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ABSTRACT

Background. Since the 1990s, teachers’ written corrective feedback (WCF) has been recognized
as vital in addressing linguistic issues or product aspects of writing. However, it is necessary to
go beyond error correction and focus on written feedback (WF) that concerns other areas of
process writing. Still, teachers’ thinking on these issues is often an under-explored area.

Purpose. This study aimed to explore English as a foreign language (EFL) instructors’ perceptions
and their self-reported practices of product- and process-based WF in the writing context of
tertiary education.

Method. The exploratory quantitative study collected data from 51 Moroccan EFL writing
instructors through a self-developed questionnaire. The questionnaire items regarding
perceptions and self-reported practices were valid and acceptable for factor analysis of nine
subscales covering the features of product- and process-based WF, and all of them proved to be
reliable. This structure allowed several comparisons during data analysis.

Results. Concerning product-oriented WF, participants perceived applying WCF and WF modes
on the written text as important techniques. As part of process-based WF, most of them highly
valued effective WF modes in the writing process. Regarding their self-reported practices
of product-based WF, instructors stated that they often employed WF modes on the written
text. Within the process-based WF, they reported using judgemental feedback and effective
WF modes as their most frequent practices. The comparisons between perceptions and self-
reported practices showed mismatches in four subscales, including WCF, content-based WF
related to macroaspects of writing, developing evaluative judgement, and effective WF modes
in the writing process. Thus, instructors admitted the importance of WF in these areas although
they acknowledged applying their practices less frequently.

Conclusion. This study verified the psychometric properties of a self-constructed questionnaire,
which was justified to be appropriate to explore teachers’ perceptions and self-reported practices
regarding WF. The results obtained from the different subscales support the effectiveness of
WCF and allow the exploration of a new conceptualisation of WF as a process.
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matical forms (Hyland, 2003; Pramila,
2017; Puengpipattrakul, 2014), and im-

INTRODUCTION

In feedback research, the main topic of
concern is that researchers hold differ-
ent views on the effectiveness of written
feedback (WF). One group of researchers
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Bitchener & Kn-
och, 2010; Lee, 2008, 2009; Sia & Cheung,
2017) has considered product-oriented
WF, and associated it with the product
approach to writing, which focuses on
developing learners’ language accura-
¢y (Guo et al, 2022), mastering gram-

proving content-related aspects of the
written text (Lee, 2008, 2009; Junqueira
& Payant, 2015). This group has inves-
tigated both focused and unfocused
written corrective feedback (WCF) from
two perspectives. In the first perspec-
tive, which supports Ferris’s (1999, 2004,
2010) arguments, some researchers (e.g.,
Ashwell, 2000; Ellis, 1998; Ferris & Rob-
erts, 2001) confirmed that even though
error correction has only short-term ef-
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fects, it is still beneficial to students struggling with writing
accuracy. In the second perspective, which supports Trus-
cott's (1996, 2001, 2004, 2007) arguments against grammar
correction, researchers (e.g., Hillocks, 1986; Kepner, 1991;
Polio et al., 1998) claimed that WCF is ineffective because
it does not promote students’ abilities to develop self-ed-
iting writing strategies as part of their long-term learning.
Another group of researchers (Haines, 2004; Hyland, 2013;
Stewart, 2015; Vattgy & Smith, 2019) has focused on pro-
cess-oriented WF and linked it to the process approach to
writing in which learners are engaged in planning, revision,
self- and peer-evaluation, and composing meaningful texts
(Guo et al., 2022) and argued that WF is useful in develop-
ing students’ metacognitive processes and macroaspects
of writing. Metacognitive processes can be supported by
encouraging students to take an active and constructive
role in responding to feedback (Nicol, 2010), while the mac-
roaspects pertain to students’ response to feedback infor-
mation beyond mechanics and form-based language (e.g.,
areas of developing students’ ideas and revision, including
purpose, coherence/cohesion, content, paragraphing, and
developmental aspects of a text) (Ferris, 2003). To synthesise
these different interpretations of feedback effectiveness,
the current study aims to focus on both form- and teach-
er-directed product-oriented WF (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012;
Ferris, 2003) and process-based learner-centered feedback
in writing (Brooks et al., 2021), which enable students’ active
role in the process of seeking, receiving, providing, and act-
ing upon WF (Henderson et al., 2019; Nieminen et al., 2022;
Winstone et al., 2022).

Due to the various views regarding WF, it is worthwhile to
understand how teachers perceive its effectiveness. Lee et
al. (2017) argued that “itis important to understand why and
how teachers provide feedback, as practice is often guid-
ed by beliefs” (p. 60). Based on the existing research, ex-
ploring teachers’ perceptions can influence their feedback
provision on students’ writing and, therefore, the way they

Table 1
Key Features of Product- and Process-Oriented WF

perceive revision and effective writing (Min, 2013; Tsui & Ng,
2000). It can also contribute to supplementing the paucity of
such research in English as a second (ESL) and foreign lan-
guage (EFL), compared to the many studies focusing on the
forms and functions of teacher feedback (Lee, 2009; Lee et
al., 2017; Min, 2013). Previous research has concentrated on
perceptions and practices of WF based on teachers’ prefer-
ences and usefulness of its focus and type, experience, and
scope (Alshahrani & Storch, 2014; Cheng et al., 2021; Cho,
2015; Li & Barnard, 2011; Wei & Cao, 2020; Yu et al., 2021).
Studies have mainly focused on error-directed WCF rather
than on process-oriented WF. Yang et al. (2021) also argued
that there is no agreement on the match between EFL/ESL
teachers’ beliefs and their practices on various purposes
and the usefulness of WF. Therefore, to contribute to ex-
isting research, the current study aims to investigate and
identify the relationships between teachers’ perceptions
and reported practices of product and process-based WF. To
achieve this goal, we conducted an exploratory quantitative
study and used a self-constructed questionnaire that cov-
ered various subscales to investigate teachers’ perspectives
and practices related to WF associated with a product- and a
process-approach to writing respectively.

WF from the Product and Process Perspective

In ESL and EFL, WF has been viewed differently depending
on its usefulness in developing students’ writing as a prod-
uct and/or process. The key features of and distinctions be-
tween product- and process-oriented WF can be defined by
five main aspects. The differences lie in the provision, focus,
and intentions of feedback, as well as the students’ roles
and the way of constructing WF. Table 1 summarises the key
features based on these aspects, which will be explained in
the following section.

To differentiate between WF from the product and process
perspectives, Bowen et al. (2022) pointed out that pro-

Product-oriented WF

Process-oriented WF

... is provided on completed drafts or final written texts.

... focuses mainly on local (e.g., spelling, grammar, vocabulary,
mechanics) or probably global (e.g., organisation, content) as-
pects of writing over cognitive and social aspects.

... is intended to improve students’ language accuracy in writing.

... involves students primarily as recipients of feedback provided
by teachers and other resources.

... Is constructed using direct and indirect corrections, possibly
with metalinguistic explanations, coding, general praise and
criticism.

... is provided before, during, and after writing activities.

... focuses on cognitive writing processes, social aspects, and
content development based on standards of textuality and
macroaspects of writing by using assessment criteria rather than
linguistic ones.

