the study of the phenomena in
the setting, research questions, and interview questions. The competencies of
being a feedback literate teacher are reported considering the category levels and
components of this particular framework. Focusing on feedback planning and
implementation by coordinating colleagues and managing feedback pressures,
developing student feedback literacy, how to provide feedback with the help of
technology, using self and peer feedback, using exemplars, and differentiation in
feedback was the main contribution of the framework to this study during data

collection, analysis, and reporting.

232



5.2. Implications for Practice

The results of this research study shed light on teachers’ feedback views, their
practices, and suggested feedback practices, along with teacher competencies
under a teacher feedback literacy framework. Thus, they provide insights and
implications for teachers, educational administrators, and policymakers to

enhance implemented feedback practices and feedback literacy.

The present study revealed that feedback is a dynamic and continuous process,
also demanding to cope with at some points, which aims to improve students
both academically and non-academically. Besides, feedback was uncovered to be
a reflection for not only teachers but also students by raising student self-efficacy
and self-regulation. Hence, building an effective instructional context whereby
students happen to engage with feedback and make the most of it is vital for
better student learning. As it holds such massive importance for student learning,
teachers should look for ways to make it more effective, and so a variety of ways
can be tried, such as providing constructive feedback, in which they specifically
describe the strong, weak, and open to improvement aspects, timely feedback,
which occurs before students forget about their productions, individualized
feedback adjusted based on individual needs and interests, dialogic feedback,
involving a two-way process interaction along with understandable and
motivating feedback. In addition to that, teachers should bear their roles in mind
to maximize the effects of feedback on students’ learning. Firstly, they should
recognize the role of being a facilitator to help and guide their students
throughout feedback processes. Moreover, involving students in feedback
processes, keeping track of every student, planning feedback activities, and

providing personalized feedback are recommended.

As there are some enhancing and inhibiting factors affecting feedback practices,
teachers are suggested to avoid explicit correction, extreme cases, such as very
frequent and too detailed feedback, too much praise and red coloured feedback

as they are believed to be impeding feedback practices. Instead, they should
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provide feedback input thoroughly and detailed enough by making use of a
diversity of delivery modes and feedback types that lead students to reflect on
their own mistakes and think critically, such as metalinguistic feedback,
elaborated feedback, hints/prompts/cues, and error flagging. For educational
administrators, it can be recommended that lowering teacher workload to enable
them to deliver feedback as effectively as they desire by also offering them a
suitable place and office hours devoted to feedback could be of great value. Also,
providing teachers with opportunities to yield a more collaborative environment
with their colleagues and administration, offering assessment and evaluation
units to alleviate their workload, a professional development system and in-
service training to improve their feedback literacy, and a learning management
system to store and access feedback information is suggested for educational
administrators. Furthermore, policymakers should consider the needs and
interests of the new generation and come up with a system or an app turning
feedback into a more appealing and fun element for students. Apart from the in-
service training, policymakers are advised to make some regulations and
remedial practices in pre-service education to prepare prospective teachers for
feedback in their future careers. Offering them opportunities to collaborate with
in-service teachers during the internship period and offering a detailed and
feedback-specific course through real-life examples might enhance their

feedback literacy and make them fully ready prior to their career.

Feedback literate teachers are believed to demonstrate some competencies (Boud
& Dawson, 2021). In line with those, teachers are suggested to strategically plan
their feedback by developing strategies to involve each and every student equally
and fairly. Besides, they should easily adjust to changing situations, such as the
shift to online teaching. Creating a positive and feedback-rich environment as
well as making the feedback processes commonplace and familiar to the students
through modelling are of utmost importance, too. Coordinating colleagues for
consistent feedback practices along with using class time and students as
feedback resources for tiny matters are how the teachers should behave to

manage feedback pressures. In addition, teachers are suggested to remediate their
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feedback practices by gathering evidence from the students and making use of
that evidence for improvement. More importantly, teachers should develop their
students’ feedback literacy in numerous ways. By explaining what feedback
really is, mobilizing students for multiple feedback roles, and helping them keep
up their emotional equilibrium against negative feedback, teachers can increase
the likelihood of student feedback literacy and turn the students into agents of
their own learning. Also, teachers can foster students to make evaluative
judgement of their own and peers’ work by assigning them different feedback

provider roles.

Additionally, teachers can benefit from selective or targeted feedback rather than
comprehensive feedback to yield better learning results and abstain from the
workload caused by feedback. They are advised to sequence feedback events
considering their importance level and provide feedback in time before it is too
late. Moreover, teachers should employ a multiple drafting system instead of
single drafting so that students can apply the received feedback information to
their subsequent works. As students are to be the agents of their own learning
and play an active role in feedback processes, teachers should prompt students to
request feedback. Thanks to it, students might actively connect it to their
upcoming work by paying closer attention and utilizing it. Furthermore, since
self and peer feedback are regarded as valuable ways to enhance student
feedback literacy, teachers should design feedback activities including those.
While doing so, framing feedback to standards and criteria, such as rubrics or
checklists, carries tremendous importance, too as they present tangible
components or points to be included in a work. Relating teacher comments on
self and peer feedback comments is also suggested. Besides, making use of
exemplars either in self or in peer assessment to illustrate the features of model
work and ask students to provide feedback to that or compare it with their work
at hand is highly recommended. However, teachers should train their students to
get used to them for all these processes to be executed rewardingly. Apart from
them, teachers should also utilize technological aids to feedback, such as audio

or screencast feedback or a learning management system as the modern world
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requires so. Another suggested thing is to be aware that feedback and grading
serve distinct purposes and successfully manage the tension between feedback

information and grade justification.

Furthermore, teachers are advised to open up new ways of thinking about their
works by posing students some questions. Differentiating feedback to individual
students, such as considering their achievement levels, interests, and
personalities, is of high importance, as well. To make the most of feedback, each
student should receive it in a way they can understand. Also, considering the
relational dimension, teachers are recommended to create a bonding relationship
with their students to keep up their motivation and enthusiasm for better

learning. Praising students might be a great chance to achieve that.

5.3. Recommendations for Further Research

A number of recommendations can be made for further research concerning the
current study’s findings. The present research confined its data source to semi-
structured interviews with participant teachers. In spite of its detailed and rich
data source, semi-structured interviews with the administration or the
coordinators and classroom observations can be conducted to expand the design
of this study with the aim of grasping feedback views, practices, and teacher
feedback literacy from a broader perspective.

Secondly, the qualitative data were collected from English language teachers
employed in a private school. The same data collection protocol might be
applied to teachers working at the same branch but in state schools to reveal the
similarities and differences between them depending on context-specific

features.

