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OZET
Hizmet Oncesi Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ikinci Dilde Yazma Zorluklari ve Ogretmen
Geri Bildirim Tiirleri Hakkindaki Goriis ve Tercihleri Uzerine Bir Arastirma

GUMUS, Hiisnii
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali
Tez Danismani: Prof. Dr. Demet YAYLI
Haziran 2019, 94 Sayfa

Yazma, dil liretimi i¢in 6nemli bir beceridir. Ancak, ikinci dilde yazma zor bir beceri
olarak diisliniilir ve bu yiizden ogrenciler ikinci dilde yazarken pek c¢ok zorluk
yasamaktadirlar. Ogrencilere geri bildirim saglamak, bu tiir zorluklarla basa ¢ikmada 6nemli
bir konu olarak ortaya cikmistir. Bu yiizden, bu calisma, bir grup Ingilizce dgretmeni
adaymin ikinci dilde yazma dersinde yasadigi =zorluklar1 arasgtirmak amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Buna ek olarak, bu 6gretmen adaylarinin yazma dersinde aldiklar1 dort
cesit farklh geri bildirim tiiriiyle ilgili goriisleri ve tercihleri de arastirilmistir. Bu tiirler: 1)
hatayr dogrudan diizeltme, 2) diizeltme yapmadan sadece hatanin altini ¢izme ve hatay
agiklama, 3) hatamin altimi ¢izmeden sadece hatayr agiklama ve 4) sadece hatanmin altini

¢izme olarak belirlenmistir.

Calisma, Tiirkiye’de bir devlet iiniversitesinde Ingiliz Dili Egitimi programinda
birinci sinifta okuyan 61 katilimcei ile gergeklestirilmistir. Caligmaya dair veri, 6grencilerin
yazma derslerinde yazdiklar1 her yazi sonrasi aldiklari doniitlerden sonra doldurduklar
ogrenci giinliikleri ve donem sonunda gercgeklestirilen yari-yapilandirilmis goriismeler
aracihig ile toplanmustir. Ogrenci giinliiklerinden elde edilen veri, 6grencilerin yazma
dersinde karsilastig1 en biiyiik sorunun dilbilgisi kullanimi alaninda oldugunu gostermistir.
Bunu sirasiyla, kelime kullanimi ve secimi, fikir iiretme, noktalama kurallarina uyma, imla
kurallarina uyma ve metin organizasyonu alanlar1 izlemistir. Ote yandan, 16 katilimci
ogrenci ile yapilan yari-yapilandirilmis goriismeler neticesinde elde edilen veriler, bu
ogrencilerin en ¢ok fikir tretme ve metin organizasyonunda zorlandiklarini ortaya
cikarmistir. Bunun sebebinin, gériisme yapilan 6grencilerin ¢ogunlugunun hazirlik egitimi
almamis olmasi ve dolayisiyla makale yazziminin bu 6grenciler i¢in tamamen yeni bir
deneyim olmasi olabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Bu katilimcilar i¢in diger yasanan zorluklar
sirastyla dilbilgisi kullanimi, kelime kullanimi ve se¢imi ve yazma oncesi boliimde yasanan

zorluklar olmustur.

vii



Caligmanin bulgular1 ayrica, 4 farkli geri bildirim tiirliniin de 6grenciler tarafindan
faydali bulundugunu gostermistir. Ancak, 6grenci giinliiklerinden elde edilen verilere gore,
hatayr dogrudan diizeltme katilimcilar tarafindan en c¢ok tercih edilen ger bildirim tiiri
olmustur. Diizeltme yapmadan sadece hatanin altini ¢izme ve hatay agtklama ikinci, sadece
hatamin altint ¢izme Ugiincii ve son olarak hatanin altini ¢izmeden sadece hatayr agiklama
dordiincii en cok tercih edilen geri bildirim tiirleri olmustur. Ogrenci giinliiklerinden elde
edilen bulgulara paralel olarak, 6grenci goriismelerinden elde edilen veriler de en ¢ok tercih
edilen geri bildirim tiirliniin hatay: dogrudan diizeltme oldugunu gostermistir. Diger en ¢ok
tercih edilen geri bildirim tiirleri sirasiyla diizeltme yapmadan hatanin altini ¢izme Ve hatay:
actklama Ve sadece hatamin altini ¢izme olmustur. Ogrenci goriismelerinden elde edilen
bulgulara gore, higbir katilimei1 hatanin altini ¢izmeden sadece hatay a¢iklama geri bildirim
tiiriinii tercih etmemistir. Ozetlemek gerekirse, hem &grenci giinliikleri hem &grenci
goriigmelerinden elde edilen bulgular, calismada yer alan katilimcilarin geri bildirim
tiirlerine karsi olumlu bir yaklagim i¢inde oldugunu ve bu doniit tiirlerinin uygun bir sekilde
saglandiginda katilimcilar i¢in faydali oldugunu gostermistir. Calisma ayrica 6gretmenlerin
geri bildirim saglarken, 6grenci dil seviyelerini goz Oniine almalar1 gerektigini One
stirmistlir. Buna ek olarak, 6gretmenlere, 6grenci ihtiyaglarina cevap vermek i¢in zaman

zaman farkli doniit tiirleri saglamasi tavsiye edilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: ikinci dilde yazma zorluklari, diizeltici geri bildirim, geri bildirim tiirleri,

ogrencilerin geri bildirim {izerine goriisleri.
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ABSTRACT

An Investigation into Pre-service Teachers’ Writing Difficulties and Their Views and
Preferences on Tutors’ Written Feedback

GUMUS, Hiisnii

MA Thesis in English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Demet YAYLI
June 2019, 94 Pages

Writing is an essential skill for language production. However, L2 writing is
considered a difficult skill and thus students face many challenges in writing. Providing
corrective feedback emerged as a key issue to deal with such challenges. Therefore, the
present study was conducted with an aim to investigate the L2 writing difficulties of a group
of pre-service EFL teachers. It also aimed at investigating their views and preferences
regarding four types of feedback: 1) direct correction, 2) underlining and describing the
error, 3) describing the error but not marking the location and 4) underlining the error only.

The study was conducted with 61 first-year university students who were enrolled in
an English Language Teaching Program at a state university. The data were collected
through learning diaries (journals) which were filled in by the students after they had
produced a written work and received the four types of feedback, and semi-structured student
interviews. The data gathered from the participants’ learning diaries showed that the biggest
problem in writing an essay for the participants was the use of grammar. This was followed
by the problems in the use/choice of vocabulary, generating ideas, punctuation, spelling and
text organization. On the other hand, the data gathered from the interviews conducted with
16 volunteer participants revealed that generating ideas and text organization in essay
writing were the biggest problems for the participants. The reason for this could be that most
of the interviewed participants didn’t study at prep school. Therefore, essay writing was a
totally new experience for them. The other problematic areas for the interviewed participants
were grammar, vocabulary and pre-writing difficulties in the order of frequency.

The findings of the study also indicated that all 4 feedback types were reported to be
useful by the students. However, according to the data gathered from the journals, direct
correction was the most preferred type of feedback by the participants. Underlining and
describing the error was the second most preferred feedback, followed by underlining the
error only and describing the error but not marking the location. In parallel with the findings

of the participants’ journals, the data gathered from the student interviews indicated that



direct correction was the most useful and preferred feedback type for the participants. It was
followed by underlining and describing the error and describing the error only. No
participants, according to the data gathered from the interviews, preferred to be given the
last type of feedback type, which was describing the error but not marking the location. All
in all, the findings from both participants’ learning diaries and participants’ interviews
demonstrated that the participants of the study had favored the four particular types of
feedback which were all beneficial for the participants when they were used in a suitable
way. The study suggests that teachers need to consider the language proficiency level of
students while providing feedback. Furthermore, it is recommended for teachers to provide
different of types of feedback to meet students’ needs.

Key words: L2 writing difficulties, corrective feedback, types of feedback, students’ views

on feedback
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter reviews the background to the study by stating the problem. In addition,
the purpose, research questions, significance as well as the limitations and assumptions of
the study will be presented.

1.1. Background to the Study

Writing is a significant but difficult skill for learners to acquire. It is a communication
skill that is highly important in today’s information society. The level of difficulty in writing
is particularly high when it comes to writing in an EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
context. Differences in language forms, the way of reflecting thoughts, writing styles and
other various cultural factors significantly influence the way how language learners write in
a foreign language (Benson & Heidish, 1995).

It is not that easy to produce an effective written text as many researchers have
mentioned before. A written text of a successful EFL learner is supposed to be cohesive,
rational, decently structured, and well-organized as well as including a wide range of lexis
and efficient use of mechanics (Hall, 1988; Jacobs, 1981). Nunan (1989) maintains that
writing is a very complex cognitive activity in which the learner to have be in control of
different variables that range from previous academic experience and specific interest of the
writer to various psychological, linguistic and cognitive phenomena (Dar & Khan, 2015;
Haider, 2012).

Writing in a foreign/second language (L2) is regarded as a crucial skill that ought to
be acquired in the process of learning English. Learners are supposed to know how to express
themselves through writing as this is necessary in everything ranging from academic life to
daily life as well as work life. Owing to this, foreign language teachers and learners focus
on developing writing skills.

As briefly mentioned above, writing is an essential skill for academic success at
school in addition to many other individual needs in a target language (Kroll, 1990).
However, many students may have difficulty in creating written texts to convey their
thoughts and feelings. During the process of composing new texts, they may produce works
that include various types of grammatical and rhetorical errors. These kinds of errors can be
common, particularly among L2 learners who have just begun their learning process. They

might have a lot of new ideas and thoughts to express, but do not have sufficient language



proficiency to reflect their opinions and views in the correct way. While students are going
through the process of L2 writing, they might need special attention from their tutors since
writing in an L2 is considered more difficult and complex than writing in one’s first language
(L1). Therefore, they naturally make mistakes in their writings.

The most common way of dealing with such mistakes is to provide students with
corrective feedback (Ferris, 1997). Due to the popularity of this issue, numerous research
studies have been carried out to determine whether teachers’ error correction is beneficial
for L2 learners to make progress in their L2 writing skills. For many years, methodologists
and education experts have been carrying out studies to reach a conclusion about tutor
feedback and students’ views toward receiving written corrective feedback. There are two
popular contradictory views about this issue which were put forward by Truscott (1996) and
Ferris (1997). Truscott (1996) claimed that tutor feedback in L2 is both useless and harmful
for students, and therefore should be avoided. On the contrary, Ferris (1997) claimed that
teacher feedback is significant for learners during the process of learning how to write in an
L2. Namely, there was not a consensus among these researchers concerning the place of
teachers’ corrective feedback in L2 writing classes. The debate still continues because there
hasn’t been much attention given to the efficiency of corrective feedback over time.
Moreover, studies which have investigated the issue of corrective feedback have not always
been appropriately designed and they have yielded contradictory results (Ferris, 2004).

Another hotly-debated issue regarding feedback is whether providing corrective
feedback is really beneficial for learners. If this is the case, are certain types of corrective
feedback considered more useful than others? In addition, what are students’ views and
preferences for receiving feedback from their teachers for their errors? Students’ perceptions
about what useful feedback on writing means and their expectations related to what
techniques should be used for paper-marking might have an impact on the effectiveness of
such feedback (Schulz, 1996). As a result, it is important to investigate L2 students’ views
and preferences and their expectations related to corrective feedback.

L2 writing instructors might not be aware of students’ views and perceptions of
written feedback. In addition, they may not have a solid idea on how much feedback they
should provide and how students will react to different types of feedback. Therefore, it is
expected that this study will provide greater insights ofL2 writing students’ views and

preferences related to different feedback types based on the L2 writing difficulties they face.



1.2. Purpose of the Study

In the progression of L2 writing skill, learners go through several phases and they
face a lot of difficulties during this process. In order to overcome these difficulties, the role
of corrective feedback has been one of the most debated topics among the researchers of
English Language Teaching (ELT). In spite of numerous studies, researchers have not
reached an exact conclusion concerning the place and significance of teachers’ corrective
feedback in L2 writing classes. The main purpose of the present study was to investigate a
group of EFL students’ writing difficulties and their views and preferences regarding four
types of feedback types their instructors provide to overcome these difficulties. They were a
group of pre-service EFL teachers who were enrolled in an ELT program. Although there is
no consensus about teacher feedback provision patterns for these students, it is expected that
after the implementation process, the students would have a greater understanding of their
common writing difficulties and their favorite feedback types as well as realizing the impact
of getting feedback on their writing processes.

1.3. Research Questions

Considering the related literature, the following research questions form the basis of the
present study.
1. Based on their statements, what are the participants’ main difficulties in L2 writing?

2. Based on their statements, what are the participants’ views on the four types of
feedback?
2a. In their statements, which feedback type do they mention as the one that
contributes most to the writing difficulties they mentioned earlier?

2b. In their statements, what benefits do they mention for these feedback types?

1.4. Significance of the Study
The significance of the study might be stated as consisting of two parts. Firstly, the

study will present some insights into the writing difficulties of a group of EFL learners.
Secondly, these participating pre-service EFL teachers’ preferences and views related to
different types of corrective feedback will be investigated. The results of the study might
also have some practical effects. It can give clues to writing course instructors about the
difficulties their students encounter in writing classes and possible ways of giving feedback
and thus instructors can have better ideas while determining the best feedback type based on
their students’ needs and preferences. Instructors may also benefit from the findings of this

study while shaping and implementing a writing feedback policy. The findings of this study



may shed light on investigating students’ needs, observing their progress, and making

changes in feedback practices in their writing classes.

1.5. Limitations of the Study

The present study aims to investigate the Pamukkale University pre-service EFL
teachers’ L2 writing difficulties, and their views and preferences on different types of written
feedback. There are a number of limitations to this study. To begin with, the number of
participants was limited. A total of 61 pre-service teachers studying ELT program at
Pamukkale University contributed to the present study. Therefore, it is difficult to generalize
the results for a larger population in different settings. For a more reliable result, a larger
number of participants are needed.

In addition to this, the duration of the present study can be stated as another
limitation. This study was conducted for a limited period of time (eight weeks). The results
of this relatively short process might not be considered sufficient enough to reflect the
accurate profiles of students receiving writing instruction and feedback sessions with longer
periods of time. In addition, the participants who received feedback for eight weeks had
limited understanding on what type of feedback they were given before the study, so they
might have felt confused from time to time and thus needed some time to get used to the
implementation process. Therefore, this should also be taken as another limitation possibly
giving some harm to the reliability of the results.

Another possible limitation of the present study is the individual endeavors of the
participating pre-service EFL teachers while analyzing their L2 writing difficulties and the
feedback types they received from their teachers. Some participants might have taken this
process more seriously than others as each participant has different personality traits.
Therefore, this may have affected the results. Finally, the three instructors who participated
in the present study had a lot of workload as they had other classes as well. As a result, they
might have had some difficulties in managing and directing their students to contribute to

the study in the best way.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter highlights literature regarding the research topic of the present study
based on several studies conducted previously. This literature review aims to provide
insights on certain aspects related to the difficulties of EFL writing in general and to review
certain feedback types to overcome these difficulties as well as learners’ views and
preferences on certain corrective feedback types. This chapter consists of two main sections.
The first section reviews various EFL writing difficulties that students face during their
writing processes. These difficulties consist of several sections including: prewriting
difficulties, difficulties related to text organization and language issues with a reference to
grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, and spelling. The second section presents two major
error correction types affecting the writing development of learners: explicit and implicit
feedback types. In addition, students’ views and preferences related to these feedback types

will be examined.