... iIsintended to foster learner self-regulation, improve self-edit-
ing writing strategies, and make use of social processes to help
students make writing improvements.

... involves students primarily as active and constructive con-
structors of feedback through self- and peer-feedback, oral
feedback, and teacher-student discussions.

... Is constructed using praise, criticism, and suggestions, with
explanations formulated in supportive, specific, personalised,
and detailed ways.
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cess-oriented feedback occurs in pre-, while-, and post-writ-
ing, which involves specific writing activities such as setting
goals, planning, managing time, using resources, solving
problems, and revising. Product-focused feedback is provid-
ed on completed drafts or final written texts, which aims to
improve students’ drafts in terms of content, organisation,
language, and linguistic structure of the text. Despite this
distinction, in the process approach to writing, the com-
binations of product and process-oriented feedback are
“achieved through written or face-to-face comments, ques-
tions, and suggestions provided by teachers and/or peers
on finished drafts” (Bowen et al., 2022, p. 3).

Supporters of the role of feedback in the product approach
(e.g., Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Lee,
2008, 2009; Sia & Cheung, 2017) have defined WCF as a pro-
cess of underlining and/or correcting students’ errors as
well as of commenting on their text. WCF can be provided
by using different types of corrections, such as direct cor-
rection, indirect correction, and coding (Bitchener & Ferris,
2012). WCF is deemed summative and aims at correcting
linguistic forms, evaluating grammatical accuracy, check-
ing appropriate use of vocabulary, and correcting spelling
within the text (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Lee, 2009). Besides
these microaspects, it is also valuable to focus on cognitive
and social variables when improving writing (Hayes, 1996)
through feedback. The cognitive aspects pertain to how stu-
dents self-regulate their learning when receiving feedback
(Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006), self-assess their own writ-
ing by reflecting on their strengths and weaknesses (Zaman
et al., 2012) using assessment criteria, and identify the next
steps in the writing process (Ferguson, 2011; Tai et al., 2018).
The social variables are associated with teacher-student
dialogue and engagement in the feedback process (Nicol,
2010; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006) in which students not
only act on the feedback to improve the quality of their work
but also behave as key feedback constructors (Carless &
Boud, 2018). This engagement may also encourage teach-
ers to provide feedback that fulfils long-term goals, such as
scaffolding students to learn to proofread their writing in-
dependently, rather than short-term goals, such as support-
ing students in correcting errors in their written text (Nicol,
2010). To achieve these long-term goals, Haines (2004) and
Stewart (2015) have argued that process-oriented WF can
be formulated by providing (1) praise with explanation, (2)
direct or refined criticism supported by arguments, and (3)
direct instructions and encouraging suggestions. This feed-
back can also be given as the teacher’s input on a writer’s
composition in the form of information to be used for revi-
sion (Keh, 1990). Thus, it shows students the cognitive con-
nections between what they did in the writing process and
the results they got, as well as what they can do to improve
(Brookhart, 2008). The social aspect of feedback can be en-
hanced through the practices of peer reviews and teach-
er-student conferences that help students make improve-
ments in their writing (Pramila, 2017). Myles (2002) argued
that following the process approach is useful when learners

can receive feedback from multiple sources, take time to re-
vise, and then seek input when they revise their text.

Content-related feedback can be used from both the prod-
uct-oriented and process-oriented feedback perspectives;
however, there are differences in how it is applied. While
the product-based WF relates to the completed draft by pro-
viding comments on global issues such as organisation and
content (Lee, 2008, 2009; Junqueira & Payant, 2015), assess-
ment criteria need to be defined in an analytical way to fulfil
the purposes of the process-oriented WF and to support the
student revision process (Tai et al., 2018). From a process-ori-
ented feedback perspective, content-related feedback in-
cludes both WF on macroaspects such as purpose and gen-
re (Ferris, 2003) and WF provided based on the standards
of textuality (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981/1992). Thus, as
part of process-based WF, the communicative purpose in
students’ written texts (Irimiea, 2008) can be achieved by
taking into account the standards of textuality when several
constituents and relations connect. This connection, as ad-
dressed by Beaugrande and Dressler (1981/1992), occurs
through (1) syntactic as well as conceptual relations (cohe-
sion and coherence) in the text; (2) both the author’s and
the reader’s attitudes towards the text (intentionality and
acceptability); (3) the way information is transferred (in-
formativity); (4) the involvement of the setting (situation-
ality); and (5) the reciprocal relationship between separate
texts (intertextuality). These standards can be used as crite-
ria for WF to help the writers make the text communicative
(Mikhchi, 2011); thus, they can influence the steps to be tak-
en in the writing process, especially during revision (Hayes,
1996, 2012; Flower & Hayes, 1980). While reviewing the text,
students can find ways to evaluate and improve it based on
the standards of textuality. To support students in this pro-
cess, these standards can determine the content-based as-
pects in which WF can be effectively employed.

The effectiveness of feedback was highlighted by Nicol and
Macfarlane-Dick (2006), who outlined the following seven
principles: To achieve effective feedback practice, teachers
should (1) help clarify what the expected performance is
(goals, criteria, expected standards); (2) facilitate the devel-
opment of self-assessment (reflection) in learning; (3) de-
liver specific information to students about their learning;
(4) foster teacher- and peer-dialogue around learning; (5)
encourage positive motivational beliefs and self-esteem; (6)
provide opportunities to close the gap between students’
current and desired performance; and (7) use the informa-
tion received from feedback to shape teaching (p. 205).

Research on Teachers’ Perceptions and Self-
Reported Practices of Product- and Process-
Based WF

Examining the perceptions or beliefs of ESL/EFL writing
teachers can shed light on “how their beliefs are formed
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and developed or the extent to which these beliefs shape
their practices” (Min, 2013, p. 627). Yang et al. (2021) argued
that previous research has dealt more with EFL teachers’
perceptions, preferences, or attitudes towards WCF than
with process-based WF. In WF studies (Gul et al., 2016; Lee,
2008), most of the frequently used methods include ques-
tionnaires, which are sometimes supplemented by teach-
ers’ interviews or focus group discussions. These studies
mainly concentrated on implementing different types of
corrections (Jodaie & Farrokhi, 2012); on perceptions related
to forms, focus, intent, and expectations of WF (Lee et al.,
2017); and on the comparison between teacher feedback on
one draft and multiple drafts in terms of error communica-
tion (Lee, 2008).

Regarding self-reported practices, teachers frequently tar-
geted grammatical errors using coded feedback (Nguyen,
2019) and error corrections on single drafts (Lee, 2008) as
the most used techniques of WCF. Other features of analysis
were teachers’ views on the purpose and nature of using
WF; their practice, specifically their area of focus; their com-
munication of assignment writing guidelines; the factors
that influenced how they provide WF; and ways of improv-
ing teachers’ understanding of WF (Gul et al., 2016).

Teachers’ beliefs can shape their practices about how to
meet their students’ needs and capabilities in responding
to teacher feedback (Lee et al., 2017). As an example of such
a relationship, Indonesian EFL university teachers’ actual
practices of error correction in students’ writing aligned
with their perspectives (Purnomo et al., 2021). This indicates
that teachers’ perceptions can be enacted in their practices.