Also, a longitudinal study can be carried out to investigate teachers’ feedback
literacy growth. Selecting in-service novice teachers and observing their progress

in a certain period of time regarding applied feedback practices and their growth
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mindset on feedback gained through experience can be conducted. Apart from
this, a pre-post design might be carried out to find out the changes in their

feedback literacy with the intervention of in-service training.

Another point is that this study was obviously limited by size (15 English
language teachers interviewed) and location (a private middle school) due to its
qualitative nature. Considering these and owing to the scarcity of quantitative
research studies on teacher feedback literacy, a scale might be developed to
measure teachers’ feedback literacy so that it can be explored deeply as to
whether the response practices and philosophies by the teachers are generalizable
to broader samples and various contexts. Besides, it would render it possible to
explore the correlation of feedback literacy with other variables, such as

experience and undergraduate degree.

Apart from these, the present study purposefully selected English language
teachers working in a private middle school and explored their views, practices,
and competencies through qualitative data. On the other hand, the feedback
literacy of teachers from diverse disciplines is not known due to the lack of
studies. Thus, the same data collection protocol, relatively modified based on
discipline-specific features, might be applied to the other disciplines, and the
results obtained can be compared to uncover the similarities and differences
between various disciplines depending on the subject matter.

With respect to the relevant literature and this research study, the construct of
feedback literacy was explored from the teachers’ point of view. However,
student feedback literacy is yet to be explored in the Turkish context. Therefore,
the feedback literacy of K12 students could be the focus of another qualitative

study to gain some insights into the construct from students’ perspectives.
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B. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (IN ENGLISH)

A. Demographic Information

1. What is your education level? (Which university/which program did you
graduate from? Do you have a postgraduate education?)

2. How many years have you been teaching? How many years have you
been teaching at this institution?

3. What kind of training did you receive about feedback processes while

you were in your undergraduate program?

B. Feedback Views/Approaches

4. How would you define feedback? How would you define an effective
feedback process?

5. Inyour opinion, what is the role of feedback in the education process?

6. What do you think is the role of students in feedback processes?

7. In your opinion, what is the role of the teacher in the feedback process?
(Teacher as a reader or teacher as a grader) What are your reasons for
thinking this way?

8. To what extent do you think your students benefit from the feedback?

C. Feedback Processes

9. Could you tell us about your feedback process? (Can you give an
example?)
a. How often? How long after collecting assignments do you provide
feedback? Why?
b. What types of feedback (e.g., verification, explicit correction,
elaborated, hints/prompts/cues, and constructive) do you provide?
c. Which criteria (content/organization/language usage) do you focus

more on? Why?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

d. What modes of delivery do you use when providing feedback? In
what situations do you use it? (Written, oral, individual, whole class,
online, audio recording, video...) (Do you prefer to provide in
Turkish or English?)

e. Do you use peer feedback? If so, how?

f. Do you use self-feedback? If so, how?

Could you tell me about your oral feedback process that you deliver in

English? What do you pay attention to?

Could you tell me about your written feedback process that you deliver in

English? What do you pay attention to?

Do you differentiate your feedback according to students? If no, what are

your reasons for not doing this? If yes, how do you do it?

What are your observations about your students' feelings and thoughts

after receiving feedback? How do you manage these situations? Can you

give an example? (Positive and negative emotions)

What kind of feedback process do you follow for exams? How does it

differ from assignments?

Could you tell me about your feedback process that you use or follow for

different skills (speaking, listening, reading, writing)?

What other factors affect your feedback process?

. Support Mechanisms

17.

18.

19.

20.

What are your institution's expectations from you regarding the feedback
process?

What opportunities does your institution provide to support these
processes? (In-service training, technological tools, testing office). What
amenities do you need?

Apart from these, what can be done pre-service and in-service to better
prepare teachers for feedback processes?

Is there anything you would like to add?
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C. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (IN TURKISH)

A. Kisisel Bilgiler

1. Egitim durumunuz nedir? (Hangi iiniversiteden/Hangi programdan
mezun oldunuz? Lisansiistii egitiminiz var m1?)

2. Kag¢ yildir 6gretmenlik yapiyorsunuz? Ka¢ yildir bu kurumda
ogretmenlik yapryorsunuz?

3. Lisans programinizdayken, geri bildirim siiregleriyle ilgili ne gibi bir

egitim aldiniz?

B. Geri Bildirim Goriisleri / Yaklasimlar:

4. Geri bildirimi nasil tanimlarsimz? Etkili bir geri bildirim verme
slirecini nasil tanimlarsiniz?

5. Size gore geri bildirimin egitim 6gretim siirecindeki rolii nedir?

6. Geri bildirim siireglerinde 6grencilerin rolii sizce nedir?

7. Size gore geri bildirim siirecinde 6gretmenin rolii nedir? (Okuyucu
olarak Ogretmen ya da not veren 6gretmen.) Boyle diisiinmenizin
sebepleri nelerdir?

8. Ogrencilerinizin geri bildirimden ne &lgiide yararlandiklarim

diisiiniiyorsunuz?

C. Geri Bildirim Siirecleri

9. Geri bildirim verme siirecinizi anlatir mismiz? (Ornek verebilir
misiniz?)
a. Ne siklikla? Odevleri topladiktan ne kadar siire sonra geri bildirim
veriyorsunuz? Neden?
b. Hangi tiir geri bildirimler (teyit edici, diizeltici, agiklayici, teshis

edici ve genisletici/ekleyici) veriyorsunuz?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

c. Hangi kriterlere (igerik/organizasyon/dil kullanimi) daha ¢ok
odaklaniyorsunuz? Neden?

d. Geri bildirim verirken hangi yontemleri kullaniyorsunuz? Hangi
durumlarda kullaniyorsunuz? (Yazili, sozlii, birebir, toplu, online,
ses kaydi, video...) (Tiirkge mi yoksa ingilizce mi vermeyi tercih
ediyorsunuz?)

e. Akran geri bildirimini kullantyor musunuz? Nasil?

f. Oz geri bildirimi kullantyor musunuz? Nasil?

Ingilizce olarak verdiginiz sozlii geri bildirim verme siirecinizi anlatir

misiniz? Nelere dikkat edersiniz?

Ingilizce olarak verdiginiz yazili geri bildirim verme siirecinizi anlatir

misiniz? Nelere dikkat edersiniz?

Geri bildiriminizi 6grencilere gore farklilastirtyor musunuz? Hayir

ise, bunu yapmamanizdaki sebepler neler? Evet ise, nasil

yapiyorsunuz?

