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ABSTRACT 

IRAQI HIGH-SCHOOL EFL STUDENTS’ AND TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES 

TOWARDS WRITTEN FEEDBACK IN WRITING CLASSES: A CASE OF 

SULAEIMANIYAH AND ERBIL 

 
FATIH GALALY 

MA Thesis, English Language Teaching Program 

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. EMRAH CİNKARA 

July-2017, 83 pages 

The aim of this study was to investigate the attitudes of Iraqi high-school 

teachers and students towards teacher written feedback in writing classes in 

Suleymaniyah and Erbil. A quantitative method was conducted in this study. Two 

different instruments were used in the study; teacher questionnaire and student 

questionnaire.  A total of 100 teachers (50 males and 50 females) and 200 students 

(100 males and 100 females) participated in filling the questionnaire then the collected 

data were analyzed through SPSS. The findings showed that teachers’ written feedback 

generally plays a significant role in improving students’ writing skills.  

The study also showed that students are encouraged and improved when 

English teachers provide them with optimistic and constructive written feedback. It 

was also observed that students show high preference of specific written feedback to 

facilitate the correction of mistakes. The findings showed that teachers’ positive 

written feedback on their daily assignments and paper tests was highly preferred by 

students. Additionally, the study showed that teachers’ written feedback in its time has 

a powerful impact on students’ writing skills. A t-test analysis indicated that there were 

no statistically significant differences between male and female teachers and also 

students towards teacher written feedback.  

Keywords: Written feedback, Iraqi EFL learners, high-school students 
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ÖZET 
 

IRAKTA BULUNAN LİSE DÜZEYİ EFL ÖĞRENCİLERİ VE 
ÖĞRETMENLERİNİN YAZI DERSLERİNDE GERİ BİLDİRİM 

YAPILMASI DURUMUNDAKİ DAVRANIŞLARI: SÜLEYMANİYE VE 
ERBİL DOSYASI 

 
FATIH GALALY 

Yüksek Lisans Tezi, İngilizce Öğretmenliği Programı 

Tez Danışmanı: Yrd. EMRAH CİNKARA 

Temmuz 2017, 83 sayfa 

 

 

 

Bu çalışmanın amacı Irak’ta ve özellikle Süleymaniye ve Erbil’de  bulunan lise 

öğretmen ve öğrencilerinin yazı derslerinde  yazılı olarak geri bildirim  yapılmasındaki 

davranışlarının araştırılmasıdır. Bu araştırmada nicel metod kullanıldı. Çalışmada 

öğrenci ve öğretmen anketi olmak üzere iki araç kullanılmıştır. Anketler 50’si erkek 

ve 50’si kadın olmak üzere toplam 100 öğretmen ve 100’ü erkek ve 100’ü kız olmak 

üzere toplam 200 öğrenci üzerinde uygulandı. Bu anketlerden toplanan veriler SPSS 

aracılığıyla analiz edildi. Ortaya çıkan bulgular öğretmenlerin yaptığı yazılı geri 

bildirimlerin genel olarak öğrencilerinin yazma yeteneklerinin gelişmesinde başarılı 

bir rol oynadığını ortaya koydu.  

Yapılan bu çalışma, İngilizce öğretmenleri tarafından iyimser ve yapıcı bir 

şekilde yapılan  yazılı geri bildirimin  öğrencileri yazma konusunda cesaretlendirdiğini 

ve geliştirdiğini gösterdi. Bunun yanında, yazılı geri bildirimin, öğrencilerin hatalarını 

düzeltmesini kolaylaştırmada tercih edildiğini de gözlemledik. Bulgular, 

öğretmenlerinin günlük ödevlerine ve yazılı testlerine koydukları pozitif geri 

bildirimlerin öğrenciler tarafından son derece tercih edildiğini ortaya koydu. Ayrıca, 

bu çalışma zamanında yapılan geri bildirimlerin öğrencilerin yazma yeteneklerinin 

gelişmesinde güçlü bir etki yarattığını gösterdi. T-test analizi, kız veya erkek 

öğrencilerin yanısıra kadın ve erkek öğretmen olmanın öğretmenin yazılı geri bildirimi 

ile ilgili istatistiksel sonuçlar açısından önemli bir fark ortaya koymadığını gösterdi. 

Anahtar kelimeler: Yazılı geri bildirim, Irak EFL öğrencileri, lise öğrencileri. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.1 Statement of the problem 

Dealing with writing skills might not be easy compared with other elements of 

language such as speaking, listening and reading. Though each skill involves a 

particular set of learning techniques, writing demands more intense focus on grammar, 

spelling, punctuation, form, content and other elements of writing skills. This is why 

students should be provided with positive and constructive feedback by teachers so 

that they can attain satisfying levels of writing. Coffin (2003) states that improving 

writing takes a conscious effort on behalf of both teachers and students and that the 

provision of feedback on students’ writing is a central pedagogical practice.  

Some researchers have demonstrated that students experience more difficulty 

in achieving writing skills than they do in performing the other three language skills. 

For example, Harmer (2012) thinks that students who make spoken mistakes can easily 

correct themselves or paraphrase their words to make meaning more clear, but writing 

requires more accuracy and people do not tolerate written mistakes in comparison with 

those that are spoken. Thus, giving written feedback (WF) on students’ written 

assignments or paper-tests to improve writing skills is considered as one of the most 

significant aspects of language teaching. Hill and Flynn (2006) has stated that without 

feedback and correction, students are not able to progress and, thus, remain at the same 

levels of knowledge. 

From the researcher’s personal experience in Iraqi high school environment, 

the above challenges are proven true, as students are indeed weak in using writing 

skills. Many reasons may lie behind this problem. Providing good WF might be one 

of the factors that would treat the problem. Iraqi high-school students are required 

intensive practice and constant WF to develop autonomy in their writing skills because 
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usually they are not motivated towards writing techniques. Moreover, the process of 

writing is not like that of the other language skills in terms of dealing with many sub-

skills such as grammar, spelling, punctuation marks, etc. When students begin writing, 

they must deal with at least four stages—planning, drafting (first attempt), reviewing 

and editing. Harmer (2012) believes that teachers’ written feedback (TWF) usually 

takes the form of written comments on students’ test papers, written assignments and 

first drafts. As a result, these kinds of WF have a tangible impact on students, as they 

improve students’ writing quality, increase their motivation, and reinforce sub-skills. 

Montgomery and Baker (2007) have stated that the significance of the writing process 

is grasped by both teachers and students via WF. 

There have been various critiques of teachers’ WF. Zacharias (2007) has stated 

that while teachers provide students with general written feedback such as "revise your 

ideas", "many mistakes", "study better,” etc., these types of feedback do not clarify for 

students what their specific mistakes are. As a result, they make the same mistakes 

again in the future. Similarly, positive expressions such as “Great job!” and “Well 

done” do not demonstrate for students what, exactly, they did well, just as negative 

expressions such as “Not quite there yet” do not indicate for students how they can 

improve in the future. 

Some students complain that only their first drafts receive WF; moreover, these 

drafts are revised depending on the input that teachers provided without enabling 

students to understand their mistakes (Zacharias, 2007). 

Another point is that using red pen is problematic when teachers deal with 

paper tests or daily assignments. Some students believe that the use of red pen 

psychologically affects them negatively. Black (2003) has asserted that students do not 

want their teachers to use red pens because they feel that it ruins their work. 

On the other hand, English language teachers (ELTs) also have challenges 

when dealing with the provision of written feedback. Some challenges are related to 

the teachers themselves, and others are related to the delivery of feedback on students’ 

papers. 

Some ELTs believe that their goals are not achieved, especially when students 

do not benefit from their written or even oral feedback. They think that students do not 
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pay attention to their WF and have little motivation towards WF, which is why they 

repeat their mistakes (Zacharias, 2007).  

Other teachers provide students general WF on their papers that does not help 

them in improving their writing skills and does indicate their definite mistakes. In 

addition, some ELTs do not employ WF on students' papers in a time-appropriate 

manner; thus, the students do not remember the exact materials included for the test. 

Other teachers give indirect WF to students that does not fulfill their needs therefore, 

they do not know what and where their mistakes are and in the end they repeat the 

same errors (Zacharias, 2007). 

Another important point that should be mentioned is that students’ preference 

of the use of types of feedback should be taken into the considerations of ELTs. That 

is, teachers would better imply the type of WF which is preferred by students because 

it may help them to improve the ability of writing skills more than the one that students 

do not like it or do not understand it. 

More than that, lack of motivation and confidence in using written feedback by 

ELTs, make students feeble in writing activities. Therefore, it is believed that teachers 

can provide students with enthusiastic motivation to improve students’ writing skills. 

In this case, students’ ideas become more clear and more consistent, especially when 

the positive written feedback is implied (Al-Shamry, 2011). 

1.2 Aim of the Study 

The purpose behind this research is to examine the attitudes of Iraqi English 

language teachers and students towards written feedback (WF) at high-schools to 

improve students’ writing skills. Srichanyachon (2012) has mentioned that students 

might benefit from WF when comparing their writing with the ideal draft and realizing 

their strong and weak points.  

The point that makes this insight significant is that it is based on the attitudes 

of English language teachers and high-school students concerning the use of WF and 

students’ preference of types of WF. This study is an attempt to show some facts 

concerning some issues that is not sufficiently researched within Iraqi contexts. 

The study again tries to reveal the effects of employing written feedback (WF) 

and its tangible impact on students’ written activities and assignments. In addition, it 
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is an attempt to answer, in detail, the research questions mentioned below. Finally, it 

will make high-school teachers aware of how much their students benefit from WF. 

The following research questions have guided this study: 

1. What are Iraqi high-school teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ writing 

skills? 

2. What are Iraqi high-school students’ attitudes towards their teachers’ written 

feedback? 

3. Does any statistically significant difference exist between male and female 

teachers’ attitudes towards written feedback? 

4. Does any statistically significant difference exist between male and female 

students’ attitudes towards written feedback? 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

Employing written feedback (WF) on high-school classes is generally 

important, but it is especially important for Iraqi students who lack stable and 

supportive educational environments due to wars and crises. Also the researcher has 

not found any research done at Iraqi high schools on the attitudes of teachers’ and 

students’ written feedback. For this reason, the study aims to fill this blank. Thornbury 

and Brown (2000) have stated that giving WF generally has been ignored 

systematically in past decades, but it is clear that students will not progress and remain 

at the same levels of knowledge if no feedback is given. 

This study will illuminate teachers’ and students’ attitudes regarding the use of 

teachers’ written feedback on students’ paper tests and written assignments. The study 

also attempts to show teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards the effect of positive 

WF on high-school students to improve their writing skills, especially when it is 

applied in its time after the tests. 

Another important point of the study is to shed light on the bad consequences 

of teachers’ negative and destructive feedback on students writing skills and also the 

bad effect of using red pens and ambiguous codes on students’ papers. In addition to 

that, the study investigates statistically significant difference between male and female 

teachers and students towards teacher WF.  
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Moreover, the study shows the preference of the types of feedback according 

to teachers and students and which types is the best to be applied during the class 

activities.  

1.4 Assumptions of the Study 

The sample participating in the study is assumed to reflect the population of 

the whole body of Iraqi high-school English teachers. This assumption is based on the 

fact that the selection of the sample was made in a way to assure that it represents the 

whole population. Additionally, all participants were informed about the nature of the 

study; therefore, it is assumed that all the questionnaires were answered sincerely. 