The existing few empirical studies on feedback conducted
in Moroccan higher education have been investigated from
the student point of view (Ouahidi & Lamkhanter, 2017,
2020; Zyad & Bouziane, 2020). Empirical studies (Abouab-
delkader, 2018; Bouzenirh, 1991) indicated that students
face many problems, especially in grammar, vocabulary,
and organisation. The reasons are the focus on the product
over the process approach to writing and the lack of effec-
tive feedback provision (Javadi-Safa, 2018; Ouahidi & Lam-
khanter, 2020). Therefore, the present study aims to investi-
gate instructors’ perceptions and self-reported practices of
product- and process-based WF. Based on this objective, the
following research questions were addressed:

1. What are instructors’ perceptions of product- and
process-based WF?

2. What are instructors’' self-reported practices of
product- and process-based WF?

3. Is there any match between instructors’ percep-
tions and their self-reported practices regarding
the product- and process-based WF?

METHOD

Context of the Study

The importance of teaching EFL in Moroccan public higher
education has grown over the years due to the increasing
number of students (Jebbour, 2021). Because instructors
in English departments have freedom in designing course
objectives and content, there is a lack of a unified English
language teaching (ELT) syllabus at the institutional level
(Jebbour, 2021). However, according to published course
descriptions (Abouabdelkader, 2018), product and process
writing approaches are often emphasised in writing courses.
In the first year of the Bachelor’s degree study programme,
the focus is on the basic components of writing, such as
sentence construction, language mechanics, and paragraph
writing. Second-year students are taught to write full com-
positions of expository, analytical, and argumentative texts
with an emphasis on content, purpose, and audience to
communicate effectively with mature readers. In the third
year, students need to apply their acquired writing skills to
produce their final degree research paper. MA students in
English studies, such as applied linguistics, need to com-
plete various writing assignments (e.g., reports, reviews,
and research projects) to practice the writing process. How-
ever, besides the lack of a unified syllabus, the main sources
of challenges in ELT are larger class sizes (Ouahidi & Lam-
khanter, 2020), unfavourable student-teacher ratio, slow and
unequal recruitment policy, and failure to implement con-
tinuous assessment (Jebbour, 2021). Although the National
Education Charter has emphasised its implementation since
1999 (Jebbour, 2021), English departments often have a
summative nature, and incorporating formative assessment
into the practice is difficult for most instructors due to these
external factors, unfamiliarity, and a lack of systematic train-
ing (Jebbour, 2021; Ouakrime, 2000). These factors can influ-
ence writing teachers’ feedback practices in English writing
classrooms, especially when selecting the most appropriate
ones based on the context and students’ differences and
needs to provide adequate personal feedback in the revi-
sion process (Ouahidi & Lamkhanter, 2020). Based on the
examination of Moroccan university students’ perceptions
about their teachers’ WF, Ouahidi and Lamkhanter (2020)
found that instructors provided feedback primarily to the
end product because they appeared to frequently skip fol-
low-up activities (e.g., remedial work, substantial revisions)
in the writing process, and students claimed that teachers
rarely used teacher-student conferencing.

Participants

The current study was conducted in Morocco with a focus on
public university EFL writing instructors who are teaching at
faculties of arts and humanities. An exploratory quantitative
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study using a survey method was designed to analyse and
compare the perceived importance of WF approaches with
teachers' self-reported practices. To recruit enough partici-
pants, the questionnaires were administered both face-to-
face and online, and participants anonymously completed
them. Thus, data were randomly collected, and the study
comprised 51 instructors. This sample size is relatively small
because the involved participants were only teachers who
taught EFL writing courses (writing paragraphs, composi-
tionIandII, and advanced writing) at one of the nine univer-
sities, mainly in Meknes, Oujda, Fez, El Jadida, and Kenitra.

Table 2 shows the main characteristics of the sample based
on the background variables collected via questionnaire.
There were 37 males and 14 females. Teachers between the
ages of 31 and 40, and over 50 are the dominant subsam-
ple. Concerning the teaching of EFL writing, the majority of
teachers have around 15 years’ experience, M = 14.39, SD =
11.17 years. As for the number of students in a writing class,
most instructors teach around 70 students; thus, they have
been teaching large groups of students.

Table 2
Characteristics of Participants

Instrument and Procedures

Content Validity of the Questionnaire

The present study used a self-designed questionnaire. The
reason for not adopting some of the existing questionnaires
is due to their overall focus on WCF rather than other as-
pects of process-based WF, as well as their lack of attention
to a comparison between teachers’ perceptions and self-re-
ported practices of WF. Thus, to ensure content validity and
to be able to select items that reflect the variables of the
construct in the measurement instrument, three proce-
dures were implemented. First, the questionnaire structure,
the subscales, and the individual items were developed and
formulated based on the literature review about WF (Bitch-
ener & Ferris, 2012; Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981/1992; Fer-
guson, 2011; Ferris, 2003; Haines, 2004; Koenka & Anderman,
2019; Koenka et al., 2019; Nicol, 2010; Stewart, 2015; Tai et
al., 2018). Second, the first version of the item pool was as-
sessed by researchers in the fields of EFL/ESL and education.
They were asked to evaluate the items in terms of their ne-
cessity and relevancy to the constructs being measured, as

Baseline characteristic

Full sample (N=51)

N %

Gender

Male 37 73

Female 14 27
Age

20-30 years old 10 20

31-40 years old 15 29

41-50 years old 10 20

Over 50 years old 16 31
Years of teaching experience in EFL writing

1-5years 13 25

6-10 years 14 27

11-20 years 11 22

21-30 years 8 16

Over 30 years 5 10
Average number of students in EFL writing classes

1-50 students 22 43

50-100 students 20 39

101-150 students 4 8

Over 150 students 5 10

JLE | Vol.8 | No. 4 | 2022
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well as their clarity. Third, after the statements were revised
based on the feedback that was received, a pilot study was
conducted among Moroccan EFL writing instructors to as-
sess the questionnaires’ suitability and adequacy. Consider-
ing their constructive feedback and suggestions, the ques-
tionnaire was finalized to conduct this study in November
and December 2021.

The questionnaire items that were used are in the appendix.
The questionnaire also contains background questions, but
these were only applied to describe the sample (Table 2);
thus, the variables are not considered in the data analysis
and interpretation, and, therefore, the related questions are
not included in the appendix. The two questions targeting
the dimensions of teachers’ perceptions and self-reported
practices about WF show several similarities and differences.
Each dimension contains 40 total items. These can be as-
signed to the same subscales that aim to cover the features
of product- and process-based WF and, thus, allow several
comparisons during data analysis. The difference between
the two questions, however, is that the first question asks
about EFL instructors’ perceptions of WF practices. For each
item, the teachers had to decide on the extent to which they
agreed or disagreed with the given statements by using a
five-point Likert scale, which ranged from one (strongly dis-
agree) to five (strongly agree). A scale with an odd number
was chosen because it allowed participants to express their
neutral positions. The second question asks instructors
about their WF practices. Thus, participants are required to
rate how frequently they use the feedback activities listed
in this question. In the case of all statements, a five-point
intensity scale ranging from one (never) to five (always) was
offered. The aim of using these item-scale data was to com-
pute composite scores for the two dimensions’ subscales,

Table 3

which can be interpreted as continuous variables on interval
level (see e.g., Rukmana, 2022; Wicking, 2022).