Ogrencilerinizin ~ geri  bildirim  aldiktan sonraki duygu ve

diisiincelerine iligkin gozlemleriniz neler? Siz bu durumlar1 nasil

yonetiyorsunuz? Ornek verir misiniz? (olumlu ve olumsuz duygular)

Peki sinav yapiyoruz dediniz; siavlar i¢in nasil bir geri bildirim

siireci izliyorsunuz? Odevlerden ne gibi farklilik gosteriyor?

Farkli beceriler i¢in (konusma, dinleme, okuma, yazma) kullandiginiz

veya izlediginiz geri bildirim siirecinizi anlatir misiniz?

Geri bildirim siirecinizi etkileyen baska faktorler nelerdir?

. Destek Mekanizmalari

17.

18.

Kurumunuzun sizden geri bildirim siireciyle ilgili beklentileri
nelerdir?

Kurumunuz bu siireclerde destek olmak icin ne gibi olanaklar
sagliyor? (Hizmet i¢i egitim, teknolojik araglar, testing ofis). Ne gibi

olanaklara ihtiyaciniz var?
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19. Bunlarin haricinde, 6gretmenleri geri bildirim siireclerine daha iyi
hazirlamak i¢in hizmet 6ncesi ve hizmet i¢i neler yapilabilir?

20. Sizin eklemek istediginiz bir sey var mi1?
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D. LIST OF THEMES AND CODES

List of Themes and Definitions of Codes for the First Research Question
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List of Themes and Definitions of Codes for the Third Research Question
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E. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

Geri bildirim olduk¢a uzun bir siiredir bircok bilim insam1 tarafindan
degerlendirmenin vazgecilmez bir bileseni olarak kabul edilmistir (6rn.,
Beaumont vd., 2011; Boud ve Dawson, 2021; Hattie ve Timperley, 2007;
Kamiya, 2016; Nicol, 2010; Nicol ve Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Sadler, 1989;
Shute, 2008) ve ¢esitli 6gretim baglamlarinda 6grenme tizerinde derin etkisi olan
en gicli faktorlerden biri olarak kabul edilir (Hattie ve Gan, 2011; Narciss,
2013). Bu nedenle egitim baglaminda ihmal edilmemelidir (Brookhart, 2008;
Hattie ve Timperley, 2007; Nicol ve Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Sadler, 1989; Van
der Kleij vd., 2015).

Baglangicta geri bildirim, dogru veya yanlisi belirten Ogretimsel hatalarin
diizeltilmesi (Bruner, 1974; Kulhavy, 1977) ve gercek diizey ile ulasilmasi
gereken en yiiksek diizey arasindaki bilgi boslugu (Ramaprasad, 1983) olarak
tanimlaniyordu. Daha yakin zamanlarda, geri bildirim kavrami, 6grencilerin hem
ogretmenler hem de 6grenciler tarafindan karsilikli bir geri bildirim anlayis
yoluyla calismalarinin kalitesini artirmak i¢in bilgi aldiklar1 bir anlayisa
dontigmistiir (Boud ve Molloy, 2018; Sadler, 2013). Daha dogrusu, geribildirim
kavraminin ¢agdas tanimi, 6grenenlerin yalnizca bilgi alicilar1 olmaktan ziyade
aktif roller oynadig: siirdiiriilebilir bir slirece ve sdylemeyi degil takdir etmeyi

igeren bir siirece isaret etmektedir (Boud ve Molloy, 2018).

Geri bildirimin yeniden kavramsallastirilmasinin birincil nedeni, ortaya ¢ikan
geri bildirim sorunlarini ele almaktir. Bu yeni paradigma i¢inde, Carless (2015),

dikkatin geri bildirimin nasil isledigine ve her bir tarafin, yani 6gretmenler ve
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ogrencilerin, geri bildirimin etkili bir sekilde uygulanabilmesi i¢in neyin gerekli
olduguna dair iyi bir degerlendirmeye nasil dahil edilmesi gerektigine
odaklanmas1 gerektigini iddia etti. Geri bildirimle ilgili diyaloglar (Wood, 2021)
ve her iki taraf arasinda paylasilan bir sorumluluk olusturma (Carless, 2020;
Nash & Winstone, 2017), geri bildirimin etkin kullanimi ile ayirt edilemez bir
sekilde baglantilidir. Ogretmenler ve &grenciler arasinda ihtiyag duyulan
paylasilan sorumluluklarin giderek daha fazla taninmasi ve geri bildirim
oniindeki engellerin {istesinden gelinmesi nedeniyle (Henderson vd., 2019;
Winstone vd., 2017), geri bildirim, disipline 6zgii bir okuryazarlik olarak
diisiiniilmeli ve olusturulmalidir (Van Heerde, 2010). Ayrica, paylasilan
sorumluluk kavrami, 6grenci ve Ogretmen geri bildirim okuryazarligi arar

(Winstone ve Carless, 2019).

Bu nedenle geri bildirim okuryazar1 6grenciler, akademik yargilarda bulunma
kapasitelerini gelistirmenin yani sira geribildirim bilgisi arayan, iireten ve
kullanan kisiler olarak kabul edilir (Carless ve Boud, 2018; Molloy vd., 2020).
Bununla birlikte, 6grenci geribildirim okuryazarligimin gelisimi biiylik Olciide
ogretmen  geribildirim okuryazarligina baghidir (Malecka vd., 2020).
Ogretmenler, miifredat tasarimi, rehberlik ve kogluk yoluyla &grenci geri
bildirim okuryazarhigini tesvik etmede Onemli kolaylastiricilar olarak kabul

edilmektedir (Carless ve Boud, 2018).

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu aragtirma, ortaokul Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin &gretmen yeterliklerini
Ogretmen Geri bildirimi Okuryazarlik Yeterlik Cercevesi kapsaminda ortaya
¢tkarmayr amaglamistir. Buna ek olarak, Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
degerlendirme uygulamalarinda geri bildirim, kullandiklar1 geri bildirim
uygulamalari ve geri bildirim uygulamalarina iliskin 6nerileri hakkinda kapsamli

bir anlayis gelistirmeyi amaglanmistir.
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Arastirmanin Onemi

Geri bildirim siireclerinde kalict 68renci ve 6gretmen memnuniyetsizligi vardir
(Sutton, 2012). Ayrica, 6grenci yetenekleri ile 6gretmen beklentileri arasinda bir
bosluk var gibi goriiniiyor. Bu agig1 kapatmak igin, 6gretmen geri bildirim
okuryazarlig1 olan geri bildirimde gelismis 6gretmen yeterlilikleri gereklidir (Xu
ve Carless, 2017). Bu nedenle, geri bildirim ve Ogretmen geri bildirim
okuryazarlik yeterlikleri hakkinda o6gretmen goriislerine, uygulamalarina ve
Onerilerine bakmak, geri bildirim O6grenmenin yadsinamaz bir parcasini
olusturdugundan, konunun tam olarak anlasilmasi igin egitim arastirma

ortamlarinda 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.