1.5 Limitations of the Study 

The following might be considered limitations of this study:   

1.5.1 Limitation 1: The study concentrated only on Iraqi high-school EFL contexts, 

though some of the results may be applicable to other kinds of intermediate 

schools or EFL settings both in and out of Iraq. 

1.5.2 Limitation 2: The results are only applicable for one part of the Iraqi education 

system because Iraq has two different educational systems, which are called 

Sunrise and Al-Rafidain. 

1.5.3 Limitation 3: Suggestions are limited to the opinions of teachers and students 

who have answered the questionnaires. 

1.6 Definitions  

Merriam Webster Dictionary (2010) defined feedback as “a helpful 

information or criticism that is given to someone to say what can be done to improve 

a performance, product, etc.” Ur (1996) defined feedback as “information that is given 

to the learner about his or her performance of a learning task, usually with the objective 

of improving this performance”. Ferris (2002) defined the word feedback as “a 

reaction by the teacher that improves students' writing”. The definition of feedback in 

(Ellis, Loewen and Erlam, 2006) is as follows “a form of response to learners' 

production that includes errors”. 
 

Written Feedback is defined as follows: 
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Mack (2009) defined written feedback as “any comments, questions or error 

corrections that are written on students’ assignments”. Absolum (2006) defined 

‘feedforward’ as “situation in which pointing to the text’s learning steps illuminate 

aspects of current performance”. Another definition belongs to Absolum (2006) as 

“providing useful information to both the teacher and the student that helps them 

recognize gaps in student learning and use that data to move forward with the intent 

of closing the gap”. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

2.1 Introduction 

Writing is considered as one of the most significant skills, especially during 

high-school education because students are prepared for academic writing in colleges 

and universities. This is why teachers should be aware of how to provide the best 

written feedback (WF) to their students.  

WF in high-school EFL classes is a topic which has been much debated by both 

educators and learners. Different viewpoints have been observed among researchers 

in terms of the impact of positive WF, types of WF and how English language teachers 

(ELTs) can employ written feedback on students’ paper-tests and written assignments 

to improve writing skills. 

Feedback plays a significant role in the process of teaching and learning and 

has received much attention from researchers. Some have investigated the effect of 

WF on students’ writing skills. Effective feedback is feedback that is focused, clear, 

applicable, and encouraging (Lindemann, 2001). When students are provided with this 

type of feedback, they are able to think critically and self-regulate their own learning 

(Nicol, Macfarlane & Dick, 2006; Strake & Kumar, 2010). This means that feedback 

guides students’ paper-tests and daily assignments and indicates to students that their 

goals are achievable. 

Researchers have held various perspectives towards feedback as a means of 

improving and encouraging students, especially over the past three decades. Each one 

of them has focused on an angle he/she supposed to be the most beneficial part of 

feedback. Razlina and Rohaiza (2014) focused on the importance of writing in ESL 

classrooms and using various strategies for improving students writing skills. Others 
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like Hyland (2010) have mentioned that students reflect both the growing interest in 

different areas of research regarding WF and continued search by teachers for more 

effective feedback practices.  

Hannah and Nassaji (2010) have compared students’ and teachers’ attitudes 

towards WF, investigating how EFL learners and teachers benefit from the different 

types of and amounts of WF. 

2.2 The Effects and Conditions of Teachers’ Positive Feedback 

Teachers' feedback is experienced by students both positively and negatively. 

Researches tell us, with accurate data, that sometimes teachers’ written feedback 

positively affects students when it is used appropriately, but at other times it negatively 

affects them, especially when it is misused.  

To determine whether teacher feedback is positive or negative, researchers 

have determined some criteria and conditions. For instance, (Boyle & Lo, 1994) 

indicated that the following conditions should be available in positive feedback: firstly, 

all feedback should be accurate, consistent and fair, particularly scores and grades 

because they should have high validity and reliability. Moreover, it should be 

constructive, and personal attack should be avoided. Secondly, to have a positive 

effect, feedback should focus on behaviors and qualities which can be observed or 

reliably judged and concentrate on certain language elements that are relevant to 

desirable learning or performance rather than shedding light on all techniques and 

skills. Thirdly, specific rather than general or vague comments are preferred, and the 

receiver (student) should be ensured in understanding the feedback so that he or she 

knows how to improve the writing. Furthermore, as an effective feedback, further 

learning opportunities and assessment activities should be considered such as tutorials, 

revision assignments or second-chance tests. 

Others researchers have also elaborated some conditions for the provision of 

effective feedback. Gibbs and Simpson (2004) have stated that feedback must be given 

often enough and in sufficient detail to be truly formative, and it should concentrate 

on students’ performance rather than their characteristics. Also, feedback must be 

provided in a time-efficient manner in order for students to employ it effectively. 
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Additionally, the design of the assessment should be taken into consideration while 

giving feedback. 

Another point that Gibbs and Simpson (2004) have mentioned is that feedback 

should relate to students’ understanding of what they are going to do in the future, and 

students must, in fact, receive feedback to be addressed independently. 

2.3 Written Feedback Background 

Teachers' written feedback can include comments on sub-skills such as 

grammar, punctuation, spelling, ideas and content.  Since writing skills are relatively 

difficult to acquire, few studies on writing have been conducted. Moreover, as an 

experience high-school English teacher of eleven years, the researcher has observed 

among Iraqi students they face particular difficulties in vocabulary, spelling, and other 

writing sub-skills. 

Regarding the definition of written feedback (WF), Wiggins (2015) has defined 

feedback more broadly as all various types of comments made after the fact, including 

advice, praise, and evaluation. More specifically, Mack (2009) has defined WF as any 

comments, questions or error corrections that are written on students’ assignments.  

There have been many studies conducted for the purposes of improving 

students’ writing via WF. Lee (2008) examined the factors influencing students’ 

responding practices. He also highlighted four important issues that have shed light on 

teachers’ feedback practices: accountability, teachers’ belief and values, exam culture, 

and lack of teacher training. 

As an element of supporting students, Hyland (2006) mentioned that feedback 

is extensively seen as important for encouraging and reinforcing learning. The 

signification has also been realized by those working in the field of second language 

writing. Its value is approved in process-based classrooms, where it composes a key 

element of the students’ growing control over forming skills, and by genre-oriented 

teachers employing scaffolded learning techniques. 

Carson (2011) investigated that teachers are able to improve students’ writing 

skills via the use of WF. Spivey (2014) Also mentioned the following questions: 

Should teachers handwrite or type the feedback? What color pen should teachers use? 

How much should teachers correct? The researcher focused on English as a second 
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language learners (ESL) instructors that can rely on the personal style inventory as a 

teaching tool to aid them in understanding writing as process and not just a product. 

Probst (1989) stated that for the development of second language writing skills, 

feedback is essential, for its potential for learning and for student motivation. For 

instance, feedback is seen as s crucial beneficial tool moving learners in process-based, 

learner-centered classrooms, through different drafts towards the ability for effective 

self-expression. Feedback it is seen as significant factor of building the significance of 

reader responses in producing meanings from an interactionist viewpoint.  

On the other hand, some researchers have concentrated their studies of WF 

solely on the development of particular writing sub-skills. For example, Nassaji (2011) 

conducted a study of WF in terms of students’ grammatical errors, and Hyland (2000) 

focused on the development of learner autonomy via positive feedback.   

Hubais (2014) examined the difference between learning and performance in 

giving feedback. He stated that learning means acquiring knowledge through the 

transfer of tasks. This implies that learning how to write can be achieved through 

writing new assignments. On the other hand, obtaining knowledge from repeated tasks, 

or performance, might be obtained by writing multiple drafts. 

2.3.1  Types of written feedback 

Written feedback (WF) in a writing context concerns not only indicating 

students’ mistakes but also illuminating the next steps to be taken for improving their 

writing.  Gibbs and Simpson (2004) have stated that the single most powerful influence 

on student achievement is feedback on assignments. Other researchers have mentioned 

general types of feedback, but some have focused exclusively on WF. Bitchener & 

Knoch (2008) have asserted that WF can be categorized into direct/indirect and 

focused/unfocused feedback. Bitchener, et al. (2008) clarified direct feedback by 

giving an example of crossing out a misspelled word and writing the correct spelling 

above the error.  Also, sometimes a meta-linguistic explanation is provided at the end 

of the paper or the error is corrected by writing grammar rules on the paper. On the 

other hand, indirect feedback means indicating the exact error without correcting it and 

leaving the learner to determine the nature and location of the error by underlining or 
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circling an error, recording the number of errors in the margin of a given line, or 

indicating the existence of errors via codes with no correction (Mohebbi, 2013). 

Mohebbi (2013) has explained focused feedback as that in which a specific 

category is regarded by the teacher, for example punctuation marks, grammar or 

spelling. Mohebbi also elaborates good and bad focused feedback by providing some 

examples. Good focused feedback involves commenting on the strong and weak points 

of a performance, commenting on the work process or instructions about the process 

of a work or study strategy that might support enhance the work, commenting on the 

position of the student as the one who chooses to do the work, and avoiding personal 

comments (Mohebbi, 2013). He defines bad focused feedback as comments that 

bypass the student—for example, instead of saying or writing, “You did a good job 

because…”, the teacher writes “This is hard” without offering any insight regarding 

how to improve the student’s language skill. Bad focused feedback also involves 

criticizing or making personal compliments or digs such as “How could you do that, 

idiot!” (Mohebbi, 2013). 

Ellis (2009) has defined unfocused feedback as a means of providing error 

correction on all or most errors found, regardless of their error category. For example, 

marking spelling, grammar, punctuation, and sentence structure all at once is 

considered unfocused feedback. Harmer (2012) believes that if every element of 

language skills is corrected, then students may be demotivated by the number of 

corrections demanded by their teachers’ feedback. Zahida & Zaru (2013) have 

described three other types of WF (meaning-focused feedback, positive feedback, 

and form-focused feedback). 

Another type of WF known as “appreciation” refers to encouragement and 

psychological support for students and writing expressions on their assignments and 

test papers, for example thanking students for spending time to learn something new. 

Appreciation comments do not have to be elaborate to have a positive impact. They 

can be as simple as “thank you for sharing this awesome (idea/question/thought) with 

us.” By receiving a positive, appreciative comment at the outset, students are more 

likely to feel respected and engage with any additional feedback teachers provide 

(Gaudreau & Liu, 2016). 

https://elearningindustry.com/elearning-authors/chris-gaudreau
https://elearningindustry.com/elearning-authors/weiyang-liu


12 
 

 
 

Gaudreau and Liu (2016) have described another time of feedback known as 

“sayback.” This implies restating what students have written by writing some 

expressions like “I agree, [Sara],” which gains its value from repeating the student’s 

name and, thus, causing him/her to feel acknowledged and/or appreciated. Another 

type of feedback known as “links to resources” denotes correcting students’ written 

mistakes by providing the name of a related resource that might aid in the student’s 

correcting of such mistakes. Moreover, “questions feedback” refers to writing 

questions on students’ papers to engage them in conversations about their work. Many 

purposes might be achieved by providing questions feedback (e.g. "What did you mean 

by. . .?” or “Why did you. . .?”) such as causing students to think about their writing 

in a different way.  