As can be seen in Table 3, within the product-based WF ap-
proach, there are three subscales. The first is WCF, whose
items were formulated based on its typology (direct, indi-
rect, and coded correction). The second subscale contains
WF modes on the written text. These modes are teacher- and
product-oriented (Ferris, 2003), form-based, and focus on
the linguistic structure of the final text (Bitchener & Ferris,
2012). The third subscale is judgemental WF on the written
text. This feedback has a summative nature because it is of-
ten based on the number of errors and scores, and it often
includes general praise and criticism, usually without any
explanation (Koenka & Anderman, 2019).

The scale of the process-based WF approach has six sub-
scales. The first is named content-based WF related to stand-
ards of textuality because, when developing its items, the
main features of cohesion, coherence, intentionality, in-
formativity, acceptability, situationality, and intertextuality
(Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981/1992) were included. The
second subscale is content-based WF related to macroaspects
of writing. It contains aspects such as purpose, genre, and
developmental aspects of a text (Ferris, 2003) that can func-
tion as areas in the revision process. The third subscale is
developing evaluative judgement, which consists of WF prac-
tices that require students to assess their work and that of
others in reflective and constructive ways that can be sup-
ported by predefined assessment criteria in order to make
improvements in the writing process (Tai et al., 2018). The
fourth subscale is supportive WF in the writing process, which
aims to cover the new conceptualizations of feedback de-
fined in the literature as being dialogic and including oral

Overview of Scales, Subscales, and Items Related to Two Dimensions

Number of Dimensions
Scales and subscales -
items Perceptions Self-reported practices

Product approach of WF 11

Written corrective feedback (WCF) 4 9., 15., 28., 40. 2., 14., 20., 37.

WF modes on the written text 3 1., 24., 26. 1., 25, 27.

Judgemental WF on the written text 4 19.,13., 32, 37. 8., 13,32, 39.
Process approach of WF 29

Content- based WF related to the standards of textuality 7 3., 5.8, 20, 22, 31, 33. 3. 5.,7.,10.,16., 29, 36.

Content-based WF related to macroaspects of writing 4 6., 10., 12, 30. 9.,11.,18,31.

Developing evaluative judgement 4 11.,14., 21, 38. 15.,22., 33, 40.

Supportive WF in the writing process 4 7.,17., 23, 25. 17.,21.,23,, 26.

Effective WF modes in the writing process 6 2.,4,18., 27,29, 35. 6., 19, 24.,28., 30., 35.

Judgemental WF in the writing process 4 16., 34., 36., 39. 4.,12., 34, 38.

Note. The numbers given in the dimensions’ columns indicate the serial numbers of the questionnaire items in the appendix.
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feedback, teacher-student discussions, and peer feedback
during the revision and rewriting process (Nicol, 2010; Tai et
al., 2018). The fifth subscale covers effective WF modes in the
writing process. The effectiveness of feedback has been re-
garded as being supportive, specific, personalized, detailed,
and as identifying the next steps (Ferguson, 2011; Koenka
& Anderman, 2019; Koenka et al., 2019). The sixth subscale
is judgemental WF in the writing process, which includes jus-
tified praise, criticism, and suggestions to improve writing
(Haines, 2004; Stewart, 2015).

Construct Validity, Convergent Validity, and Reliability of
the Questionnaire

To achieve the purposes of our study, the construct and
convergent validity, along with the reliability of the ques-
tionnaire items, were examined. These analyses aimed to
ensure that the items are relevant to the research focus
and that, before analysing them at the subscale level, the
extension of the results is reliable and valid. Thus, first, to
control the construct validity of the questionnaire, explora-
tory factor analysis was applied to identify and compare the
empirical structure of the variable system with the theoret-
ical structure and to reduce the data set to a manageable
size by maintaining most of the original information (Pituch
& Stevens, 2016)". Therefore, four principal component anal-
yses (PCA) with Varimax rotation were performed along the
two dimensions and scales to determine the contribution
of each item to the factor structure and to create compos-
ite scores of the different subscales. Second, to analyse the
convergent validity of our instrument, the relationships
between instructors’ perceptions and their self-reported
practices along the subscales were compared by computing
Pearson’s correlation coefficients. Third, the reliability of the
subscales was examined by calculating the values of Cron-
bach’s alphas.

Table 4 shows the results of the four PCAs conducted to
examine the factorability of the items. In all cases, the Kai-

ser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy values
ranged between .72 and .82, which, as recommended by
Kaiser (1974), were middling and meritorious, as well as
above the minimum acceptable value of .5. Furthermore, re-
sults from Bartlett’s test of sphericity were significant in all
models, p <.001, confirming that the correlation coefficients
between the items were sufficient for PCAs. Additionally,
communalities of all items exceeded the minimal acceptable
limit of .2 (Child, 2006), and the average values in all mod-
els were above .6, which is acceptable for a sample size of
less than 100 (MacCullum et al., 1999). The total variance ex-
plained by the generated factors was around or higher than
65%. The number of factors in each model was determined
based on scree plots. Figures 1 and 2 contain the eigenval-
ues for the two dimensions together because the number of
components belonging to the two scales is the same. When
identifying the factors, the eigenvalue greater than 1 was
considered. In line with the theoretical structure, there are
three factors for the product-based WF in both dimensions
and six for the process WF approach related to self-reported
practices. However, in the other dimension, the sixth com-
ponent’s eigenvalue was slightly lower than 1 (0.95), but the
six-factor resolution was preferred because it can be sup-
ported by the theoretical background and allows the com-
parison of perceptions with the application frequency of the
WEF practices.

When examining the factor loadings at the item level, in the
case of the product-oriented WF scales, each item in both
dimensions corresponded to the theoretical structure. As
shown in Table 5, the values for all factors were above the
recommended and preferred limit of .4 (Yang, 2022)2. Even
in the case of the process approach, in line with the theoret-
ical background, the individual factors could be identified by
the majority of the items having factor loadings higher than

4. However, some cross-loading items were also recognised

and could be classified into another factor. At the same time,
it must be considered that the results are influenced by the
number of generated factors and the sample size. This indi-

Table 4
Summary of Four PCAs
. . Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Communalities Total Variance
Dimensions and scales KMO o
X2 df Min. Max. M Explained (%)
Perceptions
Product-based WF .75 201.48 55 <.001 46 .80 .65 64.66
Process-based WF .80 1134.35 406 <.001 .60 .83 73 72.58
Self-reported practice
Product-based WF 72 215.83 55 <.001 .35 .85 .65 64.78
Process-based WF .82 1243.09 406 <.001 .50 .86 .76 75.61

Note. KMO = Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy

' Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). SAGE.
2 Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). SAGE.
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Figure 1 Figure 2
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Table 5

Summary of Factor Loadings, Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients, and Cronbach’s Alphas