Literatiirde geri bildirime ¢ok dikkat edilmis ve diinya capinda Ingilizce
ogretiminde ¢esitli agilardan ve yonlerden iyi aragtirilmig bir konu olmustur. Cok
sayida arastirmada, bir¢ok aragtirmaci, 6gretmenlerin EFL baglaminda etkili geri
bildirim hakkindaki inanglarim1 arastirmistir. EFL'deki dogrudan ve dolayli geri
bildirimle 1ilgili olarak, birka¢ arastirmaci ¢alisma yiirlitmiistiir. Ayrica
Ingilizcede sozlii geri bildirim kullanimi bazi arastirmacilar tarafindan
arastiritlmistir. Yazili geri bildirim s6z konusu oldugunda, birka¢ arastirmaci
bununla EFL baglaminda ilgilenmistir. Geri bildirim tiirleri ve uygulamalar
arastirilmistir. Diger bir agidan, akran geri bildirimi birkag¢ arastirmaci tarafindan
incelenmistir. Ayrica, birka¢ bilim adami geri bildirim saglama yontemlerini
incelemistir. Bununla birlikte, dikkatler diinya ¢apinda 6gretmen geri bildirim

okuryazarligina c¢evrildiginde, sinirli sayida aragtirma bulunmaktadir.

Tiim bunlar géz Oniline alindiginda, 6gretmen geri bildirim okuryazarligi
konusunda uluslararas1 diizeyde az sayida arastirma bulunmasi ve Tiirkiye'de hig
bulunmamasi nedeniyle, bu arastirma, 6gretmen geri bildirim okuryazarlig
bilesenlerini de igeren yeni bir bakis agisiyla geri bildirim ¢aligmalarina bagka
bir bakis agisiyla katki saglayacagi diisliniilmektedir. Ayrica, Tiirkiye'de gesitli

yonlerden bir siirii geri bildirim c¢alismasi olmasina ragmen, 6gretmenlerin
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ozellikle ortaokul baglaminda geribildirimle ilgili goriislerini, uygulamalarini ve
Onerilen uygulamalarini ortaya ¢ikarmak i¢in kapsamli arastirmalarla daha fazla
incelemeye halen yer var. Ayrica, Ketonen vd. (2020), geri bildirim
okuryazarlig1i ¢alismalarmin simdiye kadar yiiksek Ogretime odaklandigini;
ortaokullara yeterli ilgi gosterilmedigini belirtmistir. Bu nedenle, bu c¢alisma,
ogretmenlerin bir ortaokul, K12, baglaminda geri bildirimle ilgili goriisleri,
uygulamalar1 ve Onerilen uygulamalar1 ile birlikte 6gretmen geri bildirim
okuryazarliginin 6rnekleyerek bu arastirma bosluklarini doldurabilir. Bu ¢alisma,
ogretmenlerin, grencilerinin geri bildirim okuryazarligini gelistirebilmeleri i¢in
geri bildirim okuryazarliklarin1  nasil  gelistirebilecekleri hakkinda fikir
edinmeleri i¢in geri bildirim, geri bildirim uygulamalart ve geri bildirim
okuryazarligi anlayislarini  yansitmalarima katkida bulunabilir.  Ayrica,
ogretmenlerin gortsleri, uygulamalar1 ve geri bildirimle ilgili onerileri hakkinda
derinlemesine bir anlayis yoluyla gelecekteki kararlar i¢in i¢ gorii saglayabilir.
Ortaya ¢ikan bilgiler hem hizmet 6ncesi hem de hizmet i¢i karar vericilere ve
ogretmen yetistiricilerine, geri bildirim egitimlerini yeniden gézden gecirmeleri
ve geri bildirim yardimiyla 6grenme olasiligini artirmak igin Ogretmen geri

bildirim okuryazarligini gelistirmeleri i¢in rehberlik edebilir.

YONTEM

Arastirma Sorulari

Arastirmaya yon veren arastirma sorular1 asagidaki gibidir:

1- Ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin degerlendirme uygulamalarinda geri
bildirime iligkin goriisleri nelerdir?

2-  Ozel bir okulda gérev yapan ortaokul ingilizce dgretmenleri ne gibi geri
bildirim uygulamalarma bagvurmaktadir? Ozel bir okulda gérev yapan
ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin dnerdigi geri bildirim uygulamalari

nelerdir?
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3- Ogretmen Geribildirimi Okuryazarlik Yeterlik Cercevesi kapsaminda

ortaokul Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin 6gretmen yeterlikleri nelerdir?

Arastirmanin Deseni

Temel bir nitel aragtirma yiiriiten bir arastirmaci, insanlarin diinyalarini nasil
kurduklar1 ve deneyimlerine ne tir anlamlar yiikledikleri ile ilgilenecektir.
Ayrica, insanlarin deneyimlerini ve hayatlarin1 nasil anlamlandirdiklarini
anlamaya calisirlar (Merriam ve Tisdell, 2016). Bu ¢aligmanin en biiyiik amaci,
Ogretmenlerin  geri bildirim  gorislerini, geribildirim uygulamalarin1  ve
yetkinliklerini O0gretmen geri bildirim okuryazarlifi gergevesi altinda ortaya
cikarmak ve ger¢cek yasam ortamlarinda olgular hakkinda bilgi toplayabilmek

oldugundan, bu caligmada temel nitel arastirma yontemi kullanilmistir.

Arastirmamin Baglam

Mevcut ¢aligmanin yapildigi okul Ankara, Tiirkiye'de bulunmaktadir. 1980'lerde
kurulmus olup, Tiirkiye'nin diger sehirlerinde farkli kampiisleri olan K-12 vakif
okullarindan biridir. Bu vakif okullarinin merkezi olarak, ¢ogunlukla
akademisyenlerin ¢ocuklarini, aynt zamanda maddi agidan ayricalikli ailelerin
ogrencilerini de iceren Ozel bir okuldur. 850'den fazla 6gretmeni ve yaklasik

7000 6grencisi vardir.

Arastirmanin ytriitiildiigii mevcut okul, anaokulundan lise diizeyine kadar egitim
vermektedir. Ancak eldeki bu ¢alisma ortaokulda gorev yapan Ingilizce

Ogretmenleri ile yapilmstir.