2.1. The Writing Skill

The increasing interest in writing, particularly at higher levels has developed and
become a distinguished field of study on its own. Many researchers have different opinions
about the concept of writing, since everyone seeks to define it from a different perspective
according to a specific field of study. According to Nunan (1989), writing is a very complex
cognitive activity and learners need to be able to control several variables at the same time
to become a good writer.

Harmer (2007), considered writing as a process that includes several stages such as
the drafting stage, the editing stage, the planning stage and the final draft production.
Likewise, Damiani et al. (2011) approach the writing skill as the process that requires
planning, reflection and the organization of ideas, as well as the necessary effort and

attention that writers need to demonstrate.

2.2. Challenges and Difficulties in Writing
This section presents common L2 writing difficulties and the related studies based
on the EFL context in general. The difficulties reviewed are the prewriting difficulties such
as the selections for topics of writing; the organizational difficulties, and vocabulary

difficulties along with technical difficulties such as grammar, punctuation, and spelling.



2.2.1. Prewriting Difficulties

Prewriting is regarded as a vital part of the writing process, without which generating
a written text would be difficult. It has been defined variously since the 1960s. Rohman
(1965) defines prewriting as the point where a person familiarizes himself with the subject
of a writing task. According to Emig (1971), prewriting can be defined as the part of the
composing process during which a writer selects the relevant features of his inner world or
the environment surrounding him with the aim of writing about them. As can be understood
from these statements, prewriting can be regarded as the first step of writing in which
students engage in several activities to gather information about the topic that has been
chosen and to generate relevant ideas and organize them for writing.

Several studies revealed that ESL/EFL students face some prewriting difficulties.
Rao (2007) stresses that some of the prewriting problems which students might suffer from
are a lack of interesting ideas as well as finding relevant essay topics. Myhill & Amer (2004)
also highlighted that awakening students’ imagination and activating their schemata are two
of the challenges EFL teachers encounter in their writing classes. Another research which
confirmed prewriting difficulties was carried out by Salem (2007, as cited in Huwari & Al-
Khasawneh, 2013), in which he found that ESL and EFL students encounter difficulties
hindering them from writing effectively. Students in this study have demonstrated difficulty
in beginning to write, and generating ideas. In brief, these studies indicate that students face
a variety of prewriting difficulties such as finding an appropriate topic to write about,
generating ideas about the topic and supporting the main ideas related to the topic with

details and examples.

2.2.2. Problems Related to Grammar

Learning how to use English grammar is vital in language learning. Gaining
knowledge and becoming a proficient user of English grammar can enable learners to use
the language appropriately and think about how language structures are used to convey the
meaning across (Rodby & Winterowd, 2005).

Neuleib (1987) defined grammar as “the internalized system that native speakers of
a language share” (p. 205). A broader definition was put forward by Harmer (2001) as “the
description of the ways in which words can change their forms and can be combined into
sentences in that language” (p. 12). These ways are called ‘the grammar rules’ that are basic

elements in every language, and are also inseparable from writing (Hartwell, 1985).



Grammar rules basically consist of various rules such as tenses, prepositions, word classes,
voice and many others, and these rules might create a problem for many students in writing.

When it comes to L2 learning and teaching, writing is seen as a means to reflect
grammatical knowledge of the language, vocabulary, cohesive devices, and syntactic
knowledge. Through writing, learners need to demonstrate their understanding by
constructing sentences that reflect their knowledge of the language. As a consequence, it is
considered “an extension of grammar teaching” (Hyland, 2015, p. 146).

Farooq (2012) states that grammar is the most problematic area for L2 writers.
Students encounter difficulties in the use of appropriate language forms and paragraph
design as well as creating a coherent text. However, students need to know how to build
sentences, but when they try to apply them in their written work, they might face difficulties.
These problems stem from the traditional way of teaching grammar on the part of teachers
and a lack of practice on the part of students (Kleisar, 2005).

As it is mentioned above, the most common writing difficulties students mention
related to grammar is the limited understanding of grammar, which leads to difficulties in
creating proper writing (Bahri & Sugeng, 2010). Several studies have been carried out to
pinpoint that students are not proficient in English grammar. For instance, Nyamasyo (1992)
analyzed exam papers from a cross-section of 18 to 20 year-old students at a high school.
His analysis clearly showed that Kenyan pre-university students had quite a lot of
grammatical and lexical errors in their written work in English. Moreover, Mourtaga (2004)
carried out a study in which 35 male and 35 female Palestinian freshman students wrote on
one of 18 different topics regarding student writers’ life and culture. Findings revealed that
student’ errors in verbs, articles and punctuation, were the most frequent.

In another study, Darus and Subramanian (2009) deeply analyzed the types of errors
made by four Malay students in the written compositions that they produced as a part of their
assignments. The results of the study revealed that the error committed by the students were
mainly grammatical. The students also suffered from insufficient amount of vocabulary and
they committed language structure errors in English language. Considering these, it was seen
that the students had trouble in learning and applying grammatical rules in English language.
When the findings of the study were considered, it was suggested that teachers should
provide their students with practices on the fundamentals of grammatical rules of L2.

In another context, Manian (2010) conducted a study in which he looked into the
impact of L1 grammar knowledge on L2 writing of Tamil secondary school students in

Malaysia. At the end of the study, the findings revealed that students made errors while



constructing sentences since the Malay language has different grammatical rules from
English. Therefore, it was suggested that students ought to notice the differences the two
languages have. It was assumed that such awareness would reduce the occurrence of errors
since students tended to resort to their L1 knowledge when they encountered problems in L2
writing.

In another study in a Turkish context, Yal¢in (2010) investigated syntactic errors
made by Turkish ELT students in their English argumentative essays. The study was
conducted on 34 participating students (17 first year and 17 third year students) studying at
Anadolu University to determine whether the errors of the participants demonstrate any
difference according to the year level and error type. The result revealed that the most
common error type students made was related to the use of articles (31.4%) followed by verb
errors (25%), noun errors (16.6%), pronouns (12.8%) and others (14.2%). It was also found
that the students’ L2 writing productions seemed to be partly influenced by their L1, namely
Turkish.

Several other studies have investigated and offered solutions for the grammatical
difficulties L2 learners suffer from during their writing classes. Mouzahem (1991) analyzed
the grammatical errors in the writing performance in English of a group of Syrian university
students and reached the conclusion that focusing mainly on the teaching of grammatical
rules is not a good solution to overcome the grammatical difficulties of the learners in the
Syrian context. He claimed that the communicative functions of writing should be given
more attention by teachers and students. In another study, Abdulla (1995) emphasized that
grammatical rules are given to students in a structural manner that is isolated from other
language skills. In other words, all language skills are taught in separate courses. Abdulla
(1995) asserts that the idea of teaching skills, especially grammar, in an integrated way
would be more beneficial to Yemeni students of English at the university level. He further
claims that if language learning is to be meaningful, the integration of grammar and lexis in
a piece of discourse as the central unit of learning is significant.

To support this view, Al-Sharah (1997), who analyzed the writing of 210 students
studying English at two Jordanian universities, found that both bottom-up (i.e. linguistic
aspects such as words and grammar, and top-down aspects (i.e. rhetorical aspects, such as
the organization and structure of text, content, and purpose) are equally important in the
writing process. In addition, Bidin (2004) asserted that a discourse-based grammar approach
would be beneficial for local graduates in Malaysia to some extent for improving their

accuracy and appropriateness of tense usage in L2 writing.



2.2.3. Problems Related to Vocabulary
Vocabulary is a vital aspect in language skills as suggested by Nation (2001, as cited

in Mehring, 2005). Having sufficient amount of vocabulary is fundamental for writing.
However, some research studies have revealed that L2 writers face some difficulties with
vocabulary (Arndt, 1987; Dennett, 1985; Krapels, 1990; Silva, 1991, Skibniewski, 1988;
Yau, 1989). Suffering from a lack of vocabulary which results in poor performance in L2
writing is also a difficulty that students encounter in acquiring L2 writing skills (Ouma,
2005). Furthermore, Rabab’ah (2003) states that students often suffer from a lack of
vocabulary when they are involved in L2 writing. Therefore, they consider it a difficult task
to reflect their ideas freely and appropriately during L2 writing tasks.

In this regard, several researchers in the field attempt to determine the reason behind
such a difficulty. In an attempt to deeply identify errors in the writing samples of four Arab
college freshmen students of English, Elkhatib (1984) identified the following eight lexical
errors: (1) overgeneralization of the use of one translation equivalent; (2) literal translation;
(3) divergence; (4) confusion of words formally or phonetically similar; (5) confusion of
related or unrelated words with similar meanings; (6) unfamiliarity with word collocation;
(7) overuse of a few general lexical items; and (8) nonce errors (i.e. those that seem to defy
analysis).

In another study, Hemmati (2002) conducted interviews with thirty (30) Iranian EFL
student writers related to their lexical difficulties in writing classes. He found that these
learners had difficulties in both lexical and linguistic competence and performance. In other
words, these writers lacked the vocabulary and grammatical knowledge of the L2 as well as
the ability to apply this knowledge to appropriate contexts. He also reached the conclusion
that not being able to integrate the practices of reading and writing into the English language
are the basic reasons behind such a difficulty. Considering this situation, it was suggested
that these difficulties might be solved by encouraging extensive reading among students in
order to enhance their vocabulary knowledge.

In another study carried out by Williams (2004), who dealt with the problem of
lexical choice that occurs in the writing of ESL/EFL learners, the general lack of linguistic
resources commonly accessible and the misuse of the existing resources were noticed as the
main issues that caused these problems. To investigate the poor performance in creative
composition writing, Abaya (2006) conducted a study to analyze the vocabulary errors in
the written English compositions of eight pupils in Kenya. The findings indicated that the

lexical errors observed in their written compositions consisted of: confusion of synonyms,
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inappropriate collocation, and incomplete sentence structures as well as first language
interference and coinage. When the results of the study were taken into account, it was
suggested that teachers ought to make use of a variety of reading texts in order to expose
their students to new vocabulary items and sentence structures.

Some other researchers have also shown that English collocations constitute a
problem for ESL/EFL students. For instance, Fan (2009) carried out a study in which he
made a comparison between two groups of participants; a group of ESL students studying
in Hong Kong and a group of L1 speakers of English. The comparison focused on the
collocational uses of these two groups in writing classes. He found that the problems attached
to collocational use of ESL students are influenced by their mother tongue, their inadequacy
in the target vocabulary and grammar of the target language. Findings of the study
highlighted that collocational knowledge should be considered an essential aspect of the
learning and teaching of new vocabulary. Similarly, Li (2005) found that 188 collocational
errors occurred in Taiwanese EFL college students writing consisting of 121 grammatical
and 67 lexical ones. Results suggested that L1 interference errors were observed most
frequently in the participating students’ writing.

As noted above, difficulties related to vocabulary include students’ failing to recall
important words to use, failure in the use of appropriate words and the negative transfer of
L1 knowledge related to vocabulary. Regarding this issue, Nakata (2008, as cited in
Mehring, 2005) stated that acquiring new vocabulary is an ongoing process, and it requires
students’ constant repetition and use of words so that they can be efficiently retained in the
long term memory, and then retrieved when needed.

Using vocabulary appropriately is obviously a challenge for many L2 learners as
mentioned above. Attempting to learn vocabulary through memorizing is a traditional
method and certainly not beneficial for students. Students need to learn words as a part of
the context in which they occur. This way of learning is proven to be beneficial since “it
helps the student understand the word’s correct usage” (Mehring, 2005, p. 4). When learners
have sufficient amount of vocabulary, it can have a remarkable effect on students’ writing
as it adds great value to the writing ability of students.

Considering all these, it can be stated that as long as learners have a positive attitude
towards learning new vocabulary, and to recognize new words as part of their context of
occurrence, they are likely to use them appropriately during their writing practices. In order

to enrich the content of their written texts, learners need a wide range of vocabulary. If such
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awareness can be created in students, their potential success in writing in an L2 will be

automatically enhanced.

2.2.4. Problems Related to Spelling and Punctuation
Punctuation is often ignored as a writing skill among most teachers and learners of

English. This often leads to students’ difficulties and problems in punctuation skills. Spelling
is also one of the basic skills for writing in general and essay writing in particular in any
language. Learning to spell words correctly is expected to take place in the earliest stages of
language teaching, yet it is not always the case for spelling which may become difficult in
later stages as well. It is vital to improve spelling skills because if words are not spelled
correctly, they might mean something totally different, which may lead to comprehension
problems.

Davidson (2005) states that students encounter difficulties in L2 writing because of
several factors. The irregularities and idiosyncrasies of the English language constitute
several difficulties in writing especially for second language learners. For instance, when an
English word is incorrectly spelled, it is not only a deviation from the standard but also
negatively affects the intended meaning.

As for the spelling problems, Harmer (2001) states that “...the correspondence
between the sound of a word and the way it is spelt is not always obvious” (p. 256). In
addition, he states that the reason why students have difficulty in spelling is the fact that
there are several varieties of English and they have different spellings for the same words.
For example, the way American English pronounce the word ‘behavior’, differs from British
English ‘behaviour’. As a result, Harmer (2001) suggested extensive reading as a remedy
for students to deal with spelling difficulties. Additionally, Bancha (2013) maintained that
mistakes regarding spelling might be observed when students suffer from concentration
problems owing to tiredness or carelessness in writing classes.

On the other hand, punctuation also constitutes a barrier in writing. Caroll and Wilson
(1993) indicated three problems connected with punctuation. The first is that punctuation
rules are not totally precise, and punctuation is complicated, and lastly students have
different styles of using punctuation to determine the meaning. The way a student punctuates
writing can change the meaning totally, since each punctuation mark is a distinctive way of
conveying meaning. As a result, students need to pay great attention to the way they

punctuate, which is a very problematic area for them.
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Several studies investigated the issue of punctuation and spelling in L2 writing
classes. For instance, Mourtaga (2004) examined the texts and other data of Palestinian
freshman students and found that they had errors in punctuation and many of these errors
stemmed from the features of both Arabic and English. In another case, while reviewing
students’ written texts, Al-Hazmi (2006) noticed that punctuation was the least edited part
of Saudi students’ writing in English. Considering these findings, it can be concluded that
students had difficulty in the use of punctuation due to L1 interference and not paying much
attention to it.

Cook (1997) on the other hand, conducted a study in which he compared the spelling
practices of adult L2 users of English with native L1 users. The results of the study indicated
that frequent spelling mistakes have been observed in the similar categories of letter
insertion, omission, substitution and transposition, except for a lower proportion of omission
errors for L2 users.

Alhaisoni, Al-Zoud and Gaudel (2015) carried out a study to analyze the spelling
errors of Saudi Beginner learners of English who were enrolled in prep school at a university.
The study revealed that the participants made spelling errors due to thedifferences between
the articulation of English words and the actual spelling of these words. In addition, the
differences between the language systems of Arabic and English played a role in the
occurrence of the errors here. The most frequently made errors were those of omission in
which the learners had trouble with silent vowels since they faced difficulty with the
articulation of the words. The same occurred with substitution errors in which again learners
had to cope with the substitution of vowels. In short, the Arabic language interference was
claimed to affect the learners’ spelling errors but it was also implied that when the learners
were able to remember the articulation of the word, the words were written exactly how they
should be articulated (Alhaisoni et al., 2015).