Factor loadings Correlations Cronbach’s
between P- SP alphas
Scales and subscales P SP
Min. Max. Min. Max. r p P SP
Product approach of WF
Written corrective feedback 42 .83 49 .81 74 <.001 .67 .76
WF modes on the written text 43 .80 .60 .88 .64 <.001 .50 .61
Judgemental WF on the written text .59 .85 .69 .82 .73 <.001 .83 71
Process approach of WF
Content- based WF related to the .34 77 .63 .87 .78 <.001 .87 .88
standards of textuality
Content-based WF related to mac- .39 77 .53 .69 .75 <.001 .78 74
roaspects of writing
Developing evaluative judgement .35 .55 41 77 .80 <.001 .84 .79
Supportive WF in the writing process .39 .84 34 .81 .67 <.001 .80 71
Effective WF modes in the writing 43 .70 43 75 75 <.001 .89 .88
process
Judgemental WF in the writing process 33 .86 42 .62 73 <.001 .75 74

Note. P = perceptions, SP = self-reported practices

cates that it is recommended to control the factor structure
related to the process WF approach on a larger sample.

than those of the product WF approach. Cronbach’s alpha
of WF modes on the written text in the perception dimension
is low, but acceptable in the other dimension. Therefore, we
decided not to exclude this subscale from further analysis,
but the results should be interpreted with caution. The low-
er reliability was due to the limited number of items; there-
fore, including more items seems necessary to improve the
reliability of this subscale.

Table 5 indicates the correlations between the composite
scores related to the two dimensions along the subscales,
together with their Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. In all cas-
es, there were moderate or strong positive significant re-
lationships between perceptions and their corresponding
self-reported practices, indicating that these two constructs
are not only theoretically but also empirically related. Most
of the Cronbach’s alpha values were acceptable; however,
the figures regarding the process approach were higher

Data Analysis
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To respond to the three research questions, the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (IBM SPSS) V25 was utilized. As
a first step, composite scores were created that emerged
from the PCAs. These scores indicated the importance of
perceptions of the items within the given subscales and, in
the case of self-reported practice, revealed the reported
frequency of using the given WF modes in the respondents’
own practice. To identify instructors’ perceptions and to in-
vestigate their self-reported practices of WF, descriptive sta-
tistical analyses were employed on these composite scores.
The differences between them were examined by perform-
ing a series of paired-samples t-tests. The internal relation-
ships between the subscales were indicated by calculating
the correlation coefficients. Finally, the differences between
perceptions and self-reported practices along the subscales
were analysed.

RESULTS

Research Question One

The results in Table 6 related to the product-based WF show
that university teachers involved in our study agreed on
the value of both WCF and WF modes on the written text. The
ranges, means, and standard deviations of these subscales
were similar, t(50) = 1.82, p = .07, and there was a moderate
significant correlation between them, r = .61, p < .001. Re-
spondents also perceived the statements within these two
subscales as more essential than judgemental WF, because
most of them were neutral when they rated the items within
this subscale, and the sample can also be considered more
heterogeneous. Significant differences were found between
the mean of this subscale and the means of WCF, t(50) =
10.06, p < .001, and WF modes, t(50) = 8.34, p < .001. While

Table 6

there was a weak significant correlation between WCF and
judgemental WF, r = .33, p =.02, no significant correlation was
found between WF modes and judgemental WF, r = .26, p = .07.

In the descending order of the averages of the six subscales
belonging to process-oriented WF, significant differences
between three subscales were identified. First, respondents
mostly agreed with the efficacy of using effective WF modes in
the writing process. The mean of this subscale differed signif-
icantly from the means of all other subscales. As an indica-
tor of this, the difference in averages between this subscale
and the second in the order was significant, t(50) = 2.21, p
=.03. Second, instructors who completed our questionnaire
perceived the three subscales that consist of content-based
WF related to macroaspects of writing, developing evaluative
judgement, and judgemental WF in the same way because
the ranges, means, and standard deviations were similar.
Third, they found these more important than the practices
of content-based WF related to the standards of textuality. For
example, the difference between this subscale and judge-
mental WF was significant, ¢(50) = 3.45, p = .001, but did not
differ from the last subscale, supportive WF, t(50) = 0.89, p =
.38. When comparing the standard deviations among the six
subscales, the composition of the sample can be considered
homogeneous, 0.61 < SD <0.75. In terms of the relationships
between all subscales, there were moderate or strong posi-
tive significant correlations, .53 < r <.87, p <.001.

Research Question Two

As can be seen in Table 7, the differences in averages of the
subscales belonging to product-oriented WF were identical
to those identified in the perception dimension. The means
of WF modes on the written text and WCF subscales were not
significantly different, t(50) = 0.78, p = .44, but there was a

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Perceptions of Product- and Process-Based WF

Scales and subscales Minimum Maximum M SD
Product approach of WF
Written corrective feedback 1.50 5.00 3.91 0.61
WF modes on the written text 1.67 5.00 3.76 0.68
Judgemental WF on the written text 1.00 5.00 2.56* 0.97
Process approach of WF
Effective WF modes in the writing process 117 5.00 4.10 0.68
Content-based WF related to macroaspects of writing 1.50 5.00 3.98* 0.62
Developing evaluative judgement 1.00 5.00 3.96 0.75
Judgemental WF in the writing process 2.00 5.00 3.96 0.61
Content-based WF related to the standards of textuality 1.14 5.00 3.72* 0.66
Supportive WF in the writing process 1.00 5.00 3.65 0.72

Note. * Mean significantly differs from the previous subscale at p < .05.
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moderate correlation, r = .60, p < .001. The mean of judge-
mental WF is significantly lower than the averages of the
previously mentioned subscales, p < .001. As for their rela-
tionships, weak significant correlations were identified, .28
<r<.43,p<.05.

Regarding the self-reported practices of the process WF
approach, no significant differences were found in the de-
scending order between the averages of the six subscales.
Examining the significant differences in pairs, we identified
two groups. On the one hand, the means of judgemental WF
and effective WF modes in the writing process differed signif-
icantly from the last three subscales. This is indicated, for
example, by the difference between effective WF modes and
developing evaluative judgement, t(50) = 2.58, p = .01. On the
other hand, there were significant differences between the
mean of content-based WF related to macroaspects of writing
and the means of the last two subscales, p <.05. Similarly to
the perception dimension, in the case of all subscales, the
sample can be considered homogeneous, 0.70 < SD < 0.78.
However, there were mainly strong significant correlations
between all subscales, .63 <r <.88, p <.001.

Research Question Three

Table 8 presents the results of the comparison between per-
ceptions and self-reported practices along the subscales.
The non-significant differences indicated consistencies in
five subscales, namely WF modes and judgemental WF on
the written text, content-based WF related to the standards of
textuality, supportive and judgemental WF in the writing pro-
cess. Mismatches were indicated by significant differences
between the two constructs in the subscales of WCF, con-
tent-based WF related to macroaspects of writing, developing
evaluative judgement, and effective WF modes in the writing

Table 7

process. Thus, WF modes measured by these subscales were
considered more important by the respondents, while the
related practices were much less frequently used. However,
the degree of difference was somewhat larger for the pro-
cess-oriented WF practices compared to the WCF subscale.