Ogrencilerin egitim siireci, 6grenme siirecine paralel olarak bilimsel bir
yaklagimla yakindan takip edilmektedir. Bir akademik yildaki her donem
boyunca, 6grencilerin dil becerileri yazili sinavlar, dil bilgisi sinavlari, konusma
performans1 gorevleri, yazma portfoyleri ve proje oOdevleri gibi ¢esitli

degerlendirme araclariyla degerlendirilir. 5. simiftan 8. sinifa kadar her siif

313



seviyesindeki ogrenciler, Ingilizce sorularmi okuma ve kullanmay1 igeren iki
resmi sinava girerler, iki dinleme sinavina ve bir dilbilgisi sinavina girerler ve

her dénem iki konusma performansi 6devi yaparlar.

Her smif diizeyinde yaklagsik 12 sinif vardir ve her birinde yaklasik 22 6grenci
bulunur. Ayrica ortaokul Ingilizce béliimiinde 18 yerli ve bes uluslararas
Ogretmen gorev yapmaktadir. Her sinif diizeyindeki dersler ikiye ayrilir: ana ders
ve anadili ingilizce olan 2 &gretmenleri tarafindan verilen dersler. Ogrencilerin

haftalik programlarindaki ders sayilar1 sinif seviyelerine gore degisir.

Her 6gretmenin haftada yaklasik 24 saat ders vermektedir; ancak 6gretmenlik
disinda tiim Ogretmenlerin haftalik olarak boliim ve seviye bazinda toplantilara
katilmasi, sinavlarda gozetmenlik yapmasi, veli toplantilar1 diizenlemesi ve
onlarla diizenli olarak iletisim halinde olmasi, her teneffiiste gérev basinda
olmas1 gerekmektedir. Diger gorevleri ise ders planlar1 ve ek uygulama
materyalleri hazirlamak, boliimde veya okulda biri eksik oldugunda dersleri

doldurmak ve mesleki gelisim faaliyetlerinde bulunmaktir.

Katihmeilar

Bu calismada, katilimcilarin segiminde arastirmanin amaci dikkate alinarak
amagsal ornekleme stratejisi kullanilmistir. Katilimeilar 6nceden belirlenmis bir
kritere gore se¢ilmistir (Cohen vd., 2007). Olgiit, daha dnce ya da hala bir simifin
Ingilizce 1 ogretmenligini yapmis olmakti. Ingilizce 2 6gretmenleri
degerlendirme ve geri bildirim uygulamalari1 kaygis1 olmadigi i¢in, kasitl olarak
arastirmadan g¢ikarilmistir. Geriye kalan 19 kisiden 15'inin goniillii katilimi ile bu

caligma gerceklestirilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclan
Bu aragtirma c¢aligmasinda ana veri toplama araci olarak yari yapilandirilmis

gorisme  protokolii  kullamilmistir.  Katilimcilardan ~ demografik  veri
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toplayabilmek i¢in, gdriismenin ilk boliimii olarak katilimeilarin egitim durumu
(eger varsa lisans ve lisansiistii egitim diizeyi), tim Ogretmenlik deneyimi ve
ogretmenlik deneyimi ile ilgili sorulardan olusan yapilandirilmis bir bdlim
gelistirilmistir. Tlk boliimii, nemli olaylarm nasil ve nedenlerini ortaya ¢ikarmak
amaciyla acgik uglu sorular iceren yari yapilandirilmis bir boliim izlemistir.
Miilakat sorular1 ilk asamada giincel literatiiriin kapsamli bir sekilde
taranmasindan sonra gelistirilmistir: Ingilizce 6gretiminde geri bildirim gériisleri
ve uygulamalar1 ve 6gretmen geri bildirim okuryazarligi. Bu nedenle sorular,
Ingilizce 6gretiminde geri bildirim ve dgretmen geri bildirim okuryazarliginin
kavramsal cergevesi iizerine daha Once yapilmis aragtirmalara uygun olarak

olusturulmustur.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Etik izin bagvurusu ve onayindan sonra arastirma igin veriler 2021-2022 egitim-
ogretim yilimin sonbahar doneminde toplanmugtir. 15 katilimcinin katilimiyla
tiim veri toplama stireci 16 gilin siirmiistiir. Gorlisme Oncesi her katilimer ile bir
randevu olusturulmus olup, randevu gilin ve saatinde goriismeler yapilmstir.
Katilimcilar ile bireysel goriismeler okulun yogun temposu ve COVID-19
tedbirleri kapsaminda ¢evrimigi olarak yiiriitiilmiistiir ve katilimcilarin onayiyla

kaydedilmistir.

Veri Analizi
Veri analizi, MAXQDA 2022 nitel veri analiz yazilimi ile gergeklestirilmistir.
Mevcut arastirma c¢alismasinda arastirma sorularini cevaplamak igin nitel igerik

analizi kullanilmastir.

Ik iki arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek igin nitel ve tiimevarimsal igerik
analizi yapilmistir. Fraenkel vd. (2012), arastirmacinin verilere ¢ok asina
oldugunu ve analiz devam ettikge kategorilerin ortaya ¢ikmasina izin verdigini

One slirmiistiir. Amag, verilerin tiim Onemli yoOnlerinin yakalanmasini
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saglamaktir (Gale vd., 2013). Her transkripti birka¢ kez satir satir okuduktan
sonra, arastirmaci bu iki arastirma sorusunu mercek olarak kullanarak anahtar
kavramlar1 belitlemeye baslamistir (Braun ve Clarke, 2006). Ilk olarak
aragtirmaci olas1 kodlar1 atayarak acgik kodlama yapmistir. Cok sayida ilk kodun
ortaya ¢ikmasi {izerine, ilk kod listesini kiigiiltmek i¢in herhangi bir benzerlik
fark etmek igin birbirleriyle karsilastirilmiglardir. Daha sonra, herhangi bir
benzerlik veya Oriintii tasiyan kodlar kiimelenmis ve her bir kiimeye,
benzerliklerini belirtmek i¢in her bir kodu ifade edecek veya temsil edecek bir

isim atanmis ve bunlara tema adi1 verilmistir (Braun ve Clarke, 2006).

Uciincii arastirma sorusuna iliskin olarak, sirali bir yaklasim benimsenerek hem
timdengelim hem de tiimevarim icerik analizi yapilmistir. Ilk olarak,
timdengelim yaklagimi uygulanmistir. Boud ve Dawson (2021) tarafindan
Onerilen 6gretmen geri bildirim yeterlik ¢ergevesi temel alinmis ve bir baglangic
listesi olarak ele alinmistir. Veriler, bu baslangic listesine dayali olarak
kategoriler halinde kodlanmistir. Daha sonra, veri setlerinden herhangi bir uygun
kategori diizeyine yerlestirilmek iizere baska temalar ve kodlar tiiretmek icin

tiimevarimsal yaklasim kullanilmistir.