In addition to the above-mentioned types of feedback, others include 

“providing next steps” to acquire greater knowledge, “providing guidance” to scaffold 

student learning, “sharing personal experiences,” and “facilitators connecting 

learners” (Gaudreau & Liu, 2016). Furthermore, Hughes (2011) has asserted other 

kinds of feedback such as “personal praise” feedback, summative “right or wrong” 

feedback, “self-regulatory feedback” and “process feedback.” Finally, other types of 

feedback include evaluation, commenting and responding (Harmer, 2012). 

2.3.2 Types of written feedback preferred by students  

It is difficult to decide which type of written feedback (WF) is preferred by 

students because each type of feedback can be useful if utilized properly in terms of 

time, place, and situation. Moreover, sometimes students may not agree with a 

particular kind of feedback provided by their teachers. McCargar and Schulz (2001) 

believe that students’ preferences for some types of WF should be taken into 

consideration when examining writing skills because if a student believes of a certain 

type of feedback to be useful, he or she might pay more attention to the feedback than 

those who do not favor the feedback. 

The results of a questionnaire administered by Hajian (2014) concerning 

students' preferences for types of feedback indicated that 68.8% of students preferred 

positive comments more than other types of feedback. They mentioned that positive 

comments encourage and motivate students. Moreover, about 67.5% preferred detailed 

https://elearningindustry.com/elearning-authors/chris-gaudreau
https://elearningindustry.com/elearning-authors/weiyang-liu
https://elearningindustry.com/elearning-authors/chris-gaudreau
https://elearningindustry.com/elearning-authors/weiyang-liu
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and specific comments because they believed that detailed and specific feedback is 

more clear and effective than general feedback (Hamouda, 2011). 

Wang (2010) has stated that some students favor direct feedback as it increases 

their self-confidence in correcting their errors and motivates students. 

According to Amrhein and Nassaji (2010), several researchers have suggested 

that effective feedback needs agreement between teachers and students in terms of 

developing students' writing skills. Hedgcock & Lefkowitz (1996) claimed that some 

students believe teachers' feedback on errors to be more useful than content feedback. 

Saito (1994) stated that for each type of feedback, direct written feedback could be 

useful for some students because they want their teachers to determine their mistakes 

directly or they may not benefit from their teachers' indirect written feedback or codes. 

Nevertheless, Lefkowitz (1994) asserted that indirect feedback on errors such as giving 

students clues is better for students than direct corrections since they realize that this 

kind of feedback encourages them to be more active.  Still, Spivey (2014) thinks that 

direct feedback is helpful for many reasons because it is the simplest form and leaves 

no confusion or debate. Bitchener, et al. (2012) has demonstrated that students do not 

have to remember error codes and their meanings. Easy understanding is preferred 

rather than spending time searching for error correction and the reasons behind it.  

Other studies such as that conducted by Ashwell, Leki, & Ziv (2000) have 

determined that the form of comments on content and ideas as WF as well as 

clarification of grammatical, structural, and surface errors are preferred by students. In 

a similar study conducted by Keh (1997), it was discovered that elaborated comments 

are more commonly preferred by students than one-word comments. Students also 

prefer that specific problems be highlighted. 

Hajian (2014) demonstrated that many students prefer teachers' feedback 

because they believe it is the teacher’s responsibility to correct their mistakes and 

because students trust their teachers and think that they are the source to which they 

may return for help.  

Others prefer to teachers’ feedback in its time because after the written 

assignments or tests, students urgently need to take their papers as soon as possible 

that is the materials they examined in, still present and exist in their memory. After 
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students’ written assignment, feedback must be given back to the student not long as 

some researchers suggest that it is too late to give feedback one week after the student 

has written the assignment. (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). This is why to be useful to 

students, WF must be provided quickly enough. Therefore, teachers' written feedback 

regularly in its time provide students positive feedback with lots of fruitful 

information. On the contrary delayed feedback perhaps would not give students any 

constructive message and would be forgotten totally. 

Hannah (2010) study also has provided information regarding the type of 

feedback students want and need. He stated that the majority of students realize the 

importance of seeing their mistakes, and they want their teachers to use WF as a tool 

for improve their writing. Moreover, most students prefer to see all of their errors in 

order to improve their writing.  

2.3.3  Types of written feedback preferred by teachers  

There has been much debate among teachers regarding which type of written 

feedback (WF) is more effective and useful, and these opinions have depended on 

personal experience, personal belief and personal preference. Zamel (1985) believed 

that it is most helpful for students if English language teachers (ELTs) concentrate on 

content more than form. Similarly, Sheppard (1992) thought providing corrective 

feedback on meaning to be more useful than providing it on surface-level errors, as 

WF on form increases students’ awareness of sentence boundaries. Cohen & 

Cavalcanti (1990) determined that during the early 1990s, ELT began to focus more 

on vocabulary, content and organization. Fathman (1990) also held the similar view 

that giving feedback on grammar and content has a positive effect on rewriting, 

simultaneously or separately. Ferris (2003) has stated that ELTs tend to regard 

themselves mainly as language teachers, which means that they concentrate on pupils’ 

language mistakes instead of focusing on structure, content, ideas, or organization.  

Similar to the above views, Harmer (2012) believes that commenting on the 

content of students' work is more important than solely focusing on their language use. 

Moreover, Hyland (2003) claims that the English teacher should pay attention to both 

the form and ideas of his/her students and that one should not be emphasized over the 

other. Spivey (2014) has revealed that some ELTs pay more attention to language form 
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rather than the texts as a whole, and they are inclined to correct and locate errors for 

students. He also has stated that teachers react to students' weak points in writing 

(Spivey, 2014). 

According to teachers' preferences of when to give WF, Akbar (2014) has 

illustrated different points of view. Some ELTs prefer to give feedback at the 

prewriting and evaluation stages, while others think that it might discourage students 

if teachers give feedback at these initial stages of writing (Hamouda, 2011). However, 

in composition, correcting students' errors at the final stage might not be suitable for 

improving students’ writing. Other teachers claim that giving feedback may be helpful 

only at the evaluation stage of writing (Stanley, 2003) Akbar’s (2014) study 

determined that 58.3% of teachers preferred to give feedback during the draft stage, 

and previous studies have demonstrated that giving feedback during the draft stage 

might be better than during the evaluation stage (Stanley, 2003). 

2.3.4  Teachers’ attitudes toward teacher written feedback  

The necessity of giving positive and constructive feedback in order to enhance 

students’ writing has been proven by several studies. Though students have expressed 

many valuable comments and viewpoints towards teachers' feedback, teachers’ 

opinions also should be considered. Ferris (2007) believes that instructors desire 

written tasks, as they encourage learners to learn and practice academic writing. On 

top of that, McGrath (2011) has asserted that it is the teacher’s duty to give more 

explanation on the margin of a student’s paper so as to be rewritten again by them. 

This procedure promotes students' thinking skills, which are a path for learning. 

Moreover, Farahani (2014) has determined that 83.3% of teachers in his study 

preferred students to correct written errors indicated by teachers, while some 

acknowledged the value of correcting written errors indicated students’ peers. 

Neman (1980) stated that 58.3% of teachers think that students should correct 

themselves.  

Other researchers believe that all possible positive effects of WF given by 

ELTs are rejected for the sake of enhancing their writing and reducing errors, 

especially grammatical errors (Truscott, 1996). Teachers' feedback on students’ errors 

is ineffective and useless and should therefore be eliminated. Truscott claimed that it 
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is the responsibility of teachers to change students’ perspectives regarding what they 

should expect from their teachers by adopting a ‘correction-free approach’ in their 

classrooms (Truscott, 1996). 

On the other hand, Ferris (2003) has disagreed with Truscott’s ideas and 

provided evidence of the positive impact of error feedback on L2 writing by 

administering surveys recording students’ opinions about the importance of teachers’ 

feedback. Additionally, studies of universities have clarified that at least some English-

speaking universities are less tolerant of “typical” English-language errors than of 

typical native speakers’ errors. Third, it is critical that students become more self-

sufficient in editing their writing. 

According to teachers' attitudes toward direct and indirect feedback, Frodesen 

(1991) explained that sometimes direct feedback is provided by ELTs when students' 

mistakes are too complex to be self-corrected or outside their students’ abilities. Ferris 

and Hedgocok (2005) have stated that teachers' indirect feedback is provided when 

errors might be solved by the students themselves and when teachers want to influence 

learner autonomy. Again, Ferris (2003) has affirmed that most researchers agree that 

indirect feedback has more potential than direct feedback for long-term student 

improvement. 

2.3.5 Students’ attitudes toward teacher written feedback 

Since writing demands the use of several techniques related to form, spelling, 

punctuation, vocabulary, grammar, etc., high-school students usually have fear and 

anxiety, and they are not confident in their writing. Thus, written feedback (WF) is 

needed from English language teachers (ELTs). Kasper & Petrello (1996) stated that 

learners expect to perform badly on their writing; therefore, they have difficulties and 

tend to evaluate themselves as they write, which induces anxiety and inhibits the 

generation of ideas. Zhan (2016) has indicated that some learners pay close attention 

to almost all aspects of their writing, while some pay more attention to form and others 

to content.  

One factor that may affect students' negative attitudes towards WF is that many 

ELTs do not think that errors are tools of learning, which means that the more students 

make errors, the more creative and skillful they will become. Thus, most students are 
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ashamed of their errors (Rotim, 2015). Kasper and Petrello (1996) asserted that writing 

teachers should decrease students' anxiety if they want to encourage their language 

acquisition. 

In addition, due to the cultural belief that teachers control grades, students feel 

that they must do what their teachers demand (Zacharias, 2007). On an item of a 

questionnaire completed by one student, he/she answered “whenever I didn't revise 

according to the teacher feedback, I got a D.” Another stated that he/she wants teacher 

feedback because it enables him/her to get a high grade (Zacharias, 2007). This means 

that students are worried and feel uncomfortable while writing. Lee (2008) has 

demonstrated that most students are particularly positive about receiving feedback on 

language issues; however, they also want teachers' comments on content and ideas. 

Moreover, some students believe that if their teachers give too much feedback, they 

feel annoyed and discouraged to continue writing (Zacharias, 2007). 

On the contrary, other students feel that their teachers’ feedback gives them 

power and support. They believe that teacher feedback helps them to notice their 

mistakes (Zacharias, 2007). Lee (2008) has indicated that students have a wide variety 

of opinions concerning feedback. In a comparison of peer feedback and teacher 

feedback, he found that most students believe the best type of feedback to be the one 

that is given by teachers rather than by peers or even self-evaluation. A study of Hong-

Kong high school students has demonstrated that they want their teachers to provide 

more written comments and they enjoy reading teachers’ written comments (Lee, 

2008) 

2.4 Content Written Feedback 

Teachers usually give their students content feedback or form feedback to aid 

their students in producing better written output. Bruton (2009) has claimed that 

correction helps to reduce students' errors in writing after they receive feedback from 

their teachers. Nevertheless, some teachers assert that feedback on content is just as 

important if not more important than feedback on form. A piece of writing is not 

simply a list of sentences based on the proper use of grammar rules.  Rather, it is to 

some extent a flow of ideas and thoughts that prove the students' way of thinking, 

which is worth reading and appreciating. Therefore, ELT should not solely evaluate 
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the surface level of grammar and vocabulary, but also should acknowledge content 

(Baghzou, 2011). 