DISCUSSION

This section discusses the results of the three research
questions. However, no previous studies were found that
were conducted among Moroccan EFL writing university in-
structors with which our results can be compared directly.
Therefore, after a systematic literature review, 13 empirical
studies were selected that were published in peer-reviewed
journals and are similar in terms of their research design
and content. Thus, the included studies used quantitative
or mixed survey methods, focused on teachers’ perceptions
and/or self-reported practices of WF in EFL, ESL, or academic
writing contexts, and covered one or more similar subscales
as those in our study.

EFL Instructors’ Perceptions of Product- and
Process-Based WF

From the perspective of product-based WF, it can be stat-
ed that Moroccan university teachers involved in our study
agreed on the importance of both WCF and WF modes on the
written text in a similar way because there was a non-signif-
icant difference between the means of these two subscales.
This result is consistent with the findings of Junqueira and
Payant’s (2015) study, in which participants believed in the
importance of WF modes on errors related to organisa-
tion and content. In other studies (Al Kharusi & Al-Mekhlafi,
2019; Sakrak-Ekin & Balgikanli, 2019; Zaman et al., 2012),

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Self-Reported Practices of Product-and Process-Based WF

Scales and subscales Minimum Maximum M SD

Product approach of WF
WF modes on the written text 1.33 5.00 3.80 0.75
Written corrective feedback 1.75 5.00 3.72 0.81
Judgemental WF on the written text 1.00 4.50 2.60% 0.93

Process approach of WF
Judgemental WF in the writing process 2.00 5.00 3.91 0.71
Effective WF modes in the writing process 1.83 5.00 3.89 0.75
Content-based WF related to macroaspects of writing 2.00 5.00 3.77 0.73
Developing evaluative judgement 2.00 5.00 3.71 0.74
Content-based WF related to the standards of textuality 2.00 4.86 3.64 0.77
Supportive WF in the writing process 1.75 5.00 3.63 0.78

Note. * Mean significantly differs from the previous subscale at p <.001.
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Table 8

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Perceptions and Self-Reported Practices of WF

Perceptions Practices Mean T-test
Scales and subscales Diff
M SD M SD s t(50) p
Product approach of WF
Written corrective feedback 3.91 0.61 3.72 0.81 0.19 2.48 .02
WF modes on the written text 3.76 0.68 3.80 0.75 -0.03 -0.38 .70
Judgemental WF on the written text 2.56 0.97 2.60 0.93 -0.04 -0.40 .69
Process approach of WF
Conten.t- based WF related to the standards of 372 0.66 3.64 0.77 0.08 112 27
textuality
anFent-based WEF related to macroaspects of 308 0.62 377 073 0.20 294 <001
writing
Developing evaluative judgement 3.96 0.75 3.71 0.74 0.25 3.87 <.001
Supportive WF in the writing process 3.65 0.72 3.63 0.78 0.02 0.28 .78
Effective WF modes in the writing process 4.10 0.68 3.89 0.75 0.21 2.99 <.001
Judgemental WF in the writing process 3.96 0.61 3.91 0.71 0.05 0.78 44

Note. In the case of all subscales, the values can be ranged between 1 and 5.

many of the respondents also agreed with the efficacy of
WCF and perceived it as vital in developing students’ writ-
ing. Similarly, Purnomo et al. (2021) and Sakrak-Ekin and
Balgikanli (2019) found that most involved teachers viewed
the provisions of WCF as valuable because they were easy
to follow and understand. Other researchers (Al Kharusi &
Al-Mekhlafi, 2019; Alshahrani & Storch, 2014; Liu & Wu, 2019;
Zaman et al., 2012) also discovered that providing feedback
on form, language use, content, organisation, and mechan-
ics based on different WF modes appears to be crucial to
teachers. The reason could be related to their flexibility in
giving feedback on grammar and mechanics, which can be
easily and quickly identified. In our study, however, teach-
ers perceived WCF and WF modes on the written text as more
valuable than judgemental WF. This indicates that Moroccan
instructors perceived the use of summative WF in the form
of grades, praise, and criticism without justification as less
important for assessing students’ texts.

As for the process-oriented WF, the instructors who par-
ticipated in this study perceived the subscales that consist
of effective WF modes in the writing process, as well as con-
tent-based WF related to macroaspects, developing evaluative
judgement, and judgemental WF in the writing process as the
most fundamental ones, because there were no significant
differences in the means of the three latter subscales. Find-
ings from Zaman et al.’s (2012) study matched our results
regarding the perceived value of judgemental WF. They
concluded that the combination of both praise and criticism
with explanations helps develop students’ writing process-
es, especially if it is supported by comments and sugges-
tions on their strengths and weaknesses. Cheng et al. (2021)
also claimed that teachers involved in their study favoured

the comprehensive WF approach, which focuses not only
on microaspects but also on providing content-based feed-
back related to macroaspects of writing. Thus, teachers
maintained the responsibility to develop students’ overall
writing performance rather than specific areas. Concern-
ing evaluative judgement, Purnomo et al. (2021) found that
most teachers believed it was important for students to
assess themselves by analysing and correcting their own
writing. The other two subscales, content-based WF related
to the standards of textuality and supportive WF in the writing
process, compared to the previously mentioned subscales,
were perceived as significantly less notable by the respond-
ing teachers. Because no study addressed teachers’ per-
ceptions of the content-based WF related to the standards of
textuality, it can be claimed that the little attention given to
this type of WF might be owing to teachers’ lack of aware-
ness of it and therefore the extent to which their students’
writing meets these criteria. In the case of the supportive WF,
Zaman et al. (2012) also claimed that 58% of teachers had
negative perceptions of it, especially about the reliability of
peers’ feedback. Possible reasons for teachers’ underes-
timation of the importance of supportive WF in our study
are probably attributed to either their difficulties in under-
standing and implementing formative evaluation practices
(e.g., dialogic, peer, oral, and multiple draft-focused feed-
back), or their concern with students’ final written products
rather than writing process, which is based on collaboration
among teachers, students, and peers in the feedback pro-
cess. These could be possible reasons why the results of our
study regarding this subscale differed from that of Nguyen
and Filipi (2018) who found that participants perceived the
process of providing feedback on students’ second and final
drafts to be of great value. The majority of teachers taking
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part in Liu and Wu's (2019) study also perceived oral feed-
back, which is part of supportive WF, as potentially valuable
for the development of students’ writing.

EFL Instructors’ Self-Reported Practices of
Product- and Process-Based WF

Based on the product WF approach, Moroccan participant
teachers stated they relied on the practices of both WCF
and WF modes on the written text. This was justified by the
non-significant difference between these two subscales. In
harmony with these results, the majority of teacher respond-
ents (69%) in the study of Purnomo et al. (2021) stated they
applied direct WCF by indicating errors and correcting them.
In the present study, judgemental WF on the written text was
less applied in comparison to other product WF practices
described in the subscales. Therefore, it seemed that the WF
provided by Moroccan teachers was not used to give grades,
praise, or criticism that judge students’ final written texts
but rather to indicate and correct errors. Similarly, Al Kharu-
si and Al-Mekhlafi (2019) found that indirect WCF was one of
the most highly practiced techniques. An opposite finding to
our study regarding judgemental WF is that of Li and Barnard
(2011), which revealed that teachers perceived the awarding
of a grade and praise to be integral elements of their feed-
back provision. This difference may indicate that Moroccan
instructors probably prefer to avoid problems related to
providing grades or praising and criticising students’ writ-
ten text in general ways without justifications.