BULGULAR VE TARTISMA

Geri Bildirim inanclar

Ogretmenlerin geri bildirim ilgili goriislerine iliskin bulgularda ilk tema doniitiin
ozellikleri olarak ortaya ¢ikmis ve katilimeilarin tamamina yakini doniit
mekanizmasini dinamik olarak tanimlamistir. Diger o6zellikler akademik
olmayan, devam eden ve kullanilmas1 zor olarak siralandi. Ayrica katilimcilar
etkili geri bildirimi nasil tanimladiklarii giindeme getirdiler. Yarisindan fazlasi,
etkili geri bildirimin yapici, zamaninda ve bireysellestirilmis oldugunu dile
getirdi. Ayrica, kayda deger sayida insan tarafindan one siiriilen diger 6zellikler

diyalojik ve etkilesimlidir. Bunlarin disinda, goriisiilen kisiler ayrica anlasilir,
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motive edici, siirekli, cesitli, kademeli, iist dilsel, ikna edici ve karsilikli giivene

dayal1 geri bildirimin etkili oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Ayrica, katilimcilarin yarisindan fazlasi, geribildirimin roliinii 6grencilerin
kendileri ve stirekli gelisimleri i¢in bir ayna veya yansima olarak gérmiislerdir.
Diger roller, 6gretmenler i¢in ayna olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir ve 6grencilerin hem
o6z yeterliklerini hem de 6zerkliklerini artirdig1 sdylenmistir. Ogretmen rollerine
gelince, katilimcilarin tamamina yakini geri bildirim siire¢lerinde 6grencilere
rehber olan kolaylastirict konumundan séz etmislerdir. Diger 6gretmen rolleri,
ogrencileri geri bildirim siireglerine dahil etmek, her 6grencinin kaydini tutmak,
geri bildirim siiregleri icin planlanmak, bireysellestirilmis geri bildirim
saglamak, zamaninda geri bildirim saglamak, 6grencileri motive etmek, biitiinsel
geri bildirim saglamak ve dikkatle dinlemek. Geribildirim siireclerinde
ogrencilerden beklentiler s6z konusu oldugunda, ogretmenlerin yarisindan
fazlas1 Ogrencilerin  geribildirim siireclerine dahil olmasi  gerektigini
vurgulamistir. Diger beklentiler ise yiiksek farkindalik ve hazir bulunusluk, geri
bildirimden yararlanma, agiklik, 6gretmenin uzmanli§ina giivenme, 6gretmene

rehberlik etme ve sabirli olma olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Bunlarin disinda geri bildirimle ilgili goriislerin altinda engelleyici ve
giiclendirici faktorler ortaya ¢ikmustir. Engelleyici faktorlerle ilgili olarak,
katilimcilar, agik diizeltme, ¢ok sik geri bildirim, ¢ok ayrintili geri bildirim, ¢cok
fazla 6vgii, aninda geri bildirim ve son olarak kirmizi renkli geri bildirim olarak
siralanan gesitli geri bildirim o6zellikleri ile ilgili faktorleri engelleyici olarak
belirtmislerdir. Ayrica, 6grenci ile ilgili faktorler de giindeme getirilmistir.
Belirli 6zellikleri tasiyan, mesela doniitlere kapali, doniitlere karsi 6n yargili, not
odakli, asir1 6zgiivenli, utangag/ige doniik/duyarl/ 6zerk olmayan Ggrencilerin
doniit stireclerini olumsuz etkiledigine inanilmigtir. Ayrica, geng yas grubu,
huzurlu olmayan sinif ortami, 6grenciler arasindaki dil seviyesi farki ve COVID-

19 nedeniyle Ogrencilerin ihtiyaclarimin degismesi, ogrenci kaynakli diger
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engelleyici faktorler olarak one siiriilmustiir. Engelleyici faktorlerin tek kaynagi
ogrenciler degildi; Ogretmenlerin olumsuz ruh hali/diisik motivasyonu,
ogrencilerle bag kurmama, 6gretmenlerin yetersiz alan bilgisi ve 6gretmenlerin
kisisel hayat1 ile ilgili faktorler de Ogretmenle ilgili faktorler olarak ortaya
cikmistir. Bir alan olarak Ingilizcenin, dil engeli, geri bildirim gerektiren
etkinliklerin ¢oklugu ve bir disiplin olarak Ingilizce gibi bir dizi engelleyici
faktorli beraberinde getirdigine inanilmistir. Ayrica, engelleyici faktorler altinda
okulla ilgili baz1 engelleyici faktorler de belirtilmistir. Hemen hemen tiim
katilimcilar is yiikiini isaret etmistir. Diger kodlar ise geri bildirime ayrilan
zamanin azhig, Ogrenci sayisinin fazlahigi, farkli paydaslarin  tatmini,
standartlastirilmis bir miifredat/degerlendirme ve uygun yerin olmamasi seklinde

siralanmustir.

Ote yandan, geribildirim uygulamalarini gelistirici faktorler olarak bazi faktorler
ortaya konmus ve ilk alt tema 6gretmenle ilgili faktorler olarak ortaya ¢ikmaistir.
Katilimeilar, Ogretmenin  Oviillmesi/tesvik  edilmesinin, geri  bildirim
planlamasinin, 6grencilerle bag kurmanin, 6gretmen deneyiminin ve dgretmenin
olumlu ruh halinin geri bildirim siireglerinin etkililigini  gelistirdigine
inanmiglardir. Bunlarin disinda, samimi ve geri bildirim agisindan zengin
ortamlar, Ogrencilerin geri bildirim uygulamalar1 i¢in egitilmesi, Ornekler
verilmesi, smif i¢i geri bildirimler ve yiiz yiize geri bildirimler gibi 6gretimle
ilgili cesitli faktorler giindeme getirilmistir. Okulla ilgili faktorlerin de geri
bildirim siireglerine katkida bulundugu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Katilime1 6gretmenler,
meslektaglar ve yonetim ile is birligi, 6lgme ve degerlendirme birimi, mesleki
gelisim sistemi, 6grenme yonetim sistemi, kurum tarafindan verilen egitimler,
okul gereksinimleri ve kurum tarafindan saglanan agik rehberlik gibi olumlu
etkileri olan faktdrler oldugu goriisiinii benimsemislerdir. Bunlara ek olarak
ogrencilerin G6grenci iligkilerinde agik/sorgulayici/geribildirim talep etme

durumlar1  giindeme  getirilmistir. Bunlara ek olarak  6grencilerin
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acik/sorgulayici/geri bildirim talep etmeleri 6grenci ile ilgili gelistirici bir faktor

olarak giindeme getirilmistir.