Also promoting WF on conent, Zamel (1985) claimed that teachers frequently 

misread students' texts and make random corrections. They also give ambiguous 

instructions while neglecting the core of the text, which includes the student’s real and 

ideal thoughts and opinions. This means that there is a strong connection between the 

process of writing and the students' thoughts and points of view. Moreover, it might 

be unfair for a teacher to examine one angle and ignore others. Hyland and Hyland 

(2006) have argued that teachers' feedback should not be a simple interaction between 

teachers and texts; rather, the interaction should occur between the teacher and the 

pupil. 

Toddel (1990) asserted that content feedback is essential for creating trust and 

building a good relationship between teachers and students, thus enabling students to 

improve their writing skills. Similarly, Ferris (1993) stated that content feedback 

improves students’ cohesion in paragraph writing. 

2.5 Form Written Feedback 

Shamsudin & Reza (2012) have claimed that “form” refers only to grammar, 

but others like Ellis, Basturkmen & Loewen (2001) believe it encompasses phonology, 

vocabulary, grammar, discourse, and even spelling. Ellis (2001) referred to form as 

any planned or incidental instructional activity that is intended to induce language 

learners to pay attention to linguistic form. 

The importance of balancing feedback on content with feedback on form has 

been highlighted by several researchers (Ali, 2014). Furthermore, to help students 

learn from the feedback and improve their revised drafts, teachers should spend their 

spare time reading students' writings to provide powerful feedback. However, studies 

such as that of Biber, Nekrasova & Horn (2011) have demonstrated that it is more 

effective to focus on form and content together rather than on one without the other 

(Ali, 2014). Also, Shamsudin & Reza (2012) have stated that over the previous 

century, language form, grammar or structure instruction has been an agreeable and 

challenging topic among scholars. 
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2.6 Levels of Written Feedback 

The purpose of acknowledging different levels of feedback is to offer 

constructive and effective feedback. Some researchers have clarified the levels of 

feedback generally and others have divided them into various categories. 

Budimlic (2012) has written more than two thousand words about the levels of 

feedback. He has classified feedback according to four levels: feedback about the task, 

feedback about the processing of the task, feedback about self-regulation and feedback 

about the person. 

The first level “feedback about the task” is based on the opinion that English 

language teachers (ELTs) must be more powerful in correcting misconceptions about 

the task itself rather than solely informing students of a lack of information (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). Feedback about the task provides information about students' 

mistakes whether something is correct or incorrect. Information about the depth or 

quality of students’ assignments is also included alongside additional information. 

The second level “feedback about process of the task” involves providing 

students information about how they access the task, information about the relationship 

between what they did and quality performance, and information about possible 

different methods which would also be fruitful. Hattie & Timperley (2007) have stated 

that some learners are able to convert feedback about the task into feedback about the 

process. While feedback about the process is given by teachers, this kind of transfer 

scaffolds all students. This is a very powerful way to help students in “learning how to 

learn.” 

The third level ‘feedback about self-regulation’ means that while feedback is 

given to students, students must search, accept and interact with the feedback. Active 

students are those who try to invent internal routines to investigate the needed 

information, suggestions and impressive strategies to obtain the information feedback 

(Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Other students rely on external factors such as whether 

ELTs decide to provide feedback on this or that assignment. If students have self-

confidence, they are more enthusiastic to expend effort on obtaining and dealing with 

feedback. For this reason, feedback about self-regulation is effective to the degree that 

it reinforces self-efficacy (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 
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Dweck (2007) has denounced the fourth level of WF "feedback about the 

person.” This generally is not a good form of feedback for two main reasons. Firstly, 

it does not contain information that can be used for further learning, so it is not 

formative. Secondly, it can contribute to students believing that intelligence is fixed. 

This implies that acquisition is out of students' control. This kind of belief eliminates 

the connection between student effort and achievement. In contrast, feedback about 

processes cause students to believe that achievement is related to specific strategies 

and kinds of effort out of their control rather than innate ability. 

Halford (2011) has elaborated five rather than four feedback levels. The first 

level involves creating safety, which means that teachers should create a safe 

environment in which students may feel comfortable in receiving feedback. If this kind 

of safety does not exist, it may cause the feedback to be unproductive. The second 

level involves being positive, meaning that teachers should give as much positive 

feedback as possible. Positive feedback encourages students and send positive signs to 

the brain. The third level of feedback includes being specific; that is, few students 

benefit from general feedback because they do not think specifically that they are the 

direct target. Therefore, teachers should ignore general expressions and statements. 

The fourth level is being immediate, which means that effective feedback should not 

be postponed, as this type of feedback may be too ambiguous and rely on memory.  

Strang (2014) also emphasized timely feedback, meaning that teachers' 

feedback should be given in its time or it may lose its impact. Feedback needs to come 

while students are still mindful of the topic, assignment, or performance in question 

and students still think of the learning goal as a learning goal—that is, something they 

are still striving for rather than something they already have completed. Similarly, 

feedback should be given frequently.  

The fifth level of feedback mentioned by Halford involves the attitudes of 

teachers toward students’ mistakes. They should not judge the students as ignorant or 

failures, but rather they should continue to give feedback in a professional and 

respectful manner (Halford, 2011). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes the methodology of the study, which was conducted to 

explore Iraqi high-school teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards WF in developing 

students’ English-writing skills as well as the effects of WF on students’ writing. 

3.2 Context 

It is important to acknowledge that Iraq possesses two different educational 

systems. The educational system in northern Iraq (Erbil, Suleymaniyah and Duhok) 

differs from that in the middle and southern Iraq. Though each system has its unique 

characteristics and qualifications regarding English Language Teaching, high-school 

students remain most in need of improvement in both systems. 

The educational system in the middle and southern Iraq consists of three levels 

of study: Elementary (six years), Intermediate (three years) and Secondary (three 

years). English instruction in the elementary stage begins at fifth grade, with four 

lessons each week. Each lesson lasts approximately 40 minutes. During the 

intermediate and secondary stages five English lessons are allocated each week. 

However, in northern Iraq, the educational system employs a ‘Basic approach’, which 

consists of twelve stages (Basic classes). The study of English langauge begins with 

the first basic class (usually six-year-old pupils) to twelfth basic class (usually 

eighteen- year-old pupils). Class 10, 11, and 12 is considered high-school level. Five 

English lessons are studied per week. Each lesson lasts approximately 40 minutes. 
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3.3 Participants 

Three hundred students and teachers participated in this study. 100 was 

English-language teachers (50 males and 50 females) and 200 was high-school 

students (50 males and 50 females). The selection of the participants was based on 

quota sampling method in a population of approximately 20,000 from two cities (Erbil 

and Suleymaniyah). The native language of the participants was Kurdish.  

3.3.1 Teachers 

One hundred Iraqi high-school English language teachers participated in this 

study, and they were mixed in terms of gender. There were fifty male teachers and 

fifty female teachers. Almost all teachers held Bachelor’s degrees in English Literature 

and/or English Education. The selection of the participants was based on quota 

sampling method in a population of 400 high-schools from two cities (Erbil and 

Suleymaniyah). The questionnaire, which included sixteen items regarding the role 

and effects of Written feedback, was prepared then distributed on the participants (see 

Appendix I). Some of the participants were contacted via emails, while others were 

visited by the researcher in their schools during the class time. The items of the 

questionnaire were explained to the participants to be more understandable. 

3.3.2 Students 

Two-hundred high-school students ranging in age from 16 to 19 years 

participated in this study. One hundred was male, while the other one hundred was 

female. All the participants were in tenth, eleventh, and twelfth stages. Both male and 

female students were in scientific and literary branches. Scientific branch is always 

better than literary branch in all lessons especially in English language.  

It is worth mentioning that there is no proficiency language test in Iraqi 

educational system for accepting or refusing students at high-school stages and 

universities so far. The students that were chosen for the survey were from Erbil and 

Suleymaniyah governorate. The students were chosen based on Quota sampling and 

they were informed about the survey. They also were asked if they would like to 

participate the questionnaire or not. Once all participants agreed then the questionnaire 

was administered in Erbil and Suleymaniyah governorate and some other different 

districts. 
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3.4 Research Design 

The current research was an attempt to reveal the attitudes of Iraqi English 

language teachers and high-school students toward written feedback and make 

comparisons between the two groups (teachers and students). 

The research is a descriptive study that examines the results of both teachers’ 

and students’ questionnaires. The participants included both males and females. In 

order to obtain statistically predictable results, a quantitative method design was 

employed during data collection and analysis. Through two different questionnaires, 

the data was collected: teachers’ attitudes toward written feedback questionnaires were 

consisted of 16 items and students’ attitudes toward written feedback questionnaires 

were consisting of 15 items.  

3.5   Data Collection Tools 

Two different questionnaires were designed for teachers and students. Both 

questionnaires were based on those of a previous study (Al-Otaibi, 2005) which was 

conducted in Saudi Arabia. The Teachers’ and students’ questionnaires were 

developed and modified in order to be relevant and appropriate to this study. Some 

items of teachers’ and students’ questionnaires were taken out because of repetition 

and irrelevancy to the subject.  

3.5.1 Teacher’s attitudes toward teacher written feedback questionnaire 

Teacher’s attitudes toward teacher written feedback questionnaire consisted of 

16 items. It was designed for the purpose of determining their attitudes toward WF. 

The survey was applied properly at Suleymaniyah and Erbil high schools. Each item 

was explained by the researcher. Some teachers were sent the questionnaire via emails. 

The teachers were given a few days to complete the questionnaires. 

The teachers’ responses to the items were indicated utilizing the following 

frequency scales: ‘always’ (95-100), ‘usually’ (80-90), ‘often’ (70-60), ‘sometimes’ 

(50-60), ‘seldom’ (20-10) and ‘never’ (0-0). 
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3.5.2 Students’ attitudes toward teacher written feedback questionnaire  

Students’ attitudes toward teacher written feedback questionnaire consisted of 

15 items. Students’ questionnaire was translated from English language into Kurdish 

language. Each English questionnaire was attached with a translated one to be obvious 

for students and understand the meaning of each item. The survey was administered 

and collected during students’ English class time. The following frequency scale was 

utilized: ‘always’ (95-100), ‘usually’ (80-90), ‘often’ (70-60), ‘sometimes’ (50-60), 

‘seldom’ (20-10) and ‘never’ (0-0). 

3.6 Data Collection Procedures 

The sample was comprised of 100 Iraqi English language teachers(ELTs) and 

200 high-school students. The teachers were explained the aim of the study and the 

importance of teachers' written feedback. Then, they were given the questionnaire. 

Some of them were sent a paper-based version of the questionnaire, while others were 

contacted via email and messenger. After giving teachers enough time for choosing 

the answers, the questionnaires were collected. 

As far as students’ attitudes toward teacher written feedback questionnaire 

concerned, all of them were at high-schools at tenth, eleventh, and twelfth classes in 

Erbil and Suleymaniyah and the selection of the students was based on quota sampling. 

The researcher visited some schools to distribute the questionnaires personally, while 

some students delivered the questionnaires themselves.  Finally, the answered 

questionnaires were collected by the researcher from the teachers and students. 