In a recent study, Hameed (2016) conducted a study and investigated the mechanics
of writing and analyzed the spelling errors made by 26 Saudi university students of different
proficiency levels. The participating students had to complete a dictation exercise of 50
words. The dictation included words which were considered problematic for the learners
(containing silent letters, consonant clusters, homophones, etc.). The results of the study
revealed that four types of spelling errors occurred: substitution, omission, transposition and
insertions.

This section emphasized how punctuation and spelling have a vital role in ESL/EFL

writing. It also showed that punctuation and spelling constitutes a problem and presents an
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obstacle for most students in writing. This situation implies that new effective punctuation
and spelling teaching/learning strategies need to be employed by teachers to solve this
problem. If students are able to learn how to use punctuation and spell words appropriately,

they will be able to produce more understandable and meaningful written texts.

2.2.5. Organizational Difficulties

Another problem some learners encounter in L2 writing is that of organization of
ideas. When the information is presented in an organized and proper way, it is easier to recall
and understand it (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). Therefore, the organization and argumentation
of a written text is seen as an important issue in academic writing (Bridgeman & Carlson,
1983, Hamp-Lyons, 1991). Coherence is also a significant feature of a text which ensures
the flow of the ideas in and information embodied in a discourse in a logical way (Bex,
1996). However, producing a piece of writing which has coherence and a good organization
is a difficult task for many learners. This is mainly due to the differences between English
and other languages in terms of the rhetorical conventions of texts such as the structure,
organization, lexis and grammar (Ahmed, 2010).

Several studies were carried out to investigate whether L2 learners had difficulties in
text organization. Khuwaileh and Al Shoumali (2000) conducted a study on the analysis of
Jordanian students’ text organization in Arabic, which is their first language, and English.
They found that 55% of the participating students wrote compositions in both languages that
lacked organization with no logical connection of ideas. Furthermore, Ahmed (2010)
examined the writing compositions of EFL Egyptian students and found similar problems
concerning the flow of ideas in an organized way and writing appropriate topic sentences.

In another study, Uysal (2008) investigated whether there were any shared writing
preferences or specific common patterns in the argumentative essays of Turkish students that
might stem from previous writing experiences and what similarities and differences are
observed in rhetorical patterns in their Turkish and English argumentative essays. The results
of the study indicated that there were similarities or preferences in rhetorical patterns
especially regarding the organization of essays around an introduction, body, and
conclusion. All participants, irrespective of their language proficiency, writing skills, and
their previous experiences in L2 writing, could easily integrate their knowledge about
general organization of the essay, coherence, and transition signaling into both their essays.

The similarities found in some patterns or preferences in Turkish and English essays of the
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same individuals’ essays might indicate the occurrence of transfer across languages (Uysal,
2008).

In another study, Yayli (2011) carried out a study with volunteering 32 first-year
university students (pre-service EFL teachers) to identify both how the participating
students’ genre awareness is reflected in their views through genre-based writing instruction
in an EFL context. The researcher also aimed to determine whether multi-genre portfolio use
is applicable in genre-based EFL writing instruction. Since the concept of genre emphasizes
the importance of reader— writer relationship and purpose in writing activities, each task has
its own style of lexical use and organization. The study revealed that the participants had
difficulty in organizing their written compositions since genre-based writing was a totally
new experience for them. In other words, lack of writing practice on different genres caused
the participants to have difficulty in text organization. However, the participants were
reported to enjoy writing assignments as they got familiar with the organization and purpose
of genre-based writing.

This section emphasized how important text organization is in ESL/EFL writing. It
also showed that producing a well-organized written composition constitutes a problem for
many students in writing. The results of the studies above indicate that teachers need to
provide their students with various writing genres as well as making them aware of the
similarities of L1 and L2 writing so that they can benefit from these common features of the
two languages. If such awareness is raised, students will be able to produce more organized
and meaningful written texts.

Considering all these difficulties that L2 learners encounter in their writing classes,
providing appropriate feedback appears as a vital issue. Thus, feedback needs to be given
importance and addressed carefully. The following section will provide the basic
information related to corrective feedback and its role in dealing with students’ errors in L2
writing.

In process based approach, writing is seen as an opportunity so that learners can
convey their ideas, express them clearly and support them. As writing is a complex process,
it is inevitable that learners make errors while mastering their writing skills. Providing
feedback is viewed as a great way both to help students to deal with such errors and track
their progress. Since providing feedback at different stages of writing is considered to be a
vital role of writing teachers, with the beginning of process based approach, a lot of attention
was given to issues of feedback providing. Several researchers questioned the use of

feedback, what it should focus on as well as how and when it should be provided. In this
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section, first of all, several definitions of feedback will be given. Then different opinions on
the usefulness of corrective feedback will be presented through a comparison of two main
corrective feedback types: implicit and explicit feedback. Lastly, students’ views and

preferences on different types of feedback will be reflected.

2.3. What is Feedback?

It would be a good start to have a look at how writers or researchers in the field define
feedback. Feedback can be defined as teachers’ input to a learner’s writing in the form of
information to be used for editing and revising (Keh, 1990). Ur (1996) defined feedback as
information that is provided to a student about his/her writing performance with a view to
improving his/her overall performance in a writing class. According to Harmer (2001)
feedback means not only correcting students, but also providing them an assessment of how
well they have done during a language production. Hyland and Hyland (2006) have noted
that feedback is “crucial for encouraging and consolidating learning” (p.83). Feedback could
be given both orally and in written form but in this study, only four types of written feedback

were taken into consideration so as to be more specific.

2.3.1. Contrasting Views on the Usefulness of Feedback

The issue of whether teachers should provide any corrective feedback (CF) to second
language students for their errors in writing classes and whether corrective feedback helps
learners in terms of accuracy in writing has been hotly debated for years. This debate started
when Truscott (1996) claimed that correcting writing errors of L2 students is not beneficial
for student accuracy and it is even harmful for L2 students. The usefulness of CF has been
hotly debated since Truscott’s (1996) article. In this article, he claimed that error correction
in L2 writing is mostly ineffective and even has hazards for learners. Truscott stated that

Grammar correction has no place in writing courses and should be abandoned. The reasons are: (a)
Research evidence shows that grammar correction is ineffective; (b) this lack of effectiveness is
exactly what should be expected, given the nature of correction process and the nature of language
learning; (c) grammar correction has significant harmful effects; and (d) the various arguments offered
for continuing it all lack merit (pp. 328-329).

Truscott (2004) also noted that when teachers correct students’ errors, they might
direct students to avoid more complex grammatical structures. He claimed that when learners
see the corrected versions of their errors on their papers, they might feel discouraged from

using these structures in the future.
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Truscott’s claims are based on several studies in which he found that error correction
did not lead to improved accuracy in student writing (e.g. Kepner, 1991; Sheppard, 1992).
In his article, he also noted practical and theoretical arguments for his claim. The “practical
problems” he mentioned regarding error correction were teacher limitations and students’
lack of interest. When it comes to teacher limitations, he asserted that there are serious
problems concerning the quality of teachers’ written responses to L2 compositions, and that,
in many cases, teachers are unable to detect and correct errors appropriately either because
of lack of knowledge or a lack of time. Students, on the other hand, may not understand
feedback, or they might fail to respond to it. As for “theoretical problems”, Truscott stated
some crucial insights from second language acquisition (SLA) theories that error correction
fails to take into account: orders of acquisition process, interlanguage, and the role of L2
intuition versus meta-linguistic knowledge. He maintained that acquisition of grammatical
rules is not a sudden process. In addition, he stated that learners go through an interlanguage
period, which is a gradual and complex process. He also maintained that it is reasonable to
think that syntactic, morphological, and lexical knowledge is acquired in different ways.
Therefore, it is unlikely that any single form of corrective feedback could be effective for all
three. Truscott emphasized his claims in his later articles (1999, 2004, 2007) claiming that
correction provides very little contribution to the learners’ accuracy in writing. He even
asserted that corrective feedback could be harmful in the learning process and thus should
be abandoned in L2 writing classes.

Kepner (1991) supported Truscott’s argument related to the usefulness of corrective
feedback. In this study, teachers provided two groups of students with two kinds of feedback
on their guided-journal writing during the course of a semester: error correction vs. message-
related comments. It was revealed that when teachers made use of written error correction
techniques combined with explicit grammar rule reminders, these turned out to be ineffective
for the improvement of writing accuracy in the L2. In this study, error corrections and rule-
reminders were not observed to serve the improvement in the participants’ level of written
accuracy in L2 surface skills. They were also ineffective in enhancing the ideational quality
of their writing.

Truscott’s view is also supported by Sheppard (1992). In this study, Sheppard
contrasted the impact of two different ways of responding to a student essay: discrete item
attention to grammar structures and holistic feedback on content. After analyzing the first

and final essay drafts of a group of 26 college freshmen, it was seen that the employing a
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holistic feedback approach on content, rather than grammar structures, was more likely to
increase an awareness of sentence boundaries for learners.

Polio et al. (1998) also conducted a study supporting Truscott’s claims on the
usefulness of corrective feedback (CF). In this study, to what extent ESL learners can
improve the grammatical accuracy of their writing without feedback and whether additional
instruction on editing improves this process were investigated. The control group wrote four
journal entries each week for seven weeks receiving no feedback at all. The experimental
group, on the other hand, wrote journal entries regularly, had grammar review sessions and
editing exercises and revised one of the two entries. They were provided with corrective
feedback on both the editing exercises and journal entries. When the two groups were
compared based on their pre-tests, no difference was observed. The results indicated that the
grammar correction practiced in this study didn’t prove to be effective.

In addition, from the students’ point of view, students may not fully understand the
CF provided and fail to remember the meaning of the CF during revision sessions (Chandler,
2003; Lee, 2008). To support this claim, Crosthwaite (2017) used a longitudinal corpus to
track student errors over a semester of instruction in English for academic purposes with
several opportunities for CF in different forms. However, he found that there was no
longitudinal reduction in the frequency or type of errors made in spite of the teachers’ best
efforts.

On the other hand, there are several other researchers and studies suggesting that
providing corrective feedback is actually effective and can help learners improve the
accuracy in their writing. Ferris (1999) responded to the arguments in Truscott’s (1996)
article and expressed a distinctly contrasting view. She states that Truscott could be right in
claiming that the evidence which supports the effectiveness of corrective feedback is
minimal, but that it is practically impossible to reach any generalizations with the studies
Truscott cited. The reason for her claim is that there were important differences in subjects,
research design, and instructional methods.

Regarding the “practical problems” Truscott stated, Ferris agrees that they are
legitimate and serious issues, but they can be dealt with in certain ways. For the teacher, she
stressed the necessity of preparation, practice, and willingness to give effective corrective
feedback. As for the problems attributed to students, she states that while providing effective
grammar feedback and instruction, teachers should consider students’ L1 backgrounds, their
proficiency in English, and their previous experience with English grammar instruction and

editing strategies. In addition, she maintains that a dedicated writing instructor should also
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deal with the issue of students’ motivation by making them conscious of the accuracy of
their written texts and about the need to develop self-editing skills. Finally, she points to the
enormous variability in learners’ abilities to make use of grammar instruction and corrective
feedback and to learn to self-correct their errors (Ferris, 1999).

There are some other researchers who support the view of Ferris and claim that
providing corrective feedback to students’ errors is of great importance. Myles (2002) notes
that feedback is of great significance to the writing process, and stated that without special
attention and adequate feedback on errors, improvement will not be observed. Hyland and
Hyland (2006) also maintains that providing corrective feedback offers individualized
attention to the needs of learners and therefore it is considered an important task of ESL
writing teachers.

Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, and Takashima (2008) also looked into the usefulness of
providing corrective feedback for EFL students. It was revealed that the students who had
received both focused and unfocused feedback benefited from these feedback types and
performed better in redrafting or composing new pieces of writing compared to those
students who were provided with no feedback at all.

As the arguments above indicate, different views and opinions exist concerning the
question of whether corrective feedback is effective in improving learners’ accuracy in their
written texts. It is usually agreed in corrective feedback (CF) literature that more studies with
control groups addressing this question are needed to determine the effects of corrective
feedback.

2.4. Types of Written Corrective Feedback
Providing corrective feedback (CF) to students is considered an important part of

writing instruction. Teachers have been giving different types of feedback in their writing
classes according to the levels and needs of their students. Most of the studies on written
corrective feedback (Bates, Lane, & Lange, 1993; Ferris, 1995; Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998;
Hendrickson, 1978, 1980; Lalande, 1982; Walz, 1982) focused on the distinction between
direct CF and indirect CF, which are two common types of written corrective feedback. The
following section will discuss these two types of feedback in detail.

2.4.1. Direct Corrective Feedback
As one of the prominent researchers of the related topic, Bitchner et al. (2005) stated
that direct or explicit feedback occurs when an error is marked and the correct form is

provided above or near the error. According to Russell and Spada (2006), explicit or direct



19

feedback provides explanation of the incorrect form that students have written so that they
can produce more accurate language. Moreover, Bitchener (2008, p .105) stated that direct
or explicit feedback might be provided by “crossing out of a word/phrase/morpheme which
is considered unnecessary, the insertion of a missing word/phrase/morpheme, or the
provision of the correct form or structure”. Direct feedback is made up of various forms such
as written meta-linguistic explanation where grammar rules and examples are given at the
end of a students’ written work with an indication of the places of the students’ errors.
Another direct (explicit) feedback form is oral meta-linguistic explanation. In this type of
feedback, grammatical rules and related examples are provided, exercised and examined in
a mini lesson session. This can also be done in face-to-face conferences between teacher and
a student or small student groups (Bitchener, 2008).

Direct corrective feedback, as Ellis (2009) states, provides learners with explicit
guidance about how to correct their errors in their written texts, which is necessary if learners
lack the necessary linguistic competence to self-correct their errors. Those who support

direct feedback suggest that it is more beneficial to students since it

(1) “reduces the type of confusion that they might experience if they fail to understand or remember
the feedback they have been given (for example, the meaning of error codes used by teachers);

(2) provides them with information to help them resolve more complex errors (for example, syntactic

structure and idiomatic usage)

(3) offers more explicit feedback on hypotheses that may have been made; and

(4) is more immediate” (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010, pp. 209-210).

2.4.2. Indirect Corrective Feedback

An indirect corrective feedback approach, on the other hand, consists of stating that
an error has been made and it is the responsibility of the learner to come up with the correct
linguistic form. When compared to direct corrective feedback, where teachers take on the
responsibility to provide the corrected forms, indirect corrective feedback requires students
to resolve and correct the problem to which their attention has been drawn.

Bitchener and Knoch (2008) state that researchers who support the use of indirect
written corrective feedback (Ferris, 1995; Lalande, 1982) have claimed it may promote a
more profound language engagement and processing as it requires the student to get involved
in “guided learning and problem solving,” thus resulting in the “type of reflection that is
more likely to foster long-term acquisition” (p. 415). Therefore, advocates of indirect written

CF have suggested that indirect feedback, which requires the student to correct the mistake
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independently, may be more beneficial for learners who have relatively advanced linguistic
knowledge.

As mentioned above, there are two main types of written corrective feedback each
with its own advocates. However, it can be stated for the moment that while the overall
efficacy of written corrective feedback in the L2 writing classroom is gaining wider
acceptance whether it is provided in direct or indirect form, there remains considerable

debate concerning their efficacy and the most beneficial practices in their implementation.