Kullamlan Geri Bildirim Uygulamalar1 ve Onerilen Geri Bildirim
Uygulamalan

Kullanilan geribildirim uygulamalarina iligkin ikinci aragtirma sorusuyla ilgili
olarak, bulgular, 6gretmenlerin Ogrencilerin akademik diizeyleri gibi bazi
durumlara bagl olarak geribildirim dillerini Tiirkce ve Ingilizce arasinda
degistirdiklerini ortaya koymustur. Ne siklikla geri bildirim verdikleri
soruldugunda, her saniye, her derste, her giin, haftada 2-3 kez ve iki haftada bir
olmak tizere farkli yanitlar alinmistir. Geri bildirimin zamanlamasi, aninda geri
bildirim ve gecikmeli geri bildirim olarak da belirtilmistir. Ogretmenlerin ¢ogu
ev O0devlerinden sonra 1-3 giin i¢inde doniit verdiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica,
geri bildirim miktar1 ayrintili, ayrintili degil ve geri bildirimsiz olarak ortaya
cikmistir. Sunum sekliyle ilgili olarak, neredeyse tiim 6gretmenler geri bildirim
icin kullanmak f{izere birden fazla sunum sekline bagvurdugunu sdylemistir. 15'i
de yazili ve tiim smif geri bildirimi kullanmasini sdylerken, neredeyse tamami
yliz yiize ve sozli geribildirime isaret etmistir. Cevrimig¢i geri bildirim ve sesli
geri bildirim de dile getirilmistir. Ayrica 6gretmenler tarafindan uygulanmak
tizere ¢oklu doniit tiirleri dile getirilmistir. Hemen hemen hepsi, direkt diizeltme,
st dilsel geri bildirim kullandiklarini sdylemislerdir. Yarisindan fazlasi ipuglari,
dogrulama, sandvi¢ geri bildirim ve yapici geri bildirim kullandiklarini
sOylemistir. Diger geribildirim tiirleri ise dogrudan geri bildirim, hata isaretleme,
konu kosullu, ortaya cikarma, kaynak saglama, yeniden diizenleme, dolayli
geribildirim,  bilgilendirici  ders  verme, yamt  kosullu, tonlama

degisikligi/vurgulama ve tekrar deneme olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusu iizerine, katilimci Ogretmenler ayrica geri bildirim
uygulamalar ve siiregleri ile ilgili ¢esitli Onerilerde bulunmuslardir. En ¢ok

okulla ilgili uygulamalar olarak giindeme gelmistir. Katilimcilarin tamamina
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yakini hizmet i¢i egitimin gerekliligine isaret etmistir. Diger kodlar ise is
ylikiiniin azaltilmasi, meslektaslarla daha fazla is birligi, 6grencilerin geri
bildirim uygulamalar1 i¢in egitilmesi, acik beklentiler/diizenlemeler, geri
bildirim acisindan zengin okul kiiltiirii, 6gretmenlere ofis saatleri saglanmasi1 ve
her 6gretmen igin ayrilan 0grenci sayisinin azaltilmasi olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Ayrica, geri bildirim saglamak ic¢in kullanilacak bir sistem/uygulama,
ogrencilerin daha kolay anlayabilmesi i¢in kriterleri basitlestirme, daha az igerik
icin daha sik test etme ve az veya hi¢ olmayan proje tabanli 6grenme gibi
degerlendirme/geribildirim ile ilgili uygulamalar Onerilmistir. Hizmet Oncesi
egitime de dikkat ¢ekilmistir. Kariyer oncesi geri bildirim siiregleri icin staj
déneminin iyilestirilmesi gerektigini vurgulamislardir. Ayrica lisans diizeyinde
egitimde ayrmtili bir geri bildirim dersi verilmesi Onerilmistir. Katilimcilar
ayrica hizmet Oncesi egitimleri sirasinda analiz etmek igin dort beceriye,
modellemeye ve gergek yasam Orneklerine odaklanmanin gerekliligini

vurgulamislardir.

3. Ogretmen Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhgi Cercevesinde Ogretmen
Yeterlikleri

Uciincii arastirma sorusuna gelince, Boud ve Dawson (2021) tarafindan nerilen
ogretmen geri bildirim okuryazarligi gergevesinde 6gretmen yeterlikleri makro,
mezo ve mikro yeterlikler altinda incelenmistir. Ilk olarak, makro yeterliklerle
ilgili olarak, calisma, katilimcilarin yarisindan fazlasinin geri  bildirim
stireclerinin modelleme gibi 6grencilerine tanidik gelmesine dikkat ettiklerini ve
ayrica Ogrencilerin geri bildirimde bulunmaktan c¢ekinmeyecekleri olumlu bir
geri bildirim ortami1 olusturmaya ¢alistiklarini ortaya koymustur. Benzer sekilde,
ogrencileri geri bildirim siire¢lerine dahil etmek i¢in baz1 stratejiler
gelistirdiklerini ve tim &grencilere adil ve esit bir sekilde kapsayici geri bildirim
sagladiklarint belirtmislerdir. COVID-19'dan sonra ¢evrimigi &gretime gecis
nedeniyle, cevrimici araglardaki geri bildirim saglamalar1 da degisime duyarh

olduklarin1 gdstermistir. Ayrica, mevcut calismada 6gretmenlerin tutarlilik icin
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ekiplerle ¢alistiklarini ortaya gikarmistir ve birgogu geri bildirim uygulamalarini
birbirleriyle nasil paylastiklarina deginmistir. Katilimcilarin yarisindan fazlasi
Ogrenci geri bildirim okuryazarligin1 gelistirmenin gostergesi olan bazi
noktalardan bahsetmistir. Bu gostergeler, kendilerinin ve baskalarinin ¢aligmalari
hakkinda yargida bulunmayi, 6grencilerin duygularmi yonetmelerine yardimcei
olmay1, 0grencilere geri bildirimi ve rollerini agiklamay1 ve &grencileri ¢oklu
geri bildirim rolleri i¢in harekete gecirmeyi isaret etmistir. Ayrica,
katilimcilardan ikisi, geri bildirimi yalnizca akademik amaclarla degil, diinyada
faydali bir sey olarak tesvik ettiklerini belirtmistir. Mevcut ¢alisma, katilimcinin
geri bildirim baskilarini, kendini ve akran diizeltmesini kullanarak ve 6gretmene
diger geri bildirimler i¢in zaman ayirarak ve ayrica geri bildirim girdisi saglamak
icin sinif zamanini kullanarak yonettiklerini ortaya c¢ikarmistir. Ayrica geri
bildirimin etkililigi hakkinda kanitlar topladiklarini ve 6grencilerden topladiklari

bu kanitlar1 geri bildirim siireglerini iyilestirmek i¢in kullandiklarint bulmustur.