3.7 Data Analysis 

Both teachers’ and students’ responses were recorded in Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS) for statistical analysis. The frequencies of responses on the 

questionnaires and mean scores were calculated. Two independent samples t-test 

analyses were conducted to determine the differences between male and female 

participants and to show the statistically significant differences between male and 

female teachers and students.  

More than that, both teachers’ and students’ data were transferred into Excel 

program so as to form figures and charts which were shown in the findings (Chapter 
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four). Also the figures were made to show the highest and the lowest rate of the 

participants.  
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

 

 

4.1 Presentation 

The questionnaire results are presented in this chapter to demonstrate both 

teachers’ and students' reactions towards WF as well as the effects of WF on students’ 

writing skills. 

4.2 Quantitative Data Analysis 

Although this research is descriptive, the method used to analyze data was 

quantitative. That is, teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward WF are determined by 

questionnaire responses containing 16 and 15 items, respectively.  

4.3 The Results of Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Teacher Written Feedback 

Questionnaire  

 The aim of the results of teachers’ attitudes toward teacher written feedback 

questionnaire was to examine statistically significant differences between male and 

female teachers’ attitudes towards WF. For this purpose, a t-test was conducted. The 

results are presented in table 1 below: 

Table 1  

Mean and standard deviation of teachers in terms of teachers’ attitudes toward 

written feedback. 

 

Group Statistics 
 Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Total male 50 48.4400 8.56705 1.21156 

female 50 49.3000 5.57784 .78883 

According to table 1, male teachers reported lower than females with a mean 

of 48.44. For further analysis, Table 2 below shows whether there existed any 
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statistically significant difference between male and female teachers in terms of 

attitudes toward WF. For this purpose, an independent samples t-test (2-tailed) was 

conducted.   

Table 2  

Teachers’ independent samples t-test results for gender differences concerning 

statistically significant differences.  
 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Total 

Equal variances 

assumed 
10.998 .001 -.595 98 .553 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -.595 84.215 .554 

 According to table 2 above, there was no statistically significant 

difference between the scores of male teachers (M= 48.44, SD= 8.56) and female 

teachers (M= 49.30, SD= 5.57), t (98) = .595). 

4.3.1 Item-based descriptive statistics for the teachers’ attitudes toward teacher 

written feedback  

The aim of presenting the items of teachers’ attitudes toward teacher written 

feedback questionnaire is to introduce the highest and the lowest rate of each item of 

the questionnaire.  
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The aim of Figure 1 below is to display how much English language teachers provide 

their students with written feedback on daily assignments and tests 

 

Figure 1 Generally, I give written feedback on students' papers (daily assignments and 

tests). 

Figure 1 displays the results of the first teacher questionnaire item. It reveals 

that 25% of participants always give general WF, whereas 34% usually give written 

feedback on students' papers. 14% of teachers often give WF, while 23% sometimes 

give WF on students' papers, both daily assignments and tests. It is noticed that 3% 

seldom give general WF and, finally, 1% never give WF. This means that most 

participants give general WF to their students as a tool for enhancing their writing 

skills. 
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The purpose behind Figure 2 is to show teachers’ attitudes toward giving 

written feedback regularly in its time on daily assignments or test to improve 

students’ writing skills. 

 

Figure 2    I give students' written feedback regularly in its time. 

Figure 2 has shown that 18.6% of teachers chose always to give written 

feedback regularly and in a time-efficient manner, while 28.9% usually do so. 25.8 % 

often do this, whereas 17.5% sometimes do. Moreover, 7.2% seldom give time-

efficient feedback. Finally, 2.1% never give this type of feedback. It is worth 

mentioning that most participants give WF regularly and time-efficiently (usually and 

often). The two options “always” and “usually” should have had the highest rate due 

to the significance and effect of this item on students’ writing skills. 
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Figure 3 aims to demonstrate the viewpoints of English language teachers 

regarding the use of negative and pessimistic written feedback to decrease the bad 

consequences on high-school students. 

 

Figure 3 I prevent myself from negative and pessimistic written feedback. 

On one hand, the effect of negative feedback is generally destructive, 

especially in the process of teaching and learning. In addition, teachers’ pessimistic 

feedback decreases students’ enthusiasm toward the language content. On the other 

hand, teachers' optimistic expressions, even single words such as “good” and 

“excellent” positively affect students. Figure 3 illustrates teachers’ points of view 

toward the use of negative and pessimistic WF while dealing with students' papers. 

39.4% (the largest number) always prevent themselves from giving negative and 

pessimistic WF, whereas 19.1% usually do this. 22.3% often refrain from from using 

negative and pessimistic WF. 14.9% sometimes do this, while 2.1% seldom do. 

Finally, 2.1% never prevent themselves from giving pessimistic and negative WF. The 

above-mentioned results imply that most of the teachers (about 58.5 %) believe that to 

build excellent students, teachers should use optimistic and positive WF while dealing 

with students' papers.  
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The purpose behind Figure 4 is to show how much teachers feel about students’ 

written feedback on papers or daily written assignments to improves their writing 

skills. 

 

Figure 4 I feel that my written feedback on students' papers improves their writing 

skills. 

In Figure 4, it is observed that 22.3% of teachers always feel that their written 

feedback (WF) improve students’ writing skills, while 28.7% usually feel this way. 

13.8% often feel that WF on students' papers improves their writing skills, while 

27.7% sometimes feel this way, and 7.4% seldom do. No teacher selected “never.” The 

above results demonstrate that the better teachers’ attitudes are toward the value of 

their WF, the more students improve their writing skills. 
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Figure 5 aims is to determine how often teachers use specific written feedback 

(WF) on written assignment. As students always have a desire to know exactly what 

their mistakes are, teachers' feedback should prevent them from repeating their 

mistakes. But sometimes the problem arises in which teachers give general feedback 

that does not indicate their mistakes precisely. As a result, students repeat their 

mistakes. This kind of feedback produces a negative reaction from students. On the 

other hand, other teachers give positive expressions and constructive comments that 

are general, such as “well done” and “great job,” but still the students do not know 

which part of their writing deserves this praise 

 

Figure 5    I use specific written feedback on every assignment. 

Figure 5 shows that 12% of teachers always give specific WF on every 

assignment, while 16% usually give specific WF. Also, only 10% give this feedback, 

whereas 23% sometimes do. In addition, 11% seldom give specific WF on every 

assignment, while 28% never use specific feedback. 
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The purpose of Figure 6 is to demonstrate how much English language teachers 

pay attention to provide students with grammar as a feedback as compared with other 

elements of writing such as vocabulary and spelling. 

 

Figure 6 I focus on grammar more than other elements of writing. 

The eighth item of the questionnaire focuses on grammatical WF. Figure 6 

stated that 26% of teachers always focus on grammatical WF, while 35% usually do 

so, 13% often do, and 21% sometimes do. In addition, 4% of the teachers seldom focus 

on grammar, while 1% never do so. From the above results, it can be observed that 

most high-school ELT focus on grammar when dealing with students’ papers because 

more than half of the teacher participants (35% - 26%) chose “always” and “usually.” 
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The purpose of Figure 7 is to show how much English language teachers pay 

attention to provide students with feedback on grammar as compared with other 

elements of writing such as vocabulary and spelling. Some high-school English 

language teachers focus on composition as a device for improving students’ writing 

skills. This means a lot to them because they realize that the more students use their 

pens to write about a subject, the more their writing skills improve. Taha (2014) has 

examined the difficulties that face EFL students of writing composition in Iraqi 

Preparatory Schools. He claims that when composition homework is given to the 

students, they are more focused and capable of writing skillfully.  

Figure 7 below shows teachers’ point of views on giving written feedback on 

composition as a means of improving students' writing skills.  

 

Figure 7 To improve students' writing skills, written feedback on “composition" means 

a lot to me. 

Figure 7 demonstrates that 19% of the teacher participants always give written 

on composition to improve students' writing skills, while 15% usually do so. 31% often 

do this, and 24% sometimes do. In addition, 10% seldom give WF on composition, 

while 1% never do so. It seems that most participants selected the first three choices 

(19%, 15%, 31%). This may indicate that they take the issue seriously for the sake of 

improving students’ writing skills. 
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Figure 8 aims to show how often English language teachers use class white 

board during the lessons as a daily written feedback so as to share students to take part 

in written class activities. When teachers give daily written feedback on class white 

board, they guide students to the elements of writing skills such as grammar, spelling, 

punctuation or contents. 

 

Figure 8    I use daily written feedback on the white board while students take part in 

some written class activities. 

Figure 8 demonstrates that 30% of the teacher participants always use daily 

WF on the white board while students take part in some written class activities, 

whereas 25% usually do so, 13% often do so, and 16% sometimes do. Also, 9% seldom 

use this method, while 7% never do. The data above indicates that more than half of 

the teachers use daily WF on white board in order to improve students’ writing skills. 

Thus, this method might be considered a positive way of enhancing students’ writing 

ability.  
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Figure 9 introduces the opinion of teacher languages how often they provide students 

with general feedback on class white board because after every test, students usually 

want their teachers to provide them with feedback because the material is still in their 

memory. This demonstrates the importance of giving written feedback (WF) 

immediately or soon after tests. 

 

Figure 9 After the test, I give students some general feedback on the white board. 

Figure 9 indicates that 26.5 % of the participants always give students some 

general feedback on the white board after tests, while 19.3 % usually do this, 15.7 % 

often do, and 27.7% sometimes do. Moreover, 10.8% of the participants seldom give 

this feedback, while 28% never do. None of the participants never give this type of 

feedback. The first three choices (26.5% ,19.3%, 15.7 %) indicate that more than half 

of the participants give WF on the white board after English tests.  
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Figure 10 aims to demonstrate how do English language teachers look at the 

importance of ‘semantics’ while giving written feedback to students. 

 

 

Figure 10 The importance of “semantics” is emphasized when giving written feedback. 

There are some written exercises in Iraqi high-school textbooks that emphasize 

semantics, for example “unit tasks” (Sunrise 10-11- and 12). Teachers benefit from 

this focus as they help them to improve students’ expressions, word play and/ or 

sentence power. Figure 12 demonstrates that 7.9% of the participants always focus on 

semantics when giving written feedback (WF), whereas 19.1 % usually do so, 23.6 % 

often do, and 27% sometimes do. 12.4 % seldom focus on semantics, while 10.1% 

never do so when giving WF. The data reveals that the lowest number of participants 

(7.9 %) deal with semantics while giving WF, which might indicate that semantics 

play a minor role in improving students’ writing skills.  
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Figure 11 shows the opinion of English language teachers of using some 

constructive and optimistic expressions on students’ papers such as ‘excellent’, ‘very 

good’, ‘great job’, ‘well done’ as written feedback to reinforce students 

psychologically and give powerful effects. Particularly inactive students usually 

require extended expressions such as the following: “I’m sure you will do better next 

time,” “You will get higher marks if you study accurately” and “You are a clever 

student but you might have had some problems.” These kinds of optimistic expressions 

certainly encourage students and make them self-confident. 

 

Figure 11 I write some constructive WF on students’ papers such as ‘excellent’, ‘very 

good’, ‘great job’, ‘well done’.  

Figure 11 indicates that 35 % of the teachers always use constructive 

expressions when providing feedback on students’ papers, whereas 25% usually write 

encouraging words. 18% often do this, while another 18% sometimes do so.  

Moreover, 4% seldom provide such feedback. None of the teachers selected “never.” 