2.5. Previous Research on Direct and Indirect Corrective Feedback

A great deal of research has been carried out to make a comparison between direct
(explicit) and indirect (implicit) types of corrective feedback. In one of the earliest studies,
Lalande (1982) revealed an advantage for indirect corrective feedback. In this study, Lalande
compared the effects of two methods of corrective feedback. With the first type, the teacher
corrected all of the student errors and with the second one the teacher indicated the errors
using codes and leaving it to the students to find the correct forms. The students in the
explicit and implicit (direct and indirect) corrective feedback groups were asked to write
revised drafts. Lalande found that the students who were provided with indirect corrective
feedback and figured out their errors themselves had fewer errors by the end of the term.
However, three later studies (Fratzen, 1995, Robb et al, 1986; Semke, 1984) found no
difference between direct and indirect feedback approaches. However, it should be noted
here that neither Lalande (1982) nor Robb et al. (1986) had control groups that received no
correction.

Another study which focused on the impact of various types of implicit feedback on
accuracy was carried out by Lee (1997) with ESL college students in Hong Kong. Lee found
that the students were remarkably better at dealing with errors which were underlined than
those that were either left unmarked or indicated by certain signs in the margin. We should
also note here that accuracy in students’ follow- up texts was not examined in this study.

Ferris and Roberts (2001) carried out a study with 72 university ESL students to
investigate their differing abilities to self-correct their errors in their written compositions
using three types of feedback: errors that are identified with codes, errors only underlined,
and errors with no feedback given at all. It was revealed that students who were provided
either coded or un-coded feedback outperformed the control group on the self-editing
session. However, there were no dramatic differences between the performance of codes and

no-codes groups, even though the latter is less explicit than the former.
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In another study, Chandler (2003) also investigated whether teachers should provide
correct forms for errors or just mark errors. He also considered whether teachers should point
to the location or type of errors or both of them at the same time. At the end of the study, he
discovered that providing direct correction and only underlining the errors reduced the errors
learners made in the long-term more than just describing the type of errors. Besides, direct
correction helped students to perform better in revision sessions than all of the other
feedback types and students stated that it was the easiest and most useful kind of feedback
as they could utilize it without much effort while revising their papers.

In another study, Bitchener et al. (2005) tried to investigate the effectiveness of three
types of feedback. These were direct correction with explicit written feedback accompanied
with five-minute face to face individual conferences, direct correction with explicit written
feedback without individual conferences and no feedback at all. The study revealed that the
students who were given the two direct feedback types demonstrated greater improvement
in their accuracy in writing than the no-feedback group. The study also indicated that
providing direct corrective feedback including explicit written and oral feedback (individual
conferences) contributed to the accuracy remarkably in the use of past simple tense and the
definite article in the following revisions of the learners, yet it did not have a positive effect
on students’ accuracy in the use of prepositions. The finding of the study suggests that
providing learners with this type of explicit feedback contributes to improving accuracy for
the error categories which are more treatable (Bitchener, et al., 2005).

In the Turkish educational context, Erel and Bulut (2007) compared directly and
indirectly coded feedback with students that were enrolled in EFL writing classes. The
students in the study were divided into two groups. The students in the first group received
direct feedback and the ones in the other one were provided indirectly coded error feedback.
The study lasted for one semester consisting of three periods. According to the test results,
the participants provided with indirect feedback committed fewer errors when the first period
of the study ended. However, they did not show a notable difference from the participants
who were provided direct feedback. When the remaining two periods ended, however, the
difference between the two groups increased and this was thought to be noteworthy.

In a similar study, Liu (2008) investigated the effectiveness of direct versus indirect
feedback by carrying out a study with university ESL students. At the end of the study, Liu
revealed that direct feedback helped students to make fewer errors than indirect feedback in
the immediate revisions. However, it did not contribute to students’ accuracy in L2 writing

when they had to produce new pieces of writing. Similar to what Erel and Bulut’s (2007)
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study found, indirect feedback helped students to produce more accurate new pieces of
writing than direct feedback.

In a more recent study, Binglan and Jia (2010) investigated whether providing direct
corrective feedback and explicit explanation at the same time would have a positive
impacton the long-term accuracy in writing. 44 second year Chinese EFL university students
in Hefei participated in the study. Students were given instructions on what they were going
to write before they started each task. After each task, the participating instructors made
corrections on the compositions that were produced by the experimental group. Then they
provided corrections of grammatical errors along with explicit explanation of errors and
grammatical rules on the margin. On the other hand, the participating instructors corrected
the compositions produced by the control group, but this time they only provided an overall
commentary by writing suggestions to improve the compositions. The results of the study
revealed a notable difference between the two groups because the experimental group
showed a much better performance than the control group in general writing accuracy.
Binglan and Jia (2010) thus concluded that these students achieved a significant accuracy in
writing when they were provided with direct corrective feedback combined with explicit

written explanation.

2.6. Students’ Views and Preferences on Corrective Feedback Types

So far, | have presented several studies that focused on the usefulness of feedback
and the different types of feedback that were provided to learners for error correction. On
the other hand, there are other studies that investigated the views of learners toward feedback
and types of feedback. There has been a great deal of literature discussing the significance
of L2 students’ preferences related to corrective feedback. There are researchers who
asserted that student preference should not be ignored when it comes to providing feedback.
Leki (1991) explains that students have certain expectations from teachers when it comes to
language learning, and states that “ignoring their request for error correction works against
their motivation” (p. 210). Ferris (1999) also maintains that students’ desires and preferences
for correction is one of the most important reasons to continue to provide error correction.

Kanani and Kersten (2005) conducted a study to investigate whether feedback
practices of teachers and students’ preferences for feedback matched. The participating
teacher in this study underlined or circled the students’ errors, but did not correct the error
or place a code for it. The study revealed that while the students appreciated the teacher’s
feedback, they expected more explicit feedback from their teacher.
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In another study, Diab (2006) explored 156 EFL Lebanese students’ attitudes towards
corrective teacher feedback related to different aspects of their writing such as content,
organization, grammar, vocabulary choice, and writing style along with students’
preferences for various teacher papers’ marking techniques. He found that the students who
participated in the study were not sure of the accuracy of their written compositions. The
students also believed that all parts of their writings were equally important, and most of
them maintained that they valued every teacher mark or comment on their papers. They also
opted for more direct error correction and wanted all their errors to be corrected by the
teacher on their papers. Some of the students also expected to receive teacher comments on
the ideas of their writing. This finding was considered interesting as students generally
tended to receive comments and feedback on the form rather than the content in their writing
(Diab, 2006).

In a perception-focused study, Lee (2008) analyzed students’ perceptions from
different perspectives by gathering data using tools such as student questionnaires, a teacher
interview, and analysis of feedback practices. After the study, she concluded that students
generally opted for more teacher comments and expected more direct (explicit) feedback on
their writings. Besides, students could not always figure out the teacher feedback on their
papers on their own. Considering these, it is crucial for teachers to adapt their feedback
practices according to the needs of their students. The findings of Amrhein and Nassaji
(2010) support Lee’s (2008) findings in that the students preferred having all their errors
clearly marked and corrected by the teacher as they believed that seeing their errors marked
and corrected would help them learn and remember better.

In another study, Kahraman (2013) examined the interaction between learners’
attitudes toward corrective feedback and their level of writing anxiety along with their
writing performances. Participants of the study were 125 freshmen students who attended a
“Composition Writing Skills I’ course in the English Language and Literature department
at a university in Turkey. The participants, whose English proficiency levels varied from
pre-intermediate to intermediate, were randomly assigned as the control and experimental
group. The participating students in the control group were provided with merely un-coded
feedback while all the mistakes of the participating students in the experimental group were
underlined, and they were provided coded feedback. The findings of the study revealed that
the participants had positive attitudes toward corrective feedback in general. In addition, the

study revealed that receiving feedback from the teacher seemed to foster good and effective
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writing. Another important finding of the study was that coded-feedback had a more positive
impact on the improvement of writing than un-coded feedback.

Although the students’ views and preferences related to corrective feedback were
investigated in many different studies, the results of these studies may vyield different
outcomes, even applied with the same participants. This could be because students’ views
might change because of their improvement in language proficiency. A learner who has a
low proficiency level of English might prefer receiving explicit feedback. However, as the
learner makes progress in English, his or her preference may change. Related to this issue,
Sakali (2007) carried out a study with 200 students who had pre-intermediate level of
English proficiency. The results indicated that majority of the students changed their
preference as time went on due to their progress in L2 writing. This finding suggested that
teachers may need to provide different types of feedback depending on students’ level of
proficiency and needs. Since students’ proficiency levels change over time, their ability to
utilize corrective feedback changes, too. To support this view, Sakali (2007) claimed that
students change their feedback preference over time due to their self-awareness of their
progress in their writing skills.

As mentioned above, several studies focused on students’ views and preferences on
teacher feedback in L2 writing. It should be noted here that this issue has important
implications for language teaching. As several researchers (e.g. Storch & Wigglesworth,
2010) suggest, learners’ views towards feedback affect how much they benefit from it. In
addition, in order for instructional activities to be effective, students’ and teachers’ views
regarding corrective feedback should match. A mismatch between the two might lead to
students’ dissatisfaction and learning can be hampered (Brown, 2009; Schulz, 2001). Hence,
students’ perceptions of corrective feedback and their preferences should be investigated
carefully.

In this literature review, EFL students’ certain writing difficulties and their
preferences as well as views related to feedback in writing have been reflected. In addition,
different feedback types have been discussed in detail. Based on the relevant literature, it
can be concluded that learners face several problems in L2 writing classes and providing
corrective feedback emerges as a key issue in dealing with such problems. In addition, two
major feedback types (implicit and explicit) have been presented in detail with their pros and
cons based on the previous studies. Lastly, students’ beliefs and attitudes toward these
feedback types have been analyzed because feedback directs both teacher and student to

benefit from feedback efficiently. It can be concluded from the studies that the different
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language background of learners and their proficiency level and progress in the language
may influence learners’ preferences for certain types of feedback, and a certain conclusion
on this issue has not been achieved yet. This study therefore aimed to investigate a group of

pre-service EFL teachers L2 writing difficulties and their views and preferences on tutors’

four types of written corrective feedback.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research design, setting and participants of the study along

with data collection instruments, data collection process, and data analysis.

3.1. Research Design
The present study has adopted a qualitative research method to gather information

regarding the research questions. The qualitative inquiry aimed at examining beliefs,
opinions and views of a group of teacher candidates with regard to their L2 writing
difficulties and different types of written corrective feedback they received in their writing
classes. The research design will be discussed in detail in the following sections.

Denzin and Lincoln (2008) define qualitative research as “a situated activity that
locates the observer in the world” (p. 4). Creswell (2007) elaborated on the necessary steps
that a researcher must undertake in order to conduct successful qualitative case study
research. These steps include (a) identifying whether or not qualitative case study is the right
method of research for the given study, (b) identifying the case or cases, (c) identifying what
types of data (i.e. interviews, observation, and documents) will be appropriate for the
research, (d) identifying type of analysis, and (e) reporting the meaning of the case. Creswell
(2009) also maintains that depending on participants’ views of the situation which is being
studied, the researcher following the interpretative paradigm inductively develops patterns
of meanings.

Investigating the nature of a lived experience is seen as significant characteristics of
the present research. Writing difficulties of a group of pre-service EFL teachers and their
views and preferences regarding four types of feedback might allow an understanding of
these issues from learners’ perspectives. In addition, it might present an exploration of how

L2 writing difficulties and feedback providing should be handled by instructors.

3.2. Setting and Participants of the Study
The aim of this study was to investigate a group of pre-service EFL teachers’

academic writing difficulties and their views on tutors’ four types of written corrective
feedback. The study adopted a qualitative approach involving portfolios that all the
participants kept during the academic year, and semi-structured interviews with 16 of the

participants. A total of 61 students who were studying at an ELT program were chosen as
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the participants of this study and put into three groups; consisting of nearly 20 students in
each class. The study lasted nearly eight weeks. The study was conducted in the ELT

program of a state university in Denizli.

Table 3.1. Distribution of Participants Regarding Their Prep. School Education

Number of Number of Sts. who had Prep. School ed.  Number of Sts. who had no Prep. School ed.
Sts.
61 38 23

The participants were mostly native speakers of Turkish and there were also foreign
students as well. The classrooms mostly consisted of students who had studied at the prep
school for a year. However, there were also students who directly started their departments
without studying at the prep school. In order to gather some background information
regarding their previous writing experiences, an open-ended questionnaire (See Appendix
1) was conducted with 97 students at the very beginning of the academic year. According to
the survey, it was seen that more than half of the students had not taken a writing class before.
As a result, their L2 writing proficiency level varied. The majority of the participants (See
Table 3.1.) had just finished preparatory school where they had taken classes on four skills
which were reading, writing, speaking and listening during their preparatory education. They
took this prep year education in the School of Foreign Languages before starting their
education in the ELT program. However, there were also some students who had passed the
placement exam at the beginning of the year and thus they had not studied at prep school
(See Table 3.1.). These students’ main concern was to get a good place at a decent university
so they had been preparing for the university entrance exam, which mostly focuses on the
use of grammar, vocabulary and reading while ignoring the other skills of English such as
writing, listening and speaking. As a result, these students might have had more difficulty in
the writing classes compared to those who had studied at prep school.

Finally, the number of the participants who were consistent in contributing to this
qualitative study fell down as the study went on. There were 61 consistent participants
throughout the study. In terms of the proficiency level of these students, they could be
considered as B1 or B2. | did not give a proficiency test but these students were the ones
who passed the proficiency test given in the School of Foreign Languages. To be successful
in this test, the students must reflect a B2 level of proficiency, as decided by the

administration. Although they all passed the same test of proficiency given by the School of
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Foreign Languages, the participants were observed to form a heterogeneous group in terms
of their linguistic competencies.

During this study, the students had 3 hours of Reading & Writing classes each week
and as a part of their writing performances in the writing classes, they were engaged in
producing four different types of essays. The majority of the pre-service EFL teachers had
already learned how to write an essay at prep school while some others had their first essay
writing experience in their school lives. During the academic year, we know that students
typically have weekly assignments, and they are required to revise their written production
using the feedback provided by their writing instructors. However, the feedback type
teachers provide appear to be influenced by teachers’ approaches to writing, time constraints,
students’ proficiency levels and needs, or teachers’ approaches to writing instruction.
Therefore, there is not a standard type of corrective feedback given to students on their
writing tasks and assignments, and the teachers are free to implement their own feedback
methods. However, both the writing instructors and their students (i.e., pre-service EFL
teachers) who participated in this study were introduced to four types of written corrective
feedback (See Appendix 2) which were investigated in this study. The instructors were
kindly requested to provide these four types feedback for their students’ errors throughout
their writing lessons. The instructors were free to choose the feedback type they considered
appropriate for the problems they observed in pre-service EFL teachers’ writings. The
number of the drafts the pre-service EFL teachers had to write depended on the seriousness
of the problems in their drafts. The feedback types also depended on the types of problems
observed. While some participants were observed to suffer from language issues more often,
the problems observed in some other pre-service EFL teachers’ drafts were mainly centered
on meaning dimensions of writing. This also influenced the instructors’ choice of feedback
types. In sum, these instructors were not imposed on any kind of feedback type and they
gave their free decisions based on their students’ writing problems and needs. All the pre-
service EFL teachers were required to revise their weekly writing assignments and save all
the drafts in a portfolio. The final draft of each assignment was graded by the teacher, and
the overall score obtained from these assignments had a significant effect in the grading
process.