Mezo yeterliklerle ilgili olarak, bu g¢alisma Ggretmenlerin smnav sonuglarina
dayali bireysellestirilmis eylem planlar1 gelistirerek, sonraki eylemler i¢in
etkinlikler tasarlayarak ve 6grencileri ikna ederek kasith olarak 6grenci eylemini
tesvik etmek icin tasarim yaptiklarmi gostermistir. Ek olarak, sesli geri bildirim
saglamanin yani sira bir 6grenme yonetim sistemi kullandiklart da agiklamigtir.
Kayda deger sayida 6gretmen ayrica geri bildirimin etkilerini en iist diizeye
cikarmak i¢in gorevleri siralayarak ve i¢ ige degerlendirmeyi kullanarak geri
bildirim diyaloglar1 ve dongiileri tasarlamayr giindeme getirmistir. Birkagi,
ogrencilerinden geri bildirim talep etmelerini istediklerini sdylemistir. Ayrica
ogretmenlerin tamamina yakini 6z-degerlendirme gorevlerini tasarlamay1 veya
kullanmay1 kabul ederken, bir kism1 da 6nceden hazirlanmis kontrol listelerinde
siiflarinin 6zelliklerini dikkate alarak uyarlamalar yaptiklarini kabul etmistir.
Iyi calismanin 6zelliklerini gdstermek igin 6rneklerin kullanilmasi ve dnceden
hazirlanmis kohort diizeyindeki yorumlarin kullanilmasi, mevcut calismada

ortaya konan diger yetkinlikler arasindadir. Oz degerlendirmeye ek olarak,
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ogretmenlerin neredeyse tamami akran geri bildirimi uyguladiklarini
belirtmiglerdir. Cok az o6gretmen, COVID-19 oOnlemleri nedeniyle
kullanmadigmi ve zaman alici buldugunu itiraf etmistir. Ogretmenlerin
cogunlugu ogrencileri akran geribildirimi konusunda egittiklerini belirtmisler ve
kontrol listesi/dereceli puanlama anahtar1 agiklama, modelleme, yapici geri
bildirim i¢in onlara rehberlik etme ve basitlestirilmis kontrol listesi/kriter
kullanma gibi ¢esitli uygulamalar ortaya ¢ikmistir. Akranlar1 igeren 6rneklerin
kullanilmas1 da bahsedilen bir diger yetkinlik olmustur. Ayrica, sirli geri
bildirim firsatlarini en iist diizeye ¢ikarmak i¢in biitiinciil geri bildirim ve hedefe
yonelik geri bildirim kullanilarak, beceriler ve 6nceden belirlenmis bir hedef g6z
onlinde  bulundurularak katilmcilarin ~ ¢ogunlugu tarafindan  giindeme
getirilmistir. Neredeyse tiim katilimcilar zamaninda geri bildirim saglamaya
isaret etmistir ve bir katilimer geri bildirim olaylarin1 6nemlerine gore siralamaya
deginmistir. Ayrica katilimci O6gretmenlerin tamamina yakini 6lgiit, dereceli
puanlama anahtar1 ve kontrol listelerini temel alarak geri bildirimi standartlara
gore cercevelemekten bahsetmistir. Mezo yetkinliklerin altindaki son yetkinlik,
geri bildirim ve not verme arasindaki gerilimleri yonetmek olarak ortaya
cikmustir. Birkag katilimei, 6grenci beklentileri, resmi gereksinimler, sinavlarin
zamanlamasi, geri bildirim ve sinav arasindaki tutarsizlik ve Ogretmenin not
verene karst mentor rolii nedeniyle bunlari yonetmek zorunda oldugundan

bahsetmistir.

Son olarak, mikro yeterliklerle ilgili olarak, bu c¢alisma Ogretmenlerin
Ogrencilere caligsmalar1 hakkinda yeni diisiinme yollar1 agmak icin sorular
sordugunu ve geri bildirim girdilerini 6grencilerin 6z degerlendirmeleriyle
iliskilendirdigini ortaya koymustur. Ogrenci ihtiyaglarina gore farklilasma tiim
katilimcilar tarafindan dile getirilmistir. Calismada, farkli 6grenci gruplarina
basar1 diizeylerine, ihtiyaglarina/ilgilerine, kisiliklerine/duygularia goére ve siif
diizeyine uygunlugu dikkate alinarak farklilastirilmis geri bildirimler ortaya

¢ikarilmistir. Onemli sayida katilimer ayrica yorumlarin dilinin 6grenciye gore
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degistirilmesine ve geri bildirimi kullanamama riski tasiyan Ogrencilerin
belirlenmesine dikkat ¢cekmistir. Ayrica ihtiyact olanlar1 6vmek de birka¢ hoca

tarafindan dile getirilmistir.

Oneriler

Ileride yiiriitillecek olan geri bildirim okuryazarhigi calismalar1 icin belirli
onerilerde bulunmak miimkiindiir. Geri bildirim gortslerini, uygulamalarini ve
Ogretmen geribildirim okuryazarlifin1 daha genis bir perspektiften kavramak
amaciyla bu calismanin tasarimini  genigletmek i¢in yOnetim veya

koordinatorlerle yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler ve sinif gozlemleri yapilabilir.

Ayn1 bransta ancak devlet okullarinda gérev yapan 6gretmenlere, baglama 6zgii
Ozelliklere bagl olarak aralarindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklari ortaya ¢ikarmak

icin ayn1 veri toplama protokolii uygulanabilir.

Ogretmenlerin geri bildirim uygulamalarmin ve felsefelerinin daha genis
orneklemlere ve cesitli baglamlara genellenebilir olup olmadigi konusunda
derinlemesine arastirilabilmesi i¢in 6gretmenlerin geri bildirim okuryazarligini
Olgmek igin bir Olgek gelistirilebilir. Ayrica bu 6lgek, geri bildirim
okuryazarliginin deneyim ve lisans derecesi gibi diger degiskenlerle iliskisini

kesfetmeyi miimkiin kilacaktir.
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