Most teacher participants (35% and 25%) believe that writing constructive phrases and 

optimistic statements on students’ papers affects them positively and increases self-

confidence. 
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The purpose behind Figure 12 is to show teachers’ reactions towards students’ 

paying attention to written feedback (WF). It is clear that even the most impressive 

teachers cannot influence students if the students themselves do not acknowledge their 

teachers’ written WF. The more students follow their teachers’ guidance; the more 

benefit they obtain. 

 

Figure 12 My giving written feedback depends on students' paying attention to it. 

Figure 12 demonstrates that 25.6% of the teachers always believe that giving 

WF to students depends on the extent to which students acknowledge their feedback. 

The highest amount of participants (45.6%) indicated that they usually agree with this 

mindset, 14.4 % indicated that they often agree, and 10% stated that they sometimes 

agree. 2.2% seldom feel this way, while 2.2% never feel that their WF depends upon 

student response. 

More than 70 % of the participants believe that WF has no power without 

students’ sincere reactions, and also they think that the benefits of WF depend on 

students’ acknowledgement of the feedback itself. 
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The purpose behind figure 13 is to understand how familiar the teachers are 

with general feedback and written feedback and how much information do they have 

through reading books, magazines, newspapers on feedback. It is obvious that the more 

information teachers have about WF, the more they increase their abilities to provide 

quality feedback 

 

Figure 13 I have read a book, newspaper, magazine, booklet, etc. on general feedback 

and, more specifically, WF. 

Figure 13 demonstrates that 3.1% of the participants always read books, 

newspapers, magazines, or booklets on general and written feedback, whereas 13.3% 

usually read books, newspapers, magazines, and booklets on feedback. 2% often do 

so, while 15.3 % sometimes do. 28.6 % seldom read these materials, and 37.8 % never 

read about feedback. The above data indicates that most teachers (66.4%) are not 

knowledgeable about the feedback process because they have not read any books, 

magazines or even booklets on it.  
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Figure 14 shows English language teachers’ attitudes towards using red pens 

and the effects on students. In the past, most teachers traditionally were using red pens 

while giving written feedback without realizing the negative effects of the use. In a 

study involving approximately 200 students, Dukes & Albanesi (2013) found that 

students perceive teachers' comments more negatively if they have been written in red 

pen. In addition, red feedback may unintentionally convey negative emotions 

 

Figure 14   I use red pen while giving written feedback. 

Figure 14 indicates that only 10% of the participants always use red pens when 

giving WF, whereas 16.7% usually do so, 11.1% often do so, and 22.2% sometimes 

do. On the other hand, 24.4% seldom use red peens when giving feedback, while 

15.6% never do so. The largest amount of participants (24.4%) seldom use red pens. 

This might mean that several teachers are aware of its negative connotations. However, 

a similar number of participants sometimes use red pens. This might imply that more 

than half of the participants do not care about using specific colors for WF on students’ 

papers, which is why 28, 11, and 23% chose never, seldom and sometimes. 
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The purpose behind Figure 15 is to demonstrate how time constraints influence 

teachers’ written feedback, especially in terms of abbreviation use. Some 

abbreviations utilized by English language teachers include “gr” (grammar mistakes), 

“sp” (spelling mistakes), and pun (punctuation mistakes). 

 

Figure 15 I use abbreviations on assignments rather than detailed WF in order to save 

time. 

Figure 15 indicates that 8% of the participants always use abbreviations rather 

than detailed WF in order to save time, while 22% usually do so and 19% sometimes 

do so. In addition, 13% seldom use abbreviations for this purpose, while 29% never 

do. Most of the teachers evaluated in this study do not use abbreviations or pay serious 

attention to this item.  
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Figure 16 aims to show the use of codes as written feedback (WF) on 

assignments after giving students the meaning of the codes. Teachers' use of codes as 

a kind of facility on students' papers may have both positive and negative effects. 

Before utilizing codes, teachers should ensure that students understand their meanings. 

For example, the number 1 might represent grammar mistakes, the number 2 might 

represent spelling mistakes, the number 3 could mean punctuation mistakes, and so 

on. Sometimes letters can be given instead of numbers. This mutual understanding 

between teachers and students makes the WF process easier. Moreover, it is time-

efficient and encourages students to think about their mistakes independently. 

 

Figure 16 I use codes as WF on assignments after giving students the meaning of the 

codes. 

Figure 16 indicates that 1% of the participants always use codes as WF, while 

2% often use them. Also, only 11% usually utilize codes in WF, while 29% sometimes 

use them. 29% seldom use codes, while 57% never utilize them. The results indicate 

that most of the participants do not use codes as a form of WF. This might imply that 

most of them are unaware of codes as a WF tool.   

4.4 The Results of Students’ Attitudes Toward Teacher Written Feedback 

Questionnaire  

 The aim of presenting the results of students’ attitudes toward teacher written 

feedback questionnaire is to determine whether there are any statistically significant 
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differences between male and female teachers’ attitudes towards written feedback or 

not. For this purpose, a t-test was conducted. The tables below display the results: 

Table 3  

Mean and standard deviation of students in terms of students’ attitudes    towards 

WF. 

Group Statistics 

 gender N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

t 
male 100 51.2500 9.43920 .94392 

female 100 50.4300 10.58802 1.05880 

According to table 3 above, male students reported higher than females with 

a mean of 51.25. For further analysis, the table below indicates whether any 

statistically significant difference existed between male and female students in terms 

of the attitudes of teachers. For this purpose, an independent samples t-test (2-tailed) 

was used.   

Table 4  

Students’ independent samples t-test results for gender differences concerning 

Statistically significant differences. 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

total 

Equal variances 
assumed 

4.511 .035 .578 198 .564 

Equal variances not 
assumed 

  .578 195.444 .564 

According to table 4 above, it was found that there was no statistically 

significant difference between the mean scores of male students (M= 51.25, SD= 9.43) 

and female students (M= 50.43, SD= 10.58), t (198) = .578). As mentioned previously, 

200 Iraqi high-school students participated in the survey. 100 were male and 100 were 

female. They were chosen based on Quota sampling. Then, the data was entered into 

SPSS for analysis. At the end, each item of the student questionnaire was converted 
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into a chart, as indicated below. Moreover, most of the student questionnaire items 

were similar in design and form for the purpose of taking notes, comparing both 

teachers’ and students’ points of view and comparing their reactions toward each item. 

4.4.2 Item-based descriptive statistics for the students’ attitudes toward teacher 

written feedback 

The aim of presenting the items of students’ attitudes toward teacher written 

feedback questionnaire is to introduce the highest and the lowest rate of each item of 

the questionnaire.  

Figure 17 aims to show students point of views regarding the benefit from teachers' 

written feedback on my papers (daily assignments and tests) generally. 

 

 

Figure 17 Generally, I benefit from my teachers' written feedback on my papers (daily 

assignments and tests). 

Figure 17 demonstrates that 28% of the participants feel that they always 

benefit from teachers' written feedback (WF), whereas 16.5% feel that they usually 

benefit. 32% feel that they often benefit, while 15.5 % feel that they sometimes do. 

The smallest amount of students (3%) selected “seldom,” while 5% selected “never.” 

Most of the participants (28%, 16.5%, and 32%) feel that they benefit from their 

teachers’ WF. 

28.0

16.5

32.0

15.5

3.0
5.0



46 
 

 
 

The purpose of Figure 18 is to demonstrate how much high-school students 

understand their teachers’ written feedback. English teachers would better explain 

the meaning of feedback and ensure that students fully understand it to improve 

students’ writing skills and increase their ability. Otherwise, students may repeat 

their mistakes. 

 

Figure 18 I fully understand the meaning of teachers' WF on my papers. 

Figure 18 illustrates that 16.5% of the participants always understand their 

teachers’ WF, 10.5 % usually do, 23.5% often do, and 24% sometimes do. In addition, 

17% seldom understand, while 8.5% never understand their teachers’ WF. The largest 

amount of students (48%) fully understand their teachers’ written feedback. 
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The purpose Figure 19 behind this item it to show the attitudes of students 

toward teachers written feedback. One of the most important elements of good and 

constructive feedback is that it should be optimistic and positive. The more optimistic 

the feedback, the more students’ abilities and self-confidence increase The WF which 

I have received is optimistic and positive. 

 

Figure 19 The WF which I have received is optimistic and positive. 

As shown in figure 19, the highest percentage of participants (24%) always 

believe their teachers’ feedback to be optimistic and positive, 22% usually feel this 

way, 19.5% often feel this way, and 14% sometimes feel this way. However, 10.5% 

selected “seldom,” and 10% selected “never.” Fortunately, more than half of the 

participants believed their teachers’ written feedback are optimistic and positive. 
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Figure 20 aims to show the opinions of participants regarding teacher written 

feedback to improve students’ writing skills. As long as students feel that their 

teachers’ feedback supports and support them, their writing skills will improve day 

after day. 

 

Figure 20 I feel that my teachers' WF on my papers improves my writing skills. 

Figure 20 above, shows that the highest percentage of participants (40%) 

always feel that their teachers' WF improves their writing skills, 8.5 % usually feel this 

way, 29.5% often feel this way, and 10% sometimes feel this way. Furthermore, 5% 

chose “seldom,” while 7% selected “never.” The highest percentage of participants 

(40%) expressed that their teachers’ WF improves their writing skills, and this feeling 

encourages both students and teachers to take advantage of the WF process.  
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Figure 21 shows how the use of red pen reflect the viewpoints of students and 

to what extent using red pens affect them. Previous studies have been conducted 

determine the effects of different pen colors on students during the WF process. They 

have suggested that while teachers use red pens to identify errors, they are more 

critical. Furthermore, some students hoped that their papers are not graded in red 

(Semke, 1984) 

 

Figure 21 Using red pens to determine and underline my papers as WF worries me. 

Figure 21 demonstrates that red pen use always worries 19% of the 

participants, usually worries 8%, often worries 10%, and sometimes worries 10%. 

13.5% selected “seldom,” while 39.5% selected “never.” It seems that red pen use does 

not evoke negative connotations among the participants, as the largest number of them 

(39.5%) never worry over this color.  
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The purpose of Figure 22 is to show the opinions of students on using general 

written feedback which is done by teachers and how often students understand the 

meaning of feedback by using some general expressions. Zacharias (2007) has stated 

that teachers’ general WF such as “revise your ideas,” “many mistakes,” and “study 

better” does not enable students to understand their specific mistakes. Even praise 

expressions such as “Great job!” are insufficient. 

 

Figure 22 My English-language teacher uses general WF; as a result, I do not know 

what he/she means, specifically. 

The results of Figure 22 reveal that only 15% of the participants always are 

confused regarding their specific mistakes, 13% usually are, 11% often are, and 15.5% 

sometimes are. 12.5 % are seldom confused, while 33 never are. 
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Figure 23 aims to show how often students understand the meaning of codes 

as written feedback. It is clear that ambiguous codes on students’ papers mean nothing 

if teachers do not clarify their meaning.  

 

Figure 23 The codes that my English teacher uses as feedback on my assignments are 

ambiguous and not understandable. 