Regarding the process WF approach, our study revealed
that Moroccan teachers stated they utilized judgemental WF
and effective WF modes in the writing process as their more
frequent self-reported practices compared to the subscales
developing evaluative judgement, content-based WF related
to the standards of textuality, and supportive WF. The focus
on judgemental WF may be explained by the institutional
requirements defined in the National Education Charter,
which require instructors to implement continuous assess-
ment in their practice (Jebbour, 2021) and, thus, to provide
process-oriented WF by using assessment criteria, praise,
and criticism formulated with justifications. The use of ef-
fective WF modes indicates teachers’ orientation toward
providing students with specific comments, suggestions,
detailed information, and guidance during the writing pro-
cess. Concurring with these results, Ma (2018) also found
that teachers acknowledged the motivating role of provid-
ing strength-related feedback and positive comments. De-
spite this frequent emphasis on the two previous WF types,
Moroccan instructors seem reluctant to overtly incorporate
student-centred WF types, which are developing evaluative
judgement and supportive WF, to encourage students to as-
sess their writing and that of others, as well as to comment
on students’ writing based on the standards of textuality.

The Relationship between Instructors’

Perceptions and Self-Reported Practices of
Product- and Process-Based WF

In the case of product WF subscales, we found that teach-
ers' perceptions of WCF did not match with their self-re-
ported practices because there was a significant difference
between the two dimensions. Thus, instructors considered
WCF important, but they stated they applied its practice less
frequently: This incompatibility regarding direct or indirect
feedback has also been confirmed in Mao and Crosthwaite’s
(2019) study. Sakrak-Ekin and Balcikanli (2019) attributed
the discrepancy between teachers’ beliefs and their prac-
tices concerning the effectiveness of WCF to the low writing
skill level of students, lack of a general common practice
about error correction, fear of not providing enough input,
and time constraints. In contrast to our findings regarding
WCF, Purnomo et al. (2021) showed a high consistency be-
tween Indonesian EFL university teachers’ perspectives and
their actual practices of correcting students’ writing errors.
According to them, the reasons for this consistency were
participants’ experiences with different strategies of provid-
ing WCF, their awareness of its value, and their willingness
to give feedback. Concerning the subscales, WF modes and
judgemental WF on the written text, alignments were found
due to the lack of significant differences between the means
of the two dimensions. This result is consistent with the
findings of previous studies (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019; Said
& Mouzrati, 2018) regarding WF modes on the written text
because involved teachers focused more on the linguistic
structure of the final written text (e.g., grammar, vocabu-
lary) than on giving student support that would help devel-
op meaningful ideas.

Regarding the process WF, we found mismatches in three
subscales, content-based WF related to macroaspects, develop-
ing evaluative judgement and effective WF modes in the writing
process. This was justified by significant differences between
the two dimensions. Thus, WF modes measured by these
subscales were considered more important by the respond-
ents, while their related practices were less frequently used.
These mismatches may be related to Moroccan instructors’
concerns on how to guide students in developing their writ-
ing beyond microaspects, how to involve them in assessing
their own and their peers’ written work, and how to sup-
port them by providing detailed and specific comments and
suggestions. Compared to other studies, misalignment re-
garding effective WF modes was also found in Said and Mou-
zrati’s (2018) study, where Moroccan high school teachers
believed in the value of positive WF in motivating students
to improve their texts. Yet, in their practices, teachers only
addressed structural deficiencies in students’ writing. In the
case of the other three subscales, instructors’ perceptions
aligned with their self-reported practices as these were not
significantly different. Regarding judgemental WF, the same
finding was reported in Ma’s (2018) study, in which teach-
ers valued and acknowledged the efficacy of following a
criterion-referenced teacher evaluation form when giving
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WF. Moroccan teachers’ provision of criterion-referenced
WF is consistent with the perceived idea that teacher feed-
back should be related to the assessment criteria. Previous-
ly, no study compared perceptions and self-reported prac-
tices regarding content-based WF related to the standards of
textuality. Therefore, one of the main findings of our study,
that teachers might perceive and give feedback based on
the extent to which students’ writing is coherent, cohesive,
context-oriented, and informative to the readers and their
intention, may merit some attention in further studies.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future
Research

The limitations of this study can be explained by five reasons.
First, the limited sample size influenced the findings mainly
in the case of process-based WF because it covers several
subscales, and the reliability of the subscale, WF modes on
the written text, needs to be improved by formulating more
items. Second, the extent to which background variables re-
lated to providing WF could influence teachers’ perceptions
and practices was not investigated. Third, no information
was given regarding instructors’ behaviour in relation to
the practicality of the different WF approaches. To examine
these, qualitative research methods could have been em-
ployed to compare their self-reported and observed prac-
tices. Fourth, students were not involved to investigate the
extent to which teachers’ perceptions and practices match
those of students. Finally, when discussing the results, com-
parison between the findings of our study and the research
of others was made based on their study design and con-
tent. However, in different school systems, the contexts
in which WF is provided and received may make different
perceptions and/or practices viable or optimal. These limi-
tations also indicate possible directions for further research.
The developed questionnaire, which has been verified in
terms of validity and reliability, can function as an appropri-
ate instrument to investigate product and process WF. It can
also be modified to account for the students’ perspective:
first, to analyse their WF preferences and perceived practic-
es, and second, to compare them with teachers’ perceptions
and self-reported practices. Future studies from these multi-
ple perspectives could meticulously gauge the effectiveness
of WF forms in EFL writing classrooms.

CONCLUSION

In general, the findings of this study concerning Moroccan
writing instructors’ perceptions showed that they valued
WCF and believed that it helps students solve their prob-
lems in areas related to language accuracy. The importance
of providing WF on students’ final products may be due to
teachers' aim to help Moroccan students write accurately
in areas related to grammar, vocabulary, and organisation,
as argued by some Moroccan researchers (Abouabdelkad-

er, 2018; Bouzenirh, 1991). Regarding process-based WF,
effective WF modes were highly valued by most of the in-
structors. As for their self-reported practices concerning
product-oriented WF, instructors stated that they often
employed WF modes on the written text, which address
students’ linguistic structure when writing their drafts. Con-
cerning process-oriented feedback, judgemental WF and
effective WF modes were also frequently utilized. The mis-
matches between perceptions and self-reported practices
found in this study may lead Moroccan instructors to gain
knowledge and expertise, which can help them bridge the
gap between what they believe and what should be enacted
in practice. As for the theoretical and pedagogical implica-
tions, our findings can empower the body of knowledge of
product and process WF in the assessment of EFL writing.
This study may also contribute to teachers’ awareness by
highlighting the importance of incorporating follow-up WF
activities into their instructional practice that promote new
feedback conceptualisations such as dialogic feedback, peer
feedback, content-based feedback, and evaluative judg-
ment. Its innovation resides in proposing new scales and
subscales that show different distinctions between product-
and process-based WF. Owing to the limited applications of
WF types, strategies, and practices, teachers are therefore
required to professionally develop their WF knowledge to
encourage the integration of product and process WF ap-
proaches in diverse contexts of writing. Further research on
the effectiveness of WF is also required from multiple per-
spectives with larger sample size, different subject samples,
and other research instruments.
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APPENDIX

Questionnaire items related to EFL university teachers’ perceptions and self-reported practices
of written feedback

1.