The three instructors regularly checked the works of their students in their classes
and provided feedback if necessary. The students then made the necessary revisions based
on the feedback provided for their errors. They also wrote their journal entries at the end of

the lesson to reflect their views and opinions on the writing difficulties they have



29

encountered as well as the feedback types provided for them. The instructors required their
students to keep a portfolio as they were supposed to keep all their essays until the end of
the year for formative assessment. The pre-service EFL teachers were supposed to keep both
the first and the following drafts of their works in their portfolios. At the end of the year, the
instructors collected and graded these portfolios by evaluating the progress of the students

in the writing classes.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments
The study made use of a questionnaire in a written interview form to gather some
background information regarding the learners’ previous writing lesson experiences (See
Appendix 1). In addition, the participating students were asked to keep learning diaries, also
known as journals (See Appendix 3) and a portfolio in which they kept all their written
works. Finally, semi-structured interviews (See Appendix 4) were carried out at the end of

the term to get the participating students’ final views.

3.3.1. The Questionnaire with Open-Ended Questions (Written Interview)

Questionnaires are used for many purposes, most commonly to discover what the
masses are thinking. Qualitative questionnaires are employed to elicit more in-depth
responses and are usually designed to include open-ended questions. An open-ended
question allows participants more options for responding while a closed-ended question
provides a preset response (Cresswell, 2012). In this respect, questionnaires with open-ended
questions can be implemented as “written interviews”.

In qualitative research specifically, written interviews with open-ended questions are
used to determine the implications of central themes on the bases of their specific context.
The main purpose in interviewing is to grasp the meaning of what the interviewees say
(McNamara, 2009). Generally, open-ended questions are asked during interviews with the
aim of obtaining impartial answers, while closed ended questions may force participants to
answer in a particular way (Creswell, 2012; McNamara, 1999). In this study, | made use of
a background survey in the form of a written interview (See Appendix 1) to gather some
background information regarding the pre-service EFL teachers’ previous writing

experiences.
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3.3.2. Portfolios

Portfolios might be defined as the collections of learners’ work which display
students’ endeavors, how they progress, or demonstrate achievement in certain areas.
Portfolios have a purpose since they are supposed to reflect the collections of students” work
based on certain criteria. They also include record of students’ self-reflection or assessment
(Arter, Spandel, & Culham, 1995; Brown, 2004; Gottlieb, 1995; Jones & Shelton, 2006;
O'Malley & Pierce, 1996).

Samples of students’ work, student self-reflection, as well as clearly defined criteria
are regarded as the basic components of portfolios by O’Malley and Pierce (1996). Brown
(2004) maintains that portfolio is not merely a folder. Rather, it is a process during which
students carefully collect, revise and evaluate their performance as well as monitoring their
own language development.

Considering all these characteristics of portfolios, the pre-service EFL teachers who
participated in the study were asked to keep a portfolio so that they could both observe and
reflect upon their improvement and also the researcher could trace their views on the research
questions. The portfolios the participants kept also included journal questions which they

had to answer at the end of each writing lesson.

3.3.3. Learning Diaries (Journals)

Prinsloo et al. (2011) states that in the field of formal study, the practice of keeping
learning diaries as a strategy to reinforce learning and foster critical thinking has increased
in recent years. Moon (1999, cited in Prinsloo et al., 2011) points out that learning diaries
have various purposes and they provide learners with the opportunity to record experience,
facilitate learning and develop critical thinking skills. He also claims that their use of
learning diaries promotes improvement in writing and encourages self-expression by giving
“voice” to learners.

In the present study, the participating pre-service EFL teachers were required to keep
a learning diary (journal) for two main reasons. The first reason was to gain a deeper
understanding of their writing difficulties by stimulating their critical thinking and action.
The second reason was to have an understanding of their preferences and perceptions
regarding four types of corrective feedback. They were allowed to keep their diaries in
Turkish, their native language, as | thought that this would help them produce longer entries
since they would naturally feel more comfortable while writing about their experiences in

their native language. The participants were provided with an outline to keep their learning
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diaries (See Appendix 3). The outline | provided for the participants included some guiding
questions so that they could understand what they were supposed to include in their entries.
| also explained to them that the only reason for asking them to keep learning diaries was to
record their experiences during the study. The participants felt sure they would never be
judged on their feelings or opinions. The minimum requirement was that they had to write
at least one entry into their learning diary about each essay. The participants were required

to keep their journals in their portfolios along with other works that they had produced.

3.3.4. Interviews

Interviews have long been recognized as commonly used data collection tool. Since
qualitative researchers have a tendency to provide detailed descriptions of individuals and
events in their natural environments, interviewing has ‘usually’ been regarded as a key
factor in research design (Weiss, 1994). Kvale (1996) points out that, as such events are
not usually observed directly; interviewing is one of the most effective methods for
obtaining and exploring such constructs.

In addition, the interactive nature of interviews makes it possible for interviewers to
ask for complete, clear answers and probe into any emerging issues. According to Schostak,
(2006, p. 54) an interview can be described as an extendable conversation between partners
which aims at having an ‘in-depth information’ about a particular topic or subject, and by
which a phenomenon could be interpreted based on the meanings interviewees bring to it.

In the field of social science research, three main types of interviews are frequently
employed, each of which serves a different purpose. The first type of interview is called
structured interview. This type of interview mostly includes a set of predetermined direct
questions and require immediate, mostly ‘yes’ or ‘no’ type, responses. Therefore, in such an
interview, the interviewer and interviewees would not have much freedom (Berg, 2007). The
second type of interview is the open-ended (unstructured) interview. Gubrium & Holstein
(2002) maintain that compared to structured interview, this type of interviewing allows more
flexibility and freedom for the implementation of interviews. Therefore, the interviewer here
would be more “keen to follow up interesting developments and to let the interviewee
elaborate on various issues” (Dornyei, 2007, p.36). The third type is the semi-structured
interview, which is a more flexible version of the structured interview since it provides the
opportunity on the part of the interviewer to interpret and elaborate on the interviewee's
responses (Rubin & Rubin, 2005, p.88).
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For the purpose of the present study, | decided to choose semi-structured design of
interviews as this design would allow covering various issues concerning my study. In order
to identify the views and perceptions of the participants in-depth, I interviewed sixteen pre-
service EFL teachers after they had submitted their portfolios to the instructors at the end of
the year. Three male and thirteen female students were selected with a purpose. This
purposive selection was based on the fact that the participating pre-service EFL teachers had
to reflect the whole group. Since | was not the instructor of the participants, | asked the
opinions of the instructors and relied on their judgements about their own students. In sum,
the selection was made among the most verbose pre-service EFL teachers who we thought
would provide essential amount of data.

The interview questions, which were written in English initially, were translated into
Turkish. (See both English and Turkish versions of the student interview question in
Appendix 4). Interviews were conducted in Turkish so that the data collection process would
be easier. The participants, in simple terms, were asked to a) name any difficulties they had
during essay writing b) name the types of feedback they received c) explain whether they
had benefited from these feedback types and d) name the most effective feedback type for

them. The interviews were audio-taped for transcription purposes.

3.5. Data Collection Process

| collected the data in the spring semester of the 2015-2016 academic year atan ELT
program of a state university in Denizli. At the beginning of the term, I informed the three
instructors about the aim of my study and they all willingly allowed me to conduct my study
with their students. As the first step, | informed both the instructors and their students (i.e.,
pre-service EFL teachers) in three different classrooms about the four types of feedback they
were going to make use of throughout the term. I distributed a copy of the four types of
feedback to each student with some examples so that students could understand these
feedback types better (See Appendix 2). | also informed the students about the journal
(learning diary) questions which they were supposed to answer after each class. | got the
students’ written consent allowing me to examine their portfolios together with their journal
entries. As indicated above, | also got the permission of the three instructors of the Advanced
Reading and Writing course to integrate my study concerns into their writing classes. Since
this university and the curriculum followed for language teacher education has not specified
any kind of feedback forms to be used in writing classes, instructors are free to use their own

style for responding to the students’ texts. However, for research purposes, | kindly
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requested the instructors to provide four types of feedback while responding to their
students’ written text as these types were of the main foci of the present study. | informed
them of these types in order to refresh their minds without imposing any of feedback types
to be used. In other words, these participating instructors were free to use among these four
types of feedback according to their own observations of pre-service EFL teachers’ problems
in writing.

Before | started the data collection process, the participants had already studied the
basics of good essay writing. During the study, the participants were taught to write different
types of essays such as opinion essay, cause and effect essay, and compare and contrast essay
in the writing sessions of the course. At the end of each session, students were given a topic
or they were asked to come up with a topic on their own to write about. They were asked to
finish writing an essay within the time limit of the lesson. They were given the freedom to
use dictionaries and reference tools while writing their initial drafts and during revisions.
However, the participants were asked to work alone as this had great significance for the
reliability of the results. They all agreed to write all the drafts and make all the revisions by
themselves without consulting someone. After they finished writing the first draft of an essay
in class, the instructors collected the essays, gave different types of written corrective
feedback dealing with the content and organization of the texts and then returned the essays
to their students. These feedback sessions were implemented after each essay was submitted
to the instructors for revision. After they received their feedback and made the necessary
corrections, the participants answered the questions in their journals which were related to
the writing difficulties they had encountered during the writing session and the different
types of feedback that they had received from their teachers. The students kept all the drafts
and revised versions of their writings and journal entries (learning diaries) in their portfolios.
At the end of the eight weeks, | collected the portfolios in which the participants included
all their written works and learning journals as these journals were one of the main data
collection tools of the present study. As the last step, | interviewed sixteen volunteering
students to get their final views in-depth. The aim of conducting interviews with these
participants was to get more data on the issues raised through the research questions of the
present study. The data collection process was completed in nearly two months. The overall

data collection process is illustrated in the figure 3.1. below.
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Figure 3.1. Data collection process

3.6. Data Analysis

The present study focused on identifying the L2 writing difficulties of a group of pre-
service EFL teachers and their views on four types of written corrective feedback. This study
employed qualitative data collection methods. The data collected were classified and
prepared for analysis when the data collection procedure ended. The student interviews were
transcribed and translated into English. Next, the transcribed data was analyzed through
pattern-coding process (Miles & Huberman. 1994) to identify recurrent themes. Pattern-
coding is defined as a method of “grouping large numbers of texts into smaller numbers of
sets or themes” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 69). The participants’ statements were read in
detail for several times so as to determine consistent and contradictory patterns. As the next
step, the statements were divided into segments which were labeled as codes. Having
finished coding the whole texts, similar codes were grouped while overlapping and/or
redundant codes were omitted. As the last step, the frequencies and percentages were
calculated based on the number of responses with the same codes in each category. In order
to ensure the reliability of the analysis, a colleague also analyzed a quarter of the data as
supported by Creswell (2007). No major differences were observed and we reached an
agreement on the recurrent themes in our analyses. In addition, the participants’ journals
were examined. As for the journals (learning diaries), the statements of students were

carefully read and the frequencies and percentages were calculated for each question.



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

This chapter presents the findings and the discussion of the study. The purpose of the
study was to identify a group of pre-service EFL teachers’ L2 writing difficulties and their
views and preferences regarding what type of feedback they expected to be given. The data
of the study were gathered through learning diaries (journals) and semi-structured
interviews. The results of the study have been presented on the basis of the research

questions.

4.1. Writing Difficulties of Pre-service EFL Teachers in L2 Writing
Research Question 1: Based on their statements, what are the participants’ main
difficulties in L2 writing?

In order to answer the first research question, the data related to the common writing
difficulties of the participants were collected via learning journals (See Appendix 3).
Furthermore; semi-structured interviews were conducted with these participating pre-service
EFL teachers at the end of the procedure to gather more data on this issue.

Journal Question 1: In which of the following areas did you have difficulty in your
written compositions today?

Table 4.1. The Writing Difficulties Participants Mentioned in Their Journals

Number of Total Number of Frequency of Difficulty

Difficulty Area Participants Journals Occurrence

Use of Grammar 61 235 168

Use / Choice of 61 235 96
Vocabulary

Generating ldeas 61 235 83
Punctuation 61 235 47
Spelling 61 235 45
Textual Organization 61 235 33

4.1.1. Use of Grammar

According to Table 4.1., a striking result was observed. A big proportion of the
difficulties were observed in the use of grammar. The participants generally stated that their
lack of grammatical rules created these problems. Most of the participants especially
emphasized that they had difficulty in articles, subject-verb agreement, active-passive usage,

conjunctions and prepositions as well as complex structures of English such as noun clauses.
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The high percentage of difficulties regarding the use of grammar might stem from
the teachers’ views about grammar teaching and the importance of using grammar
appropriately in writing classes. The teachers’ awareness of students’ grammatical needs
might have made them focus on grammar teaching frequently in their essay writing courses.
Teachers might hold different views about how to teach grammar, but most of them see it as
a crucial component of writing. Therefore, because of the importance attached to accuracy
in grammar in English language teaching in Turkey (Kirkgbz, 2006), the participating
instructors might have tended to correct grammatical errors more than the other difficulty
areas.

The findings of the Table 4.1. agree with the findings of Nyamasyo (1992) who
analyzed exam papers from a cross-section of 18 to 20 year-old students at a high school.
His analysis clearly showed that Kenyan pre-university students had quite a lot of
grammatical and lexical errors in their written work in English. Another study which had
similar results with this specific study was carried out by Mourtaga (2004) who carried out
a study in which 35 male and 35 female Palestinian freshman students wrote on one of 18
different topics regarding student writers’ life and culture. Findings revealed that students’
errors in the use of verbs and articles were the most frequent.

The findings presented in the Table 4.1. also support the findings of Darus and
Subramanian (2009), who analyzed the types of errors made Malay students in their L2
writings. The results of the study revealed that the error committed by the students were
mainly grammatical. The students also suffered from weak vocabulary and they committed
errors in sentence-level structure rules in L2. Considering these findings, they reached the
conclusion that the students had problems with essential grammatical rules in English
language. When the findings of the study were taken into account, it was suggested that
teachers should teach their students some ways of the mastery of essential grammatical rules
of L2.

As the above mentioned studies demonstrate, use of grammar is the biggest
problematic area for L2 learners in their writing endeavors, which was also the case for the
participants of the current study. The reason for the prevalence of grammar errors could be
that most of the writing instructors in Turkey believe correcting language use mistakes and
teaching students to use language accurately is their main concern. In addition, students
expect to receive feedback on their grammar mistakes as they believe that grammar accuracy
is important for their performance in exams (Schulz, 2001). Therefore, teachers tend to

correct grammatical mistakes more frequently than the others to meet their students’
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expectations. Another point to consider is if these teachers have been taught writing by
teachers who dealt with mostly the issues of grammar, vocabulary and mechanics, they may
have acquired the impression that these are the only main issues of writing. In addition,
institutional rules like the grading criteria imposed on the writing teachers might cause these
teachers to believe that accuracy is more important than meaning-making, messages and
organization. Lastly, students in Turkey view grammar as the core of English learning due
to traditional “paper and pencil” tests (Kirkgoz, 2006) and therefore expect their grammatical
errors to be corrected by their teachers.