Figure 23 demonstrates that 17% of the participants always believe that the 

codes used by their teachers as WF are ambiguous and not understandable, 12% 

usually feel that the codes are this way, and 7% often feel this way. 14% sometimes 

believe that the codes are ambiguous and not understandable, 21% seldom feel this 

way, and 29% never feel this way.  
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The main purpose of Figure 24 is to observe students’ perspectives on how 

regularly their teachers provide written feedback and how much time is given for 

feedback to improve students’ writing skills. 

 

Figure 24 Teachers' written feedback is regularly completed in a time-efficient 

manner. 

Figure 24 indicates that the highest percentage of students (25.5%) always 

consider that teachers’ written feedback is regular and time-efficient, while 9.5% 

usually that teachers’ written feedback is regular and time-efficient, 19% often feel 

that teachers’ written feedback is regular and time-efficient, and 16% sometimes have 

the same feeling towards time-efficient for giving feedback. Furthermore, 13.5% 

seldom perceive their teachers’ written feedback to be regular and time-efficient, while 

16.5% never have this feeling. 
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Figure 25 aims to show whether students feel that their teachers emphasize 

grammatical written feedback. In an Iraqi educational system, teachers tend to focus 

on grammar more than other aspects of English. 

 

Figure 25 Grammatical WF frequently is emphasized by my English teacher. 

Figure 25 stated that the largest amount of participants (40%) always believed 

that their teachers emphasize grammatical feedback, 18.5% usually feel this way, 

12.5% often feel this way, and 10.5% sometimes feel this way. Furthermore, 11% 

seldom perceive a grammatical focus, while 7.5% never do. It is clear that the 

participants generally share the standpoint that their teachers emphasize grammatical 

issue more than other elements of writing skills. 
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The purpose of Figure 26 is to show the attitudes of students on the use of 

spelling, punctuation marks and other elements of writing skills by teachers as 

compared to grammar. 

 

Figure 26 Spelling and punctuation are less frequently used as WF than grammar.  

Figure 26 above, demonstrates that 18% of student participants always think 

that spelling and punctuation are paid less attention than grammatical issues, 15% 

usually feel this way, 14.5% often feel this way, and 17.5% sometimes feel this way. 

In addition, 15% of the participants selected “seldom,” while the largest number of 

participants (20%) selected “never.” Participants generally shared the same 

perspective, as the largest amount was 20% and the lowest amount was 14.5%.  
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Figure 27 aims to show the viewpoints of students on the study of composition 

significantly as a tool for improving students' writing skills. While composition is 

considered by students to be a tool for improving their writing skills, it demands that 

they understand all elements of writing procedure. Thus, composition activates their 

imaginations, deepens their knowledge of grammar, causes them to generate new 

ideas, demands that they support as well as organize and articulate these ideas, and 

requires that they revise what has been written (Taha, 2014). 

 

Figure 27 Composition is studied significantly as a tool for improving students' writing 

skills. 

The results of Figure 27 above, demonstrate that 24.5% of the participants 

always believe that composition is a significant tool for improving their writing skills, 

6.5% usually feel this way, 15% often feel this way, and 16% sometimes feel this way.  

In addition, 6.5% seldom believe that composition plays a significant role in improving 

their writing skills, while 31.5% never hold this view. 
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The purpose of Figure 28 is to show the opinions of students on the use of 

abbreviations taken from their teachers as written feedback on papers. As long as the 

abbreviations, that are written on papers by teachers are unclear or ambiguous, the 

mistakes and errors may be repeated.  

 

Figure 28 English language teachers’ abbreviations that are used as feedback are all 

unclear. 

Figure 28 demonstrates that 11.5% of the participants always suppose their 

teachers’ abbreviations to be unclear, 9% usually feel this way, 11% often feel this 

way, and 14.5% sometimes feel this way. Furthermore, 21% seldom find their 

teachers’ abbreviations to be unclear, while 33% never feel this way.  
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Figure 29 aims to demonstrate the viewpoints of students on written feedback 

on class white board as a tool for correcting daily mistakes. The use of the white board 

as a tool for giving WF has many advantages, for example allowing more visual 

learning, more “hands-on” opportunities for students, and increasing attention levels 

(Follow, 2009). Kavaliauskienė (2009) believes that it is a good practice for teachers 

to focus on errors without indicating who made them, then to ask students to correct 

the errors collectively.  

 

Figure 29 Written feedback on the white board is used as a tool for correcting daily 

mistakes. 

Figure 29 above, demonstrates that the largest number of participants (31.5%) 

always think that their white boards are useful for error collection, 14% usually think 

this, 24% often think this, and 12.5% sometimes think this. The lowest amount of 

participants (7%) find the white board useful, while 11% never find it useful for written 

feedback. 
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Figure 30 aims to show the opinions of students of the importance of semantics 

while teachers deal with students’ papers. Paying attention to semantics is a sign of a 

successful English language teachers. The more teachers deals with semantics as an 

activity or written feedback, the more students motivated and improve their language 

skills. 

 

Figure 30 The importance of semantics is emphasized by teachers’ WF. 

Figure 30 demonstrates that the highest percentage of the participants (30.5%) 

always believe that the importance of “semantics” is emphasized by teachers’ WF, 

12% usually believe this to be true, 18.5% often feel this way, and 16.5% sometimes 

hold this view. In addition, the lowest amount of students (11%) seldom feel this way, 

while 11.5 % never do. 
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The purpose of Figure 31 is to show students’ point of views while teachers 

give some general feedback on white board in the classes after tests. High-school 

students benefit from their teachers’ feedback on the white board immediately after 

exams because test materials are still fresh in their minds. 

 

Figure 31 After paper tests, we are given some general feedback on the white board. 

Figure 31 demonstrates that 12.5% of the participants always believe that their 

teachers give some general feedback on the white board after tests, 8.5% usually feel 

this way, 15% often feel this way, and 18% sometimes feel this way. Moreover, 12% 

seldom believe that their teachers give feedback on the white board after tests, while 

34% never believe this. 

4.5 Summary of the Findings 

The results of the current chapter revealed that there is a slight difference 

between the attitudes of both male and female English language teachers concerning 

teacher written feedback. In addition, it is observed that there are no differences 

between the attitudes of both male and female high school students concerning teacher 

written feedback.  
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CHAPTER V 

                    DISCUSSION 

 

 

5.1 Presentation 

This chapter discusses the results of this study and their implications. It also 

compares the results with those of other studies mentioned in the literature review of 

this paper.  Firstly, the attitudes of Iraqi high-school ELT toward WF are discussed 

followed by those of their students. In addition, this chapter addresses whether any 

statistically significant difference exists between male and female teachers’ attitudes 

towards WF.  Finally, the existence of any statistically significant difference between 

male and female students’ attitudes towards WF is addressed. 

5.2 Discussion of the First Research Question 

 The first research question examined the attitudes of Iraqi high-school English 

language teachers (ELTs) toward the use of WF in improving their students’ writing 

skills. The results indicated that students’ responses varied from very high (always 

agree) to the lowest (never agree). 80.8% of the participants agreed that constructive 

and positive written feedback on their papers improves their writing skills. The results 

are broadly consistent with those of Darwish (2016), who found that 75% of teacher 

participants have the same attitudes towards positive feedback.  Similar to the above 

results, those of Zacharias’ (2007) study showed that the majority of English teachers 

prefer giving students positive feedback to improve their writing skills and increase 

students’ self-confidence.  

 In addition to those above, similar results were determined by the study of 

(Garmi, 2005; Ferris, 1999; Hang, 2004; Montgomery and Baker, 2007), which 

indicated that teachers perceive positive feedback to be an important factor in 

encouraging students and improving their writing skills. 
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Furthermore, 80% of teacher participants did not use negative feedback. Most 

of the teachers and students believed that using negative and pessimistic feedback is 

detrimental to students’ writing skills. (Hyland & Hyland, 2001) argued that too much 

criticism of students might damage them psychologically.  

Nevertheless, different results were obtained by the study of al-Shammary 

(2011), which was conducted in Saudi Arabia. The researcher found that 82% of 

participants, support using negative feedback to help students identify weaknesses in 

their writing, and 67% of teachers think that negative feedback makes students aware 

of their writing problems on other assignments.  

Concerning the use of codes and abbreviations, only 3% of ELT in this study 

use codes, and approximately 27% use abbreviations. The reasons behind this involves 

the difficulties which face students in understanding the meaning of them as well as 

the time-consuming nature of collecting the codes.   

5.3 Discussion of the Second Research Question 

The purpose of second research question was to determine students’ attitudes 

towards their teachers’ written feedback (WF). The study revealed that the majority 

of the students feel positively towards teachers’ feedback, and they believe that 

positive feedback improves their writing skills. The same results were obtained by 

the study of Zacharias (2007), who found that most students have positive attitudes 

toward teacher WF. Similar results were obtained by Al-Shammary (2011) and 

Darwish (2016). Additionally, the vast majority of the students in this study thought 

that they benefit from WF, only 56% of the students held this viewpoint Al-

Shammary’s (2011) study. 

The findings of the current study demonstrated that most students feel their 

teachers’ WF to improve their writing skills. Furthermore, more than three quarters of 

them believed that they generally benefit from teachers' WF, while Zacharias (2007) 

observed different attitudes in her study. She found that students do not benefit from 

general feedback, as they are unable to identify their specific mistakes. She also 

determined that most students think that teachers have higher linguistic competence in 

English because they have a better grasp of grammar and word choice. In addition, 

students feel that teachers’ WF provides security (Zacharias, 2007). 
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The students have had different attitudes towards using codes and 

abbreviations. Most of the students disliked the use of codes and abbreviations. They 

believed that there is no need for these. At the same time, nearly all teachers did not 

believe in using codes while dealing with students’ papers. A similar problem was 

observed in the study of Zacharias (2007), which revealed that students had difficulties 

in reacting with the codes that were written on their papers and they did not facilitate 

the revising process (Zacharias, 2007). 

5.4 Discussion of the Third Research Question 

The findings of the third research question demonstrated that no statistically 

significant difference existed between male and female teachers. The reason for their 

similar points of view may be that they share the same educational system, 

geographical area and environment. Furthermore, both male and female teachers have 

the same educational degree (Bachelor’s), which may reflect their close attitudes. 

Another point is that the teachers have not participated in any course of feedback or 

writing skills, which might negatively reflect on their ways of teaching writing skills 

and providing written feedback. 

The same result was recorded in the research of Al-Shammary (2011) which 

was done in Saudi Arabia between male and female teachers and students at secondary 

schools in Rafha City. This can show us that teachers’ attitudes of the current research 

are similar to the attitudes of Al-Shammary (2011) in terms of teacher written 

feedback.  

5.5 Discussion of the Fourth Research Question 

 The results of the fourth research question demonstrate that no statistically 

significant difference existed between male and female students. The reason for this 

may be that male and female students share the same educational system and 

geographical as well as environmental conditions.  

The same result was observed in the research of the study of Al-Shammary 

(2011) which was done in Saudi Arabia between male and female teachers and 

students at secondary schools in Rafha City. His study supports the current study and 

can show us teachers’ attitudes of the current research is similar to the attitudes of Al-

Shammary (2011) in terms of teacher written feedback. 
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5.6 Summary of the Discussion  

The findings of this study indicate similarities among teachers’ points of view 

concerning the use of written feedback. Nevertheless, some different viewpoints were 

also observed, especially in terms of using codes and abbreviations while dealing with 

students’ papers. In addition, among students, different point of views was perceived 

in terms of how much they benefit from their teachers’ general feedback and the use 

of some general expressions in this feedback. 