English classrooms? Please, tick your answer.

1: Strongly Disagree  2: Disagree 3: Neutral 4: Agree 5: Strongly Agree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following practices of written feedback to be targeted in

Written feedback should ...

10
"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

... be provided on the linguistic structure of the final written text (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, organiza-
tion).

... support students to be better motivated during the writing process by providing them with directions.

... comment on whether students’ writing is cohesive.

... include specific comments that encourage students to improve their own previous written texts in the

writing process.
... comment on whether students’ writing is related to their own intention.
... comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given purpose.

.. be based on teacher-student discussion about the development of the written text.

... comment on whether students’ new written text is related to their prior text which shares the same
characteristics.

... indicate errors in students’ writing by correcting them.

... comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given genre.

... encourage students to self-assess their own writing by reflecting on their strengths and weaknesses.

... comment on whether students’ writing is developed in terms of meaningful ideas.

... judge students’ final writing based on scores without justifications.

... encourage students to follow the assessment criteria when assessing writing for improvement.
... indicate errors in students’ writing by underlining them.

.. be given as explained praises with justifications that improve writing.

.. be supplemented with oral feedback during the development of writing.

... include detailed information which can help students revise their written text effectively.

... judge students’ final writing based on general praises (e.g., “great work”) without justifications.
... comment on whether students’ writing is related to a specific situation or context.

... encourage students to assess others’ writing by constructing feedback.

... comment on whether the content of students’ writing is informative for the reader.

.. be supported by peers’ feedback during the development of writing.

.. be provided by the teacher when evaluating the final written text.

.. be given on different drafts during the development of writing.

.. be provided on a single-draft as a final version of writing.

... guide students to explain their written ideas with precision during the writing process.

... indicate the type of errors in students’ writing by using codes (e.g., “S" for spelling).

... include specific suggestions that help students identify the next steps in the writing process.

1 2 3 4 5

v uu »n 1 1 L1 L1t 1 L1 U1 L1 UL L1 L1 U

—_
N NN N NN DN NN DN NN DN DN N DN DN DN DNDN
(6]
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Written feedback should ...

30 ...comment on whether students’ writing is supported by examples. 2 3 4 5
31 .. comment on whether students’ writing is coherent. 2 3 4 5
32 ...judge students’ final writing based on general criticism (e.g., “poor work") without justifications. 2 3 4 5
33 ...indicate whether readers’ expectations are addressed in students’ writing. 2 3 4 5
34 ... begiven as elaborated criticism formulated with explanations that improve writing. 2 3 4 5
35 .. trjgger students to notice the gaps by engaging them actively in the writing process to improve the 2 3 4 s

written text.
36 ...be given as justified scores based on assessment criteria that help the improvement of writing. 2 3 4 5
37 ...judge students’ final writing based on the number of errors they have made. 2 3 4 5
38  ...encourage students to accept receiving feedback from their peers. 2 3 4 5
39 ...be provided as concrete suggestions pointing forward to improve writing. 2 3 4 5
40 ...indicate errors in students’ written text when targeting their language accuracy. 2 3 4 5

2. How frequently do you apply the following practices of written feedback? Please, tick your answer.
1: Never 2:Rarely 3:Sometimes 4:Often 5:Always
In my written feedback, I ....

1 ..provide students'wit'h feedback on the linguistic structure of their final written text (e.g., grammar, 2 3 4 s

vocabulary, organization).
2 ..use codes (e.g., “S" for spelling) to indicate the type of errors in students’ writing. 2 3 4 5
3 ...comment on whether students’ writing is cohesive. 2 3 4 5
4 ... give students justified scores based on assessment criteria that help the improvement of writing. 2 3 4 5
5 ...comment on whether students’ writing is related to their own intention. 2 3 4 5
6 ...supportstudents to be better motivated during the writing process by providing them with directions. 2 3 4 5
7 ..comment on whether students’ writing is related to a specific situation or context. 2 3 4 5
8 ...judge students’ final writing based on general praises (e.g., “great work”) without justifications. 2 3 4 5
9 ...comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given purpose. 2 3 4 5
10 ... comment on whether students’ writing is coherent. 2 3 4 5
11 ... comment on whether students’ writing is supported by examples. 2 3 4 5
12 ... give students explained praises with justifications that improve writing. 2 3 4 5
13 ... judge students’ final writing based on scores without justifications. 2 3 4 5
14 ...indicate errors in students’ writing by correcting them. 2 3 4 5
15 ... encourage students to self-assess their own writing by reflecting on their strengths and weaknesses. 2 3 4 5
16 ...indicate whether readers’ expectations are addressed in students’ writing. 2 3 4 5
17 .. prgvide students with oral feedback as supplementary to written feedback during the development of 2 3 4 s

writing.
18 ... comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given genre. 2 3 4 5
19 ... provide students with detailed information which can help them revise their written text effectively. 2 3 4 5
20 ...indicate errors in students’ writing by underlining them. 2 3 4 5
21 ...support peers’ feedback during the development of writing. 2 3 4 5
22 ...encourage students to assess others’ writing by constructing feedback. 2 3 4 5
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In my written feedback, I ....

23 ... discuss the development of the written text with students. 1 2 3 4 5
24 ... provide students with specific suggestions that help them identify the next steps in the writing process. 1 2 3 4 5
25 ... provide students with my feedback when I evaluate their final written text. 1 2 3 4 5
26 ... give students feedback on different drafts during the development of writing. 1 2 3 4 5
27 ...respond to students’ single-draft as a final version of writing. 1 2 3 4 5
28 ... guide students to explain their written ideas with precision during the writing process. 1 2 3 4 5
29 ..comment on whether the content of students’ writing is informative to the reader. 1 2 3 4 5
30 .. provjde stude_r_wts with specific comments that encourage them to improve their own previous written 1 2 3 4 5
texts in the writing process.
31 ...comment on whether students’ writing is developed in terms of meaningful ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
32 ...judge students’ final writing based on general criticism (e.g., “poor work”) without justifications. 1 2 3 4 5
33 ... encourage students to follow the assessment criteria when assessing writing for improvement. 1 2 3 4 5
34 ... give students elaborated criticism formulated with explanations that improve writing. 1 2 3 4 5
35 .. tr'igger students to notice the gaps by engaging them actively in the writing process to improve the 1 2 3 4 s
written text.
36 .. comment on whether students’ new written text is related to their prior text which shares the same 1 2 3 4 5
characteristics.
37 ...indicate errors in students’ written text when targeting their language accuracy. 1 2 3 4 5
38 ... provide students with concrete suggestions pointing forward to improve writing. 1 2 3 4 5
39 ...judge students’ writing based on the number of errors they have made. 1 2 3 4 5
40 ... encourage students to accept receiving feedback from their peers. 1 2 3 4 5
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