On the other hand, there is little evidence supporting that the teaching of formal
grammar is efficient in improving the quality, fluency and accuracy of students’ writing in
English (Andrews, 2005; Andrews et al., 2006; Balester, 2009, Johannessen, 2001). In order
to deal with grammar mistakes, grammar can be taught implicitly in writing classes through
correcting students’ grammatical mistakes in their writings. However, it should be noted that
focusing too much on students’ grammatical errors might affect students’ attitudes towards

writing classes negatively.

4.1.2. Use /Choice of Vocabulary

Table 4.1. indicates that the incorrect use and choice of vocabulary ranked as the
second most problematic area for the participants in their writing classes. Some pre-service
EFL teachers stated that they didn’t have enough vocabulary to express their ideas on the
paper while others focused on the lack of variety in their vocabulary use. In addition, most
students attributed the difficulty in vocabulary to their prior knowledge of the topics of
writing. They stated that whether they would have difficulty in an essay writing depended
on their familiarity with the topic and the repertoire of their vocabulary. Another problem
mentioned in this section was the wrong choice of vocabulary. Some students stated that
some words had multiple meanings, so they got confused about which one to use in a
sentence. Some other difficulties the participants mentioned included using synonyms and
antonyms, and using idioms and collocations.

The findings reflected in Table 4.1. supports the findings of Abaya (2006), who
conducted a study to analyze the vocabulary errors observed in the written compositions of
eight students in Nyamira district, Kenya. The findings indicated that the errors related to
the use of vocabulary errors consisted of: confusion of synonyms, inappropriate collocation,
incomplete sentence structures, first language interference and coinage. When the findings
of the study were taken into account, it was suggested that teachers need to make use of
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various reading texts in order to expose their students to new lexical items and different
sentence structures.

Some other researchers have also conducted studies that yielded similar results to the
ones obtained in the present study. For instance, Fan (2009) carried out a study in which he
compared the collocational use of ESL students from Hong Kong and native speakers in the
writing classes. He found that the problems attached to collocational use of ESL students are
influenced by their mother tongue, their inadequacy in the target vocabulary and grammar
of the target language. Findings of the study highlighted that collocational knowledge should
be considered as an essential part of the learning and teaching processes of new vocabulary.
Similarly, Li (2005) found that 188 collocational errors occurred in Taiwanese EFL college
students writing consisting of 121 grammatical and 67 lexical ones. These results suggested
that L1 interference errors were observed frequently in the participating students’ writing.

As the above mentioned studies demonstrate, use/choice of the vocabulary is a
problematic area for L2 learners in their writing endeavors, which was also the case for the
participants of the current study. Many L2 students suffer from a lack of vocabulary in
Turkey because they usually memorize the words they have learned out of context due to the
traditional exam system (Kirkgoz, 2006). Therefore, they have difficulty in using these
words in a sentence appropriately. Considering this issue, it might be a good idea for teachers
to come up with some vocabulary learning strategies by which they can teach vocabulary in
context and enhance their students’ repertoires of vocabulary. Teachers should also consider
the levels and needs of their students when they plan these strategies. In this way, students
might be able to use the vocabulary appropriately in the writing classes, as well.

4.1.3. Generating ldeas
As Table 4.1. illustrates, generating ideas ranked as the third in terms of the participating
pre-service EFL teachers’ difficulties in their writing classes. Lack of ideas during essay
writing was a repeated concern for many students from different perspectives. Some students
stated that they were unable to generate ideas to support their thesis statements in their
writings. Furthermore, some other students complained that some topics chosen by the
teacher were too difficult or unfamiliar for them to generate ideas. They admitted that a lack
of topic prior knowledge was a barrier for them and they had great difficulty in generating
ideas in elaboration and adding details.
The findings presented in Table 4.1. agree with the statements of Rabab’ah (2003),
who states that students often suffer from a lack of vocabulary in L2 writing. Therefore, they
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find it difficult to reflect their opinions accurately in L2 writing. These difficulties might be
solved by promoting extensive reading among students so as to enhance their vocabulary
level. Suffering from a lack of adequate vocabulary which results in poor expression in L2
writing is a difficulty that students encounter in learning L2 writing skills (Ouma, 2005). As
can be understood from these statements, having a wide range of vocabulary repertoire
affects learners’ ability to generate ideas on a given topic.

Another reason why the participants had difficulty in generating ideas could be
related to lack of grammatical knowledge in L2. When it comes to L2 learning and teaching,
writing is seen as a means to reflect grammatical knowledge of the language, vocabulary,
cohesive devices, and syntactic knowledge. Through writing, learners need to demonstrate
their understanding by constructing sentences that reflect their knowledge of the language.
As a consequence, writing is considered as “an extension of grammar teaching” (Hyland,
2015, p. 146). As one can understand from these statements, learners need both grammatical
and lexical knowledge to express their ideas in a written composition.

Another research study which confirmed the findings of this study was carried out
by Salem (2007, as cited in Huwari & Al-Khasawneh, 2013), who stated that ESL and EFL
students encounter difficulties hindering them from writing effectively. Students in this
study frequently stated that they had difficulty in beginning to write, namely in generating
ideas.

As can be clearly seen above, generating ideas can be problematic for students including
the participants of this study. They might not possess topic-related knowledge, or the
necessary vocabulary or grammatical knowledge to express their ideas on paper. When
students do not possess knowledge, they cannot produce quality writings. To overcome this
problem, learners should be encouraged to do extensive reading or do online search to gain
knowledge about the related issues. Another good idea might be to get ideas by
brainstorming and discussion with their classmates. This would allow for more creative
ideas and enable students to express themselves in a better way. Another reason for not being
able to generate ideas on a given topic might be lack of vocabulary as students need

appropriate words to convey express opinions on a writing composition.

4.1.4. Punctuation
Table 4.1. illustrates that punctuation errors, though not as common as grammatical
or lexical errors, constituted another serious problem for L2 students. Some students stated

that using comma (,) appropriately was a big challenge for them while some others stated
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they forgot to add full stop (.) at the end of a sentence. Several of them also maintained that
they were not aware of their punctuation errors and stated that they lacked knowledge of
some punctuation marks. Davidson (2005) maintains that students encounter difficulties in
L2 writing owing to several factors in the learning process. The English language has a lot
of irregularities and idiosyncrasies that lead to a number of difficulties in writing particularly
for second language learners. Students tend to commit errors using comas, full stops, semi
colons and colons, and this has a negative impact on their L2 writings. Problems related to
the use of capitalization are also observed as a part of the punctuation difficulties which
might be attributed to a lack of practice or ineffective teaching.

The findings presented in Table 4.1. support the findings of Mourtaga (2004) who
examined the texts and other data of Palestinian freshman students and saw that they had
errors in punctuation and many of these errors stemmed from both Arabic and English. In
another case, while reviewing students written texts, Al-Hazmi (2006) noticed that
punctuation was the least edited part of Saudi students’ writing in English. This implies that
use of punctuation is ignored by students in general. Therefore, they don’t struggle to learn
the punctuation rules of the target language.

As we know, punctuation is one of the problems L2 students face while writing because
it is underestimated by students. Students mostly focus on grammar, vocabulary and content
when they produce a piece of writing. As a result, they ignore punctuation marks. Another
reason why students make and complain about punctuation errors might be the negative
impact of technology on their writing habits. Students usually send texts messages in an
informal style without using punctuation marks in their everyday lives (Yousaf & Ahmed,
2013). Therefore, they might do the same in their academic writings. Finally, the poor level
of punctuation knowledge in their mother tongue might be another reason for these

punctuation errors in L2 writing.

4.1.5. Spelling
Spelling, just like punctuation, is a technical writing skill that students need to master.
As Table 4.1. indicates, spelling and punctuation constituted more or less an equal degree of
problem for the participants. Some students stated that they experienced some spelling
difficulties because they didn’t use some words frequently enough to spell them correctly.
In addition to this, several students maintained that they made spelling mistakes without
being aware of it. Regarding this issue, Bancha (2013) noted that spelling mistakes might

occur when students are not concentrated enough due to tiredness or carelessness about the
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correctness of words. The participants of the present study might have suffered from these
negative factors, as well. Furthermore, for English language, which is highly opaque, Harmer
(2001) states that the sound of a word and the way it is spelt is not always clear. In addition,
he states that the reason spelling is difficult for students is “...the fact that not all varieties
of English spell the same words in the same way”. For example, the way American English
pronounce the word ‘behavior’, differs from British English ‘behaviour’. Davidson (2005)
states that students encounter difficulties in L2 writing because of a number of factors
involved in the learning process. The English language has a lot of irregularities and
idiosyncrasies which constitute various problems in writing particularly for L2 learners.

The findings of Table 4.1.are in line with the findings of Alhaisoni, Al-Zoud and
Gaudel (2015), who carried out a study to analyze the spelling errors of Saudi beginner
learners of English who were enrolled in an intensive English language program during the
students’ preparatory year at the University of Ha'il. The purpose of this study was to
determine deviant forms, analyzing and categorizing spelling error through the participants'
writing samples, and establishing a frequency count of the errors as well as its sources. A
total of 122 participants, consisting of both males and females, were given an hour and half
to write on one of four familiar topics. The study found that spelling errors were made
because of differences between the articulation of English words and the actual spelling of
these words, and the differences between Arabic and English language systems. Considering
these findings, it can be concluded that negative transfer of L1 also affects the spelling of
the words of the target language negatively.

Hameed (2016), who conducted a study and investigated the mechanics of writing,
analyzed the spelling errors made by 26 Saudi university students of different proficiency
levels. The participants of the study were asked to complete a dictation exercise of 50 words.
The dictation included words which were considered problematic for the learners (containing
silent letters, consonant clusters, homophones, etc.). The results of the study revealed that
four types of spelling errors occurred: substitution, omission, transposition and insertions.

As indicated in the Table 4.1., the participants of the present study stated that they
suffered from spelling problems in their writing classes. This might be because of the fact
that students mostly focus on the meaning of the words rather than their spellings. Another
reason could be the lack of practice with the new words that have just been learned. Finally,
the negative transfer of L1 knowledge might lead to spelling problems for the participants
as there are many words with similar spellings in both English and Turkish. In order to

overcome such problems, it is suggested that students should try to use the newly learned
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words frequently so that they could learn how to spell these words correctly. Furthermore,
developing some self-learning strategies for correct spelling can help learners deal with this

problem.

4.1.6. Textual Organization

Textual organization refers to writers’ ability to address one topic in several coherent
paragraphs with relevant sentences. It is easy to recall and grasp the meaning when the
information is presented in an organized way. (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). Therefore, coherence
IS a significant feature of a text as it ensures the logical flow of the ideas and information
embodied in discourse (Bex, 1996). Table 4.1. demonstrates that textual organization was
the least problematic area for the participants in this study. Most of the pre-service EFL
teachers who participated in this study claimed that organizing ideas in a logical order didn’t
constitute a big problem for them. As long as they had sufficient knowledge about the topic,
they were able to present their ideas in an organized way.

The findings of Table 4.1.are in line with the findings of Uysal (2008), who carried
out a study and investigated whether there were any shared writing preferences or patterns
in the Turkish and English argumentative essays of Turkish students. The findings of the
study indicated that there were commonalities or preferences in rhetorical patterns especially
with the organization of essays around an introduction, body, and conclusion. As can be
understood from these findings, the researcher stated that the participants might have
transferred their L1 writing knowledge to L2 writing or vice-versa. Similarly, the reason why
the participants of the present study stated that they didn’t have much difficulty in text
organization could be attributed to the fact that they also made use of their L1 writing
knowledge regarding text organization while writing their essays in English.

On the other hand, the findings of Table 4.1.are not in line with the findings of
Khuwaileh and Al Shoumali (2000), who conducted a study on the analysis of Jordanian
students in Arabic, their first language, and English as their second one. They found that
55% of the students wrote compositions in both first and second language that lacked
organization of thoughts and with no logical connection of ideas. As one can see, unlike the
participants of the current study, textual organization constituted a major problem for these
learners. Furthermore, Ahmed (2010) examined the writing compositions of EFL Egyptian
students and reported similar problems concerning sequencing ideas and writing topic

sentences.
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Moreover, in a study with a very similar group of participants, Yayli (2011) found
that the pre-service EFL teachers who were engaged in genre-based writing activities had
difficulty in organizing their written compositions since it was the first time the students had
been instructed in genre-based writing. The participants had some problems while dealing
with genre-based tasks as they were only familiar with paragraph or essay writing until this
study. However, the participants made progress in producing several different genres, and
their attitudes changed. Their positive remarks related to genre-based instruction at the end
of the study implied that writing teachers in L2 classrooms should consider integrating
genre-based teaching into their syllabuses. Although in the presents study, the pre-service
EFL teachers were engaged in writing a single genre, which was essay, there were some
common issues observed. For instance, the participants in the present study were also
observed to suffer from issues related to textual organization and some found following the
writing cycle (i.e., drafting, receiving feedback, revising and portfolio keeping) difficult. As
some language learners might have certain writing goals and different types of writing
experiences in their minds, it would be a good idea for writing instructors to conduct a needs
and analysis survey. Based on the results of this survey, L2 writing instructors ought to
consider adopting a genre-based approach during their teaching practices of L2 writing in
their classes (Yigitoglu, 2014). Similarly, if teacher education programs allow for genre-
based pedagogies in their actual programs, teacher candidates may increase their awareness
toward genres and their socio cultural contexts of use and thus their chances of integrating
such new literacy practices into their future teaching will increase (Yayli, 2011).

All in all, it is certain that the quality of textual organization partly depends on the
brainstorming and planning part of a writing session as pre-writing session forms the general
outline for students and guide them through the writing tasks. In addition, L2 writers will be
only good at organizing their ideas provided that they have familiarity with the topic and the
genre of writing. This might encourage writers to produce writings that are rich in content
with good textual organization. Finally, transferring their L1 writing knowledge to L2
writing might be helpful for writers in text organization as languages possess some

similarities in several aspects.

4.2. Participants’ Views and Preferences on Corrective Feedback

Research Question 2: Based on their statements, what are the participants’ views on four
types of feedback?
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2a. In their statements, which feedback type do they mention as the
one that contributes most to the writing difficulties they mentioned earlier?

2b. In their statements, what benefits do they mention for these
feedback types?

The rest of the items (Journal Question 2, 3, and 4) in participants’ journals (See
Appendix3) were related to their views on four types of corrective feedback.
Journal Question 2: Which of the following feedback types have you received from your
teacher in your writing lesson today?
e direct correction
e underlining and describing the error
e describing the error but not marking the location

e underlining the error only

Table 4.2. Corrective Feedback Types Provided to Learners by Teachers

Number of Number of Number/Frequency of Received
Feedback Type Participants Journals Feedback Type
Direct correction 61 235 155
Underlining the error only 61 235 101
Underlining and describing 61 235 79
the error
Describing the error but not 61 235 30

marking the location

As seen in Table 4.2., according to the participants’ journal entries, their teachers
provided four particular types of feedback for the errors their students made during the
writing classes. This implies that teachers value the effectiveness of different types of
feedback in their writing classes. It can be clearly seen in the Table 4.2. that the feedback
type mostly preferred by teachers was direct correction. Bitchner et al. (2005) maintained
that direct or explicit feedback occurs when the teacher identifies an error and specifies the
correct form above or near the error. The teachers might have preferred this type of feedback
as they tend to believe that when students see their errors corrected on their papers, they will
improve their accuracy in writing classes. Another reason for the popularity of direct

corrective feedback could be that it is more understandable for students than the other types.
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In addition, teachers tend to believe that their students need explanation for many of their
mistakes. They expect that if they are given the correct answer, they can make use of the
feedback they have received without much effort because it is clear.