The results also indicate that both teachers and students strongly agree that 

encouraging students by providing positive WF always improves students’ writing 

skills. Moreover, the regular and time-efficient delivery of feedback by teachers is 

significant in enhancing students’ writing ability.  

The findings also show that the majority of the students prefer the study of 

composition to improve their writing skills because it has a lot to do with the 

techniques of writing skills. Also, students want their teachers to prioritize grammar 

in their WF. On top of everything, the findings demonstrate that in order to improve 

writing skills, teachers should build the best relationships with students. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

6.1 Conclusion  

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of teachers’ written feedback 

(WF) in improving students’ English writing skills. As the study was descriptive, a 

quantitative method of data collection was employed. 100 English-language teachers 

and 200 high-school students participated in this study. Two different questionnaires 

were prepared—one for teachers and one for students. The results were presented and 

discussed, and the viewpoints of teachers and students were compared to demonstrate 

the effects of WF on students’ writing skills.   

In terms of teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards WF, some discrepancies 

were found to exist. This study also confirmed that teachers’ use of constructive and 

positive feedback affects the improvement of students’ writing skills. To enhance the 

quality of teaching and learning in English writing classes, it was found that daily use 

of the white board is significant for providing WF. 

The study also revealed that both teachers and students strongly agreed that 

using codes and abbreviations while dealing with students-papers has little educational 

benefit since the students either do not understand the meaning of the codes and 

abbreviations or they are unable to apply them practically.  

The study also demonstrated the relation between teachers’ WF and the desires 

of students. It was found that the more attention students pay to teachers’ WF, the more 

teachers provide them with constructive, optimistic feedback as a means of motivation 

and improving writing skills. 
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6.2  Recommendations 

Since Iraqi high-school students still have problems in acquiring English 

writing skills, most Iraqi English language teachers (ELTs) lack sufficient information 

about feedback. This is why it is highly recommended that ELTs should become 

involved in training courses that demonstrate the importance of feedback, discuss how 

it can be employed practically and explain the effective ways of giving feedback to 

students. Moreover, it is the responsibility of ministry of education to provide English 

high-school teachers with books, booklets, articles or educational sites that explain the 

role of feedback and its effective consequences on students.  

In addition to the above suggestions, it is recommended that teachers devote 

more class time for the development of students’ English writing skills, for example 

ten minutes each lesson for dealing with writing. Since writing skills are neglected 

practically throughout the Iraqi educational system, the educational authorities should 

consider writing skills more seriously, as they are a pillar of learning English. To 

improve students’ writing skills, writing composition is also recommended. Using data 

displays and pictures, providing some guidelines for writing, giving some techniques 

and clues, and providing essential vocabularies are some ideas that could improving 

students’ writing skills.  

6.3 Implications 

This study poses several implications for both EFL teachers and students of 

writing. The results have confirmed that sometimes English language teachers and 

students have similar attitudes toward written feedback, but they also may differ in 

their views. In order to enhance students’ writing skills, the following implications 

should be considered. 

6.3.1 Implications for EFL teachers  

    English high-school teachers are encouraged to give general Written feedback 

(WF) on daily assignments and test-papers because students benefit greatly from this 

regular feedback. Moreover, teachers should provide positive WF and utilize 

constructive expressions as a means of motivating students and, thus, improving their 

writing skills. Moreover, teachers should increase their use of white boards for 

providing general WF to their classes immediate following tests. They should also 
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focus on providing content feedback alongside their feedback on form. Additionally, 

teachers provide more specific WF, as students want their teachers to underline and 

specify their exact mistakes on papers so that they can treat each mistake separately 

without any confusion. 

6.3.2 Implications for EFL Learners 

The findings of the study showed that there are some significant points students 

should take them into their considerations. Students’ preferences of the types of written 

feedback (WF) should be shed lights on. That’s, students may realize which type of 

WF is better for them. In this case, the effort of English teachers would not be fruitless. 

Also, the study of composition is another point that can be taken seriously as a means 

of improving language. Therefore, students certainly are provided by teacher WF to 

improve their writing skills and correct their mistakes. Also, dealing with semantics is 

important, especially in the study of stories, compositions, and other written exercises, 

rather than solely focusing on language-related writing sub-skills such as grammar, 

syntax, punctuation, etc. Focusing on the meanings of language alongside these 

elements can enable students to improve their comprehension of English language 

better. 

Another point that should be taken into consideration is that some of high-

school students misunderstand or have less courage to tell English teachers about how 

does written feedback implied on their papers so as to be fruitful for them. This is why 

the   

6.4 Suggestions for Further Research 

Though the research dealt with written feedback in a high-school EFL writing 

contexts, similar studies could be conducted in other settings and regarding other sub-

skills of English. The following may also be considered: 

 The study concentrated on the attitudes of Iraqi high-school students and 

teachers towards teacher written feedback in writing classes, it would be worthwhile 

to investigate the attitudes of Iraq university level students towards teacher written 

feedback. 
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 As it was mentioned before that Iraq has two different educational systems.  

The study was carried out in northern Iraq whose English language curriculum is called 

(Sunrise). Another study would investigate the impact of teacher written feedback of 

high-school students on southern English language curriculum which is called (Al-

Rafidain). 

The method that was conducted in the study was quantitative. Another study 

would deal with the attitudes of teacher written feedback on high-school students with 

the use of mixed method that might give the same or different result.  
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APPENDIX 1 

Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Teacher Written Feedback Questionnaire  

1. Generally, I give written feedback on students' papers (daily assignments and 

tests). 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

2. I give students' written feedback regularly in its time. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

3. I prevent myself from negative and pessimistic written feedback. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

4. I feel that my written feedback on students' papers, improve their writing skills. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

5. I use specific written feedback on every assignment. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

6. I focus on grammatical written feedback more than other elements of writing. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

7. To improve students' writing skills, written feedback on "Composition" means a 

lot to me. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes      Seldom       Never  

8. I use daily written feedback on white board while students take part in some class 

written activities. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

9. After the test, I give students some general feedback on the white board. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  
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10. The importance of” semantic" is focused on while giving written feedback. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

11. I write some constructive written feedback on student's papers as "excellent", 

"very good", "great job", "well done”, ......etc. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

12. My giving written feedback depends on students' paying attention to it. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

13. I have read a (book, newspaper, magazine, booklet.... etc) on feedback generally 

and written feedback specifically. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

14. I use red pen while giving written feedback. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

15. I use "Abbreviations "on the assignments rather than detail written feedback as a 

kind of time economize. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  

16. I use codes as a written feedback on the assignments after giving them the 

meaning of codes. 

Always        Usually      Often      Sometimes       Seldom        Never  
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APPENDIX 2 

Students’ Attitudes Toward Teacher Written Feedback Questionnaire 

No. Items 

1. 1. Generally, I get benefit from my teachers' written feedback on my papers 

(daily assignments and tests).  

Always     Usually      Often     Sometimes     Seldom     Never  

2. I fully understand and know the meaning of teachers' written feedback on 

my papers.  

Always     Usually      Often     Sometimes     Seldom     Never  

3. The written feedback which I have been taken is optimistic and positive.  

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

4. I feel that my teachers' written feedback on my papers, improve my writing 

skills.  

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

5. My English language teacher uses general written feedback; as a result, I do 

not know he/ she means me specifically or also the other students.  

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

6. Teachers' written feedback is regularly done in its time.  

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

7. Grammatical written feedback is focused on a lot by my English teacher.  

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

8. Written feedback in spelling and punctuation marks are paid attention less 

than grammatical mistakes. 
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Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

9. Composition (Unit task) is studied significantly as a tool for improving 

students' writing skills. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

10. The importance of” Semantic" is focused on throughout providing teachers' 

written feedback. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

11. After the paper tests we are given some general feedback on the white board. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

12. Written feedback on white board is used as a tool for correcting daily 

mistakes. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

13. Using red pens to determine and underline my papers as a written feedback 

worries me. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

14. English language teachers’ abbreviations that are used as feedback are all 

unclear. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

15. The codes that my English teacher uses as a feedback on the assignments are 

ambiguous and not understandable. 

Always     Usually      Often    Sometimes    Seldom       Never  

. 
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APPENDIX  3  

Students’ Attitudes Toward Teacher Written Feedback Questionnaire (Kurdish 

translated) 

  

بةشيَوةيةكي طشتي، من سوود لة فيدباكي مامؤستاكةم وةرئةطرم لةسةر كاغةز)ئةركي مالةوةبيَت يان  .1

 تاقيكردنةوة(.

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 لةسةر كاغةز. بةتةواوي لة فيدباكي مامؤستام تيدةطةم و دةزانم ماناي ضية .2

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 ئةو فيدباكةي كة من وةري دةطرم لة مامؤستاكةم، فيدباكيكي طةشبين و ئةرييَية. .3

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 ئةو فيدباكةي كة من وةري دةطرم لة مامؤستاكةم، فيدباكيكي طةشبين و ئةرييَية. .4

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 يهاتوويم لة بواري نووسين باشتر دةكات.هةست دةكةم فيدباكي مامؤستاكةم لةسةر كاغةز، تواناو ل .5

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

مامؤستاي زماني ئينطليزيمان بةشيوةيةكي طشتي فيدباك ئةدات بة قوتابيان، وة لةئةنجامي ئةمة ، من  .6

 يا هاوثؤلةكانم. نازانم مامؤستاكةم مةبةستي منة

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 فيدباكي مامؤستام لة كاتي خؤي بة رِيَكي ئةنجام دةدريَت. .7

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 فيدباك لة لايةني نووسين لةريزَماني ئينطليزي زياتر جةختي دةكريتة سةر . .8
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 ةرطيز  ه         بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 بةراورد لةطةل ريزَماندا.فيدباك لة لايةني نووسين لة دارشتةو خالبةندي  كةمتر جةختي دةكريتة سةر بة .9

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 دارشتن بة طرنطيةوة دةخوينَريَت وةك ئامرازيَك بؤ بةهيزَكردني تواناي نووسيني قوتابيان. .10

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 طرنطي واتاسازي جةختي دةكريتة سةر  لة ماوةي ثيدَاني فيدباكي نووسين. .11

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

ثيدَراوة، هةندىَ فيدباكي طشتيمان ثيدَةدرةيَت لةسةر تةختة سثي دواي ئةوةي كاغةزي تاقيكردنةوةمان  .12

 ثؤل.

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 يان.فيدباكي سةر تةختة سثي ثؤل بةكاردةهيَنريَت وةك ئامرازيَك بؤ راست كردنةوةي هةلةي رؤذانةي قوتاب .13

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 بةكارهيَناني قةلةمي سوور بؤ دياريكردن و هيلَ بة ذيرَداهيناني كاغةزي قوتابيان، نيطةرانم دةكات. .14

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 ئةو كورت كراوانةي كة مامؤستاي زماني ئينطليزي وةكو فيدباك بةكاري دةهينَيَت نارِوونن. .15

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 

 دةهيَنيَت لةسةر ئةركي مالةوة روِون نينة و تييَان ناطةين.ئةو كؤدانةي كة مامؤستا بةكاري  .16

 هةرطيز           بةكةمي         هةندىَ جار       زؤرجار       عادةتةن          هةميشة 
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