The findings of the Table 4.2.are in line with the findings of the study conducted by
Chandler (2003), who investigated whether teachers should provide direct correction for the
errors or just mark and describe errors. He discovered that teachers preferred to provide
direct correction since this enabled learner to commit fewer errors in the long-term compared
to just describing the type of errors. Besides, direct correction helped students to be more
accurate in revision sessions, and teachers found it the easiest and most useful kind of
feedback as their students could incorporate it into their texts while revising them. Similarly,
in the present study direct correction was also found to be the most preferred type of feedback
by the participating writing instructors as they noticed the positive effect of this type of
feedback on their students within a short time.

In another study which justified the teachers’ preferences for direct correction,
Bitchener et al. (2005) tried to investigate the effectiveness of three types of feedback: direct
correction with explicit written feedback accompanied with five-minute face to face
individual conferences, providing direct correction with explicit written feedback only and
no feedback at all. The study revealed that the students who were given the two explicit types
of feedback improved their accuracy in writing considerably more than the no-feedback
group. These findings reveal that teachers, just like the participating writing instructors of
the present study, tended to provide direct correction for several reasons.

In another study, Binglan and Jia (2010) investigated whether combining direct
corrective feedback with explicit explanation would have a positive effect on the long-term
accuracy in writing. 44 second year Chinese EFL university students, divided into two
groups, participated in the study. The results of the study revealed the experimental group
achieved a much more significant accuracy in their writings when their teachers provided
direct corrective feedback combined with explicit written explanation than the control group,
who were provided an overall commentary by writing suggestions to improve the
compositions. As can be seen here, the findings of this study also justified the use of direct
correction by teachers.

As the above mentioned studies indicate, just like the writing instructors of the
participant students in the present study, many other teachers also prefer to provide direct
correction for their students’ errors in their writings and they have their reasons for this.

Direct corrective feedback, as Ellis (2009) states, provides learners with explicit guidance
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about how to correct their errors in their written texts, which is necessary if learners lack the
necessary linguistic competence to self-correct their errors. Therefore, the writing instructors
of the participant students in the present study might have preferred this type of feedback
considering their students’ needs and expectations.

Table 4.2. indicates that underlining the error only was the second most frequently
received feedback type by the students. This type of feedback might have been preferred by
the teachers because it guides students to self-correct their mistakes. Bitchener and Knoch
(2008) state that researchers who support the use of indirect written corrective feedback
(Ferris, 1995; Lalande, 1982) have claimed that it may promote deeper language engagement
and processing as it requires the student to get involved in “guided learning and problem
solving,” thus resulting in the “type of reflection that is more likely to foster long-term
acquisition” (p. 415). Another reason for providing an implicit type of feedback could be
that when teachers think a student has enough proficiency to self-correct their mistakes, they
give an implicit type of feedback. The participant students in this study studied at an EFL
program so their proficiency in English might have been considered suitable for this type of
feedback by some writing instructors. In other words, teachers tend to believe that students
with a high level of competence do not need to be provided feedback explicitly.

As Table 4.2. demonstrates, underlining and describing the error ranked as the third
common feedback type that the participating writing instructors provided for their students.
The participating teachers might have provided this type of feedback not very frequently as
they tend to believe that providing explanation on the error does not meet some of the
students’ requirements for learning. In addition, it causes confusion and demotivation
towards error correction. It should be noted here that the level of proficiency of the students
again plays a role here. Some students might need a more explicit description of the errors
they have made. Such students want to see more comments and explanations regarding their
errors so that they can make the necessary corrections on their papers. In the present study,
the participating students were already proficient with B1-B2 levels of proficiency but still
they did not receive such feedback often and their course instructors did not provide this type
of feedback frequently.

As seen in Table 4.2., the least provided corrective feedback type was describing the
error but not marking the location. Teachers might have a tendency to avoid this type of
feedback as learners expect to see the exact location of the errors they have made. This type

of feedback might create ambiguity for learners and prevent learning since some learners
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might not be able to find the location of their errors by themselves. As a result, they need

more guidance from their teachers on error correction.

Research Question 2a. In their statements, which feedback type do they mention as the
one that contributes most to the writing difficulties they mentioned earlier?
Journal Question 3: Which feedback types were the most useful to deal with the writing

difficulties you mentioned earlier?

Table 4.3. Students’ Preferences across Four Feedback Types
Number of Number  Number/Frequency of

Feedback Type Participants  of Feedback Types Found
Journals  Most Useful

Direct correction 61 235 140

Underlining and describing 61 235 44

the error

Underlining the error only 61 235 40

Describing the error but not 61 235 13

marking the location

As Table 4.3. clearly demonstrates, the participating pre-service EFL liked receiving
all the types of feedback in general. However, when it comes to the most useful types of
feedback, they mainly favored the explicit types of feedback like direct correction more than
the implicit ones.

The findings of the Table 4.3.are in line with the findings of Chandler (2003), who
analyzed 31 students’ views and preferences related to explicit and implicit feedback types.
After analyzing the results of the study, Chandler concluded that direct correction was the
most preferred by students because they can benefit from it easily. This type of feedback
was also seen to be preferred by teachers since they can respond to students’ writings within
a short time.

Another study which supported the findings of the Table 4.3 was conducted by Diab
(2006), who analyzed 156 EFL Lebanese students’ attitudes towards corrective teacher
feedback related to different aspects of their writing such as content, organization, grammar,

vocabulary choice, and writing style along with students’ preferences for various teacher
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papers’ marking techniques. Diab (2006) found that most of the participants in this study,
just like the participants of the present study, opted for more direct error correction and
wanted all their errors to be corrected by the teacher on their papers. The participants also
expected to receive teacher comments on the ideas of their writing. The findings of Amrhein
and Nassaji (2010) also support the findings of the Table 4.3.in that the students preferred
having all their errors clearly marked and corrected by the teacher as they believed that
seeing their errors marked and corrected would help them learn and remember better.

In another study conducted in Turkey, Coskun (2007) investigated the preferences of
students for error correction and found similar results. The participants in his study were
fourth-year students of Department of Foreign Languages Education at Abant izzet Baysal
University and Hacettepe University in Turkey. The results of the study revealed that
majority of the students, just like the participants of the present study, favored direct error
feedback and wanted the teachers to provide them with the correct form. This study is
significant as these students were also pre-service EFL teachers and their views and
preferences regarding corrective feedback would play a key role in shaping their feedback
practices in writing classes in their future teaching practice.

The reason why the majority of the participants preferred direct correction in the
present study could be that direct correction was more obvious and understandable than the
other types of feedback. In direct correction, the teachers indicated the errors and corrected
them for the learners. Therefore, it might have helped them better to understand their
mistakes and improve their accuracy in writing. The learners with a lower proficiency level
of English among the participants especially might have benefited from this type of feedback
as they might have been unable to figure out their errors by themselves. Although all of the
participants passed the same proficiency test given at the School of Foreign Languages, some
were still behind others in terms of their linguistic competencies.

On the other hand, the Table 4.3. indicates that some learners, probably the students
with a higher level of proficiency, liked being provided implicit type of feedback such as
underlining and describing the error or underlining the error only. These students might
have been the ones who just liked to be guided by the teacher and wanted to correct their
errors themselves. By doing so, they might have felt that they achieved a more permanent
learning.

In a previous study, which supported the use of indirect feedback, Kahraman (2013)
examined the interaction between learners’ attitudes toward corrective feedback, their

writing anxiety, and their writing performances. Participants of the study were 125 freshmen
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students who were enrolled in a “Composition Writing Skills I” course in the English
Language and Literature department at a university in Turkey. The study revealed that
receiving feedback from the teacher seemed to foster good and effective writing in general.
Another important finding of the study was that coded-feedback, namely underlining and
describing the error with cues, had a positive impact on the improvement of writing. Students
who want to take more responsibility for their progress in the target language tend to prefer
receiving implicit type of feedback as they believe that discovering the correct forms of the
errors on their own provide a more permanent learning for them (Ferris, 1995). Therefore,
some of the participants who wanted to take more responsibility for their own learning in
the present study might have favored implicit type of feedback types.

Table 4.3. also demonstrates that the least preferred feedback type was describing
the error but not marking the location. This might indicate that making general comments
on the errors without showing the exact location doesn’t help students much to enable them
to improve their accuracy in their writing. The reason why students do not prefer this type
of feedback as much as other types could be that students generally prefer more teacher
comments rather than peer feedback and prefer more explicit feedback on their papers
(Zhang, 1995).

The overall implications from the Table 4.3. could be that providing explicit
feedback like direct correction is the most preferred feedback type among the students who
participated in the study. These students were observed to depend on their teachers for the
explanation and correction of the errors on their papers. On the other hand, providing
feedback implicitly worked for a small number of students. However, it apparently didn’t
meet the majority of students’ needs or preferences for learning. In sum, all these four types
of corrective feedback are useful for students to some extent. However, the proficiency levels
of the students and the type of errors should be considered while choosing the most suitable

feedback type to achieve the best outcomes possible.

Research Question 2b. In their statements, what benefits do they mention for these feedback
types?
Journal Question 4: In which of the difficulties mentioned above did you notice the biggest

improvement after receiving feedback?
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Table 4.4. Participants’ Improvement in Six Writing Difficulty Areas
Number of Number of Number/Frequency

Difficulty Area Participants Journals of Difficulty Area
Improved Most

Use of Grammar 61 235 126

Use / Choice of 61 235 41
Vocabulary

Generating ldeas 61 235 28
Spelling 61 235 25
Punctuation 61 235 21

Textual Organization 61 235 18

As Table 4.4. indicates, most of the pre-service EFL teachers participated in this
study believed that they had improved their accuracy in the writing difficulty areas that are
mentioned above. The participants claimed that their biggest improvement occurred in the
use of grammar after getting feedback. In other words, when they received feedback on their
grammar errors, they stated that they were able to learn from these errors and improved their
accuracy in the use of grammar. The reason for this could be the fact that teachers tended to
correct the grammatical errors more than other types of errors, thus helping learners
overcome their grammatical problems. Table 4.4. demonstrates that students also made the
second biggest progress in the use/choice of vocabulary. They seemingly learned to use the
appropriate vocabulary in their sentences after getting feedback on their lexical errors.
Students also got better at generating ideas after they received feedback from their teachers.
This implies that they got feedback not only on technical difficulties but also on content
issues. Furthermore, students showed a similar degree of improvement in using the correct
spelling and punctuation, which are two mechanics skills, after receiving feedback. Lastly,
according to the actual statements of the participants, the least observed improvement
occurred in textual organization. The reason why the participants claimed they didn’t notice
a dramatic improvement in their text organization could be that most of the participants had
already learned about text organization at prep school and didn’t need to learn much about
it. Also, similar text organization patterns followed both in the Turkish and English
languages (i.e., introduction, body and conclusion organization) might have helped the
participants in this issue. In other words, the participants probably benefited from positive

L1 language transfer here (Uysal, 2008).
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4.3. Findings from Interviews

As the final part of the data collection process, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 16 participating pre-service EFL teachers who were chosen purposively. The
participants’ responses to the interview questions were content analyzed. The analysis of
each question was separated under a category. For the data collected through the semi-
structured interviews, content analysis was implemented and the 16 participating students’
responses were categorized under recurring responses. For this purpose, the interview
questions listed below were given shape as follows on the basis of the research questions of
this study:

1- What were the most common problems in your writings? Grammar, vocabulary or
any other areas? (Related to Research Question 1)

2- How did your teacher provide feedback in your writing classes? (Related to R.Q. 2)

3- Which feedback was the most effective one for you in general? Why? (Related to
R.Q.2a)

4- Did you notice any kind of improvement in your accuracy in the problematic areas
after getting feedback? (Related to R.Q. 2b)

Interview Question 1: What were the most common problems in your writings? Grammar,
vocabulary or any other areas. Explain in detail, please.

The 16 participants' opinions on writing difficulties were collected through
interviews. A content analysis was conducted by the researcher together with another rater
to reach more reliable results. All of the participants presenting their ideas stated that they
in some way experienced some difficulties in their writing classes. The themes gathered from

the analysis regarding these difficulties are shown below in Table 4.5.

Table 4.4. Themes About Writing Difficulties by the Participants

Participants Themes
P1,P3,P4,P6,P7,P8,P9,P10,P12,P14,P15,P16 (12) Difficulty in Generating Ideas
P1,P2,P3,P6,P7,P11,P13,P14,P15,P16 (10) Difficulties in Text Organization
P2,P4,P5,P6,P8,P9,P12,P13,P15 (9) Grammar Difficulties
P1,P3,P5,P8,P10,P14,P15,P16 (8) Vocabulary Difficulties
P4,P5,P7,P10,P13 (5) Pre-Writing Difficulties

As Table 4.5. indicates, according to the analysis of data gathered from the interviews
with 16 participants, the most recurrent theme that emerged from the statements of 12
participants was difficulty in generating ideas. Secondly, the statements of 10 participants

pointed to the issue of difficulties in text organization. Furthermore, nine participants stated
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that they had grammar difficulties. In addition, eight participants made statements related to
the issue of vocabulary difficulties. The last theme that emerged from the statements of five

participants was pre-writing difficulties.

Theme 1: Difficulty in Generating Ideas

According to the data gathered from the interviews, it was clear that most of the
students had difficulty in generating ideas while writing an essay. This issue generally
stemmed from inappropriate topic selection for essay writing. For example, P3 said “/ had
difficulty in supporting my ideas in my essay because of the unfamiliar topics my teacher
chose for essay writing. Teachers should be more careful while choosing the topics. I didn’t
like some of the topics our teacher chose for us such as comparison of physical beauty and
inner beauty.”

To support this claim, P4 said, “Choosing a good topic is important for me. I feel
comfortable with familiar topics while writing an essay. For example, | had written a very
good essay on the topic called home schooling while | wrote a poor essay on the topic called
subliminal message.” Regarding this issue, P16 said “I spend too much time trying to find
ideas related to the essay topic given to us.” Considering all these statements, the importance
of choosing an appropriate topic for essay writing emerges as an important issue which might
affect students’ ability to generate ideas. The participants above clearly called our attention
to the connection between the selection of topics and the quality of writing. Regarding this
issue, the teachers can adapt their pedagogic approaches and can mutually design such tasks
that could motivate and encourage students by giving them freedom of selecting topics of
their interest (Pineteh, 2013; Quintero, 2008).If students are given this freedom, they might
feel more motivated and produce better works.

Another reason why students might have difficulty in generating ideas could be that
some of the students found it very challenging to obtain sufficient and relevant source
information, paraphrase or summarize information, and use an appropriate academic writing
style (Gonye, Mareva, Dudu, & Sib, 2012; Kalikokha, 2008). For instance, P8 said “I can 't
produce enough ideas on my own related to a given essay topic. | need to do some research
on the Internet on the topic.” In addition, P12 said “I need to be guided by my teacher while
finding ideas as | had difficulty in coming up with good ideas on my own.” Furthermore, P
15 said ““I find it hard to start writing an essay as I can’t express myself using academic
vocabulary”. Considering these statements, it can be concluded that some students needed

extra resources to gather information on an essay topic so that they could generate ideas well



53

on it. In addition, they expressed that they felt the need for a wide range of academic
vocabulary to express themselves in writing an essay. A good idea for teachers to support
their students would be to provide them authentic materials such as published articles or
other reference books so that these students would have some background knowledge on the
topics they are supposed to write on. In addition, asking students to do some pre-search on
the Internet before coming to the class would be helpful, too. Thus, one of the best ways to
follow would be the integration of some of the principles of content-based writing which

suggests doing readings together with writing activities (Hyland, 2015).

Theme 2: Difficulties in Text Organization

Based on the data gathered from the interviews, more than half of the participants
had problems in text organization. According to Kharma (1986), learners have a number of
difficulties related to organization such as structuring the paragraph, developing the topic of
a paragraph, and structuring the whole theme in a discourse. Text organization is considered
as an essential component of an essay. An incoherent text makes it difficult to convey ideas,
which leads to a lack of confidence in learners even if they have the necessary syntactic,
lexical and grammatical command over text composition (Rico, 2014).

Related to text organization, P1 said “I have difficulty in organizing my ideas in the
introduction paragraph.” while P2 said “It was difficult for me to organize body paragraphs
in a logical order.” In addition, P7 said “There are so many ideas that come to my mind
that it is difficult to organize them in the paragraphs.” Lastly, P11 said “l have so many
ideas that sometimes | am afraid to add off-topic ideas in my essay.” Considering all these
statements, it can be concluded that students need the help of their teachers on text
organization. Although they can come up with so many ideas on a topic, whether relevant or
irrelevant, they have difficulty in expressing them in an organized way in an essay. It should
be noted here that most of the participants (12 out of 16) who were interviewed hadn’t
studied at prep school. Therefore, writing an essay in L2 was a totally new experience for

them, and this could be the reason why they had difficulty in text organization.

Theme 3: Grammar Difficulties

The data gathered from the interviews shows that almost 50% of the participants
stated that they suffered from grammar problems while writing. For example, P2 said “I
made grammar errors while trying to make complex sentences.” Related to grammar

difficulties, P5 said “I had grammar problems, especially with complex structures like noun
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clauses, while writing an essay. P12 said “I had problems with the use of prepositions while
writing an essay while P13 said “I made several mistakes while using conjunctions in my
essay.” When these statements are taken into account, it can be concluded that use of correct
grammar is another great challenge that students encounter in essay writing. Although these
students had been learning English grammar for years and taking many exams on it, they
still complained of having several problems with their grammatical knowledge and use on a

piece of written work.

Theme 4: Vocabulary Difficulties

According to the data obtained from the interviews, 8 out of 16 participants stated
that they had vocabulary related problems while writing an essay. For example, P10 said “7
realize that I don’t have enough vocabulary to express my ideas while writing an essay.”
Related to vocabulary problems, P8 said “I noticed that I used the same words again and
again in my essay.” In addition, P14 said, “I feel that I am not able to write an academic
essay. My sentences look too simple to me due to my limited range of vocabulary
knowledge. ” Considering these statements, it can be clearly seen that students need a wide
range of vocabulary to write a quality essay. In addition, they should also be able to use
words appropriately according to the context. It should be noted here that a good writing or
composition should contain appropriate and varied range of vocabulary used along with
proper grammar and a varied range of sentence structures (Alamirew, 2005; Norish, 1983).
Teachers should be aware of the fact that if their students lack the necessary vocabulary
knowledge, they will have difficulty in expressing themselves on paper. As the actual
statements of the participants stated above indicate, students also complain about not being
able to convey their ideas in an academic way. Therefore, it would be a good idea to expose
students to academic articles or reading texts so that they could be familiar with academic
vocabulary and use them in their writings when necessary. If students have this academic

vocabulary repertoire, they might produce academic writings.

Theme 5: Pre-writing Difficulties

The data gathered from the interviews demonstrate that nearly one third of the
participants had pre-writing difficulties while writing an essay. For instance, P7 said “As
there is a time limit, I find it difficult to generate ideas during brainstorming session.” Also,
P10 said “For me, the biggest problem is to get started. I usually can’t find a good topic to

write about. I waste a lot of time.” As one can see, students might have difficulties even
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before they start writing, and they need guidance from their teachers to overcome these
problems. Teachers should act as a facilitator and create a situation to activate their students’
schemata so that they can come up with some ideas on related topics assigned to them.

Interview Question 2: How did your teacher provide feedback in your writing classes?
Interview Question 3: Which feedback was the most effective one for you in general?
The second question of the interview was related to the feedback practices of the

participants’ teachers while the third question investigated feedback preferences of the

participants. The participants’ responses for both of these questions are illustrated together

in the Table 4.6. below.

Table 4.5. The Feedback Types Provided to the Interviewed Participants and Their’
Feedback Preferences

Number of Number/Frequency Number/Frequency of
Feedback Type Participants of Received Preferred Feedback
Interviewed Feedback Type Type
Direct correction 16 15 8
Underlining and describing the 16 11 5
error

Underlining the error only 16 11 3
Describing the error but not 16 3 -

marking the location

As Table 4.6. indicates, the interviewed pre-service EFL teachers mostly received
explicit type of feedback from their teachers such as direct correction. However, implicit
type of feedback was also provided by the teachers when necessary. When the participants
were asked about their preferences for the type of corrective feedback they wanted to receive,
half of them (8 participants) stated that they preferred direct correction because it was the
most useful one to them. For instance, P2 said, “I liked the direct corrections most. These
corrections were like a warning or punishment for me. I made fewer errors as the time
passed.” In addition, P6 said “I want my teacher to correct my mistake. I am learning in this
way.”

Finally, P12 said “The best correction type is direct correction for me. I noticed my
mistakes immediately.” Considering these statements, it can be concluded that most of the

participants preferred to be given direct corrective feedback because it gives them the
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opportunity to learn from their mistakes quickly. As Chandler (2003) stated explicit feedback
is more effective in providing accurate revisions, and most of the students prefer it because
it is the easiest and quickest way for them to learn correct forms.

On the other hand, the rest of the participants were observed to prefer implicit
feedback with favoring underlining and describing the error (5 participants) and underlining
the error only (3 participants). These students stated that they liked these feedback types
because they can learn more from self-correction. For example, P1 said “I just want my
teacher to underline my mistakes. I do some search on them, ask my friends to help me, or
check some other sources. In this way, | learn well. When my teacher corrects my mistakes,
| forget about the correction and do not learn well.” To support this claim, P4 said,
“Underlining the error is the best feedback type for me because I learn better this way. When
[ receive direct correction, I learn at that moment, but later I don’t remember what I have
learned. In addition, P5 said “When my teacher underlines my errors, I try to correct my
error myself. I think this provides permanent learning for me.” Some other participants
stated that implicit feedback is useful, but they still need some guidance. Therefore, they
liked underlining and describing the error feedback type more. For example, P7 said “I
prefer my mistakes to be underlined and explained to me. | don 't like direct correction since
it prevents me from thinking over my mistakes. I can’t learn from my mistakes this way.” In
addition, P13 said “When my teacher just underlines my errors, I sometimes get confused. I
want to see some explanations and comments on my errors.” It is interesting to note that
none of the participants interviewed opted for the feedback type describing the error but not
marking the location. This implies that the participants wanted to see the exact location of
their errors.

Considering these statements on implicit type of feedback, it can be concluded that
some students prefer to be given implicit feedback types as they want to discover and learn
on their own. They believe that they can learn better this way since permanent learning
occurs. It other words, it can be stated that indirect corrective feedback also plays an
important role in improving learners’ proficiency level in writing an essay or composition.
It is the responsibility of teachers to find out whether their students could benefit from
indirect corrective feedback as the English proficiency level and learning styles of students
play a role here.

Regarding this issue, Lyster et al. (2013) claim that although explicit corrective
feedback types seem more likely to be noticed than implicit ones by students, several studies

reveal that effects of implicit corrective feedback might be more long-lasting than explicit
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ones which might be profound in short terms (Ellis, et.al., 2006; Li, 2010, Mackey & Goo,
2007).

Interview Question 4: Did you notice any improvements in the writing difficulties?
The last question of the interview aimed to examine whether the participants noticed

any improvements in the writing difficulties they had mentioned after receiving feedback.

Table 4.7. Improvement Observed by the Participants after Receiving Feedback

Participants Difficulty Areas Improved
P4,P6,P7,P9,P11,P13,P15,P16(8) Text Organization
P1,P3,P4,P5,P9,P14(6) Grammar Difficulties
P5,P9,P10,P14(4) Vocabulary Difficulties
P2,P8,P14(3) Difficulties in Generating Ideas

As Table 4.7 indicates, half of the participants (eight participants) stated that they
improved themselves in text organization with the help of feedback they received from their
teacher. For example, P13 said “I learned how to write a well-organized essay thanks to my
teacher’s feedback.” In addition, P16 said “It was hard for me to write an essay at the
beginning. Now, it is fun.” P11 said “I didn’t know what essay writing was like before this
class. Now, I learned a lot after getting feedback on it.” The statements of the participants
demonstrate that receiving feedback helped them a lot in terms of essay organization and
they learned something new in their writing classes. Also, nearly one third of the participants
stated receiving feedback from their teachers was crucial in dealing with grammar
difficulties. For instance, P1 said “I used to make many mistakes related to the use of singular
and plural forms. Receiving feedback was useful for me, especially with grammar issues.”
Furthermore, P3 said “I made several tense mistakes as well as conjunction mistakes. After
receiving feedback, | made fewer mistakes on these.” Four participants out of 16 stated that
receiving feedback helped them overcome their vocabulary difficulties. For example, P9 said
“Thanks to my teacher’s feedback, I enhanced my vocabulary knowledge related to different
essay types.” Finally, three participants out of 16 maintained that their teachers’ feedback
helped them generate ideas related to different essay types. For example, P8 said “I used to
write simple and short. Now, | can write longer essays that are rich in content.”

Considering the participants’ statements, it can be concluded that the participants
benefited from corrective feedback in many ways. The main area in which the interviewed

participants improved themselves was text organization. In addition, many of the participants
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overcame their problems related to grammar and vocabulary. Lastly, they got better at
generating ideas on the essay topics given to them. All in all, the interviewed participants
valued receiving feedback from their instructors as they improved their writing skills in

different aspects.



CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION, SUGGESTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

5.1. Conclusion

This study investigated a group of pre-service EFL teachers’ writing difficulties and
their views on four particular types of feedback: 1) direct correction, 2) underlining and
describing the error, 3) describing the error but not marking the location and 4) underlining
the error only. The data gathered from the participants’ learning diaries showed that the most
problematic area in writing an essay for the participants was the use of grammar. This was
followed by the problems in the use/choice of vocabulary, generating ideas, punctuation,
spelling and text organization. On the other hand, the data gathered from the interviews
indicated that generating ideas and text organization in essay writing were the biggest
problems for the participants. The reason for this could be that the majority of the
interviewed participants (12 out of 16 participants) did not study at prep school. Therefore,
essay writing was a totally new experience for them. The other problematic areas for the
interviewed participants were grammar, vocabulary and pre-writing difficulties in the order
of frequency.

The findings of the study also indicate that all four types of feedback were considered
to be beneficial by the pre-service EFL teachers. However, according to the data gathered
from the journals, direct correction was the most preferred type of feedback by the
participants. Underlining and describing the error was the second most preferred feedback,
followed by underlining the error only and describing the error but not marking the location.
In parallel with the findings of the participants’ journals, the data gathered from the student
interviews indicated that direct correction was the most useful and preferred feedback type
for the participants. It was followed by underlining and describing the error and describing
the error only. No participants, according to the data gathered from the interviews, preferred
to be given the last type of feedback type which was describing the error but not marking
the location. All in all, the findings from both participants’ learning diaries and participants’
interviews demonstrated that the participants of the study had positive attitudes toward the
four particular types of feedback and they thought that these types were all beneficial in

writing classes for different types of errors.



60

5.2. Suggestions for Further Research and Implications

This study investigated a group of pre-service EFL teachers’ L2 writing difficulties
and their views and preferences towards four particular written corrective feedback types.
As for the writing difficulties, the current study aimed to identify the participants’L2 writing
difficulties which they had in their writing classes. A further study can be conducted to
determine the roots and underlying reasons of such difficulties. In this way, a more solid
action can be taken to prevent learners’ writing difficulties.

In addition, the participants’ views and preferences towards four types of corrective
feedback have been investigated in the current study. It is recommended that a further study
should be conducted to investigate teachers’ views and preferences towards these feedback
types so that it would be possible to see whether there are any differences/similarities
between these views. Moreover, there is a necessity for a further study to explore whether
the feedback views and preferences of the participants would change as their English
proficiency level increases in time, in their future years of their education at the program
(i.e., when they are third or fourth year students) or when these pre-service teachers start
actual teaching.

The data collection process in the current study took place at one institution and
lasted eight weeks. It is recommended that a further study should be designed to collect data
from different institutions and for a longer period of time. More longitudinal studies which
provide rich qualitative results in various higher education settings should be carried out. In
this way, more data could be collected and the comparisons of results would be possible.
Moreover, the method used in the present study was qualitative. It would be a good idea for
the future studies to utilize statistical methods of data collection in addition to qualitative
data since mixed methods would produce more reliable results.

Finally, there is necessity for further studies to explore to what extent written
corrective feedback helps learners overcome the writing difficulties of EFL learners. In order
to do this, students’ progress would have to be tracked on a regular basis. Their writing
practices should be recorded and analyzed at different time periods during their educational
lives to reach more conclusive remarks.

The findings of this study have also several pedagogical implications for instructors
working in ELT institutions in Turkey. First, these teachers should be aware of the fact that
in spite of their previous L2 learning efforts lasting for years, their students (i.e., pre-service
EFL teachers) encounter several difficulties during the process of L2 writing even before

they start planning their essays until they finalize them. It is mostly because of the fact that



61

many pre-service EFL teachers take skill-based courses for the first time in their university
education. During their secondary education; they have been receiving a structurally oriented
and form-focused language instruction for years (Kirkgoz, 2007). Therefore, it is necessary
for skills instruction teachers (i.e., writing course instructors or speaking course instructors)
to provide a learning atmosphere in which their students learn to deal with difficulties.

In the present study, the most common problems reported in the participants’ L2
writings were related to the use of grammar. Therefore, the place and importance of grammar
in L2 writing needs to be reconsidered. As mentioned above, these pre-service EFL teachers
have a language learning background which is based on structural language teaching. Thus,
the participants might be still under these structural perspectives while analyzing their
writing difficulties and feedback type preferences. Teachers should also provide various
sources, extensive reading materials and strategies for their students so that they can deal
with their difficulties related to the use of vocabulary, spelling and punctuation (Harmer,
2001). Lastly, text organization seems to be a problematic area for some learners as they
lack the awareness of different genres in L2 writing. Therefore, teachers should provide
learners with more practice of different genres other than essay writing only through
engaging them in genre-based tasks and activities.

Another implication of the study is related to feedback practices of writing teachers
in L2 writing classes. It has been found that learners have a variety of preferences for types
of feedback for the treatment of different types of errors they commit in their writings
(Schulz, 2001). Therefore, teachers should have the capacity, awareness and knowledge to
meet the feedback expectations of their learners. They can directly ask their students’
opinions about their feedback expectations towards different types of errors. Finally,
teachers should be aware of their learners’ various learning styles, proficiency levels and

individual differences while providing feedback for their students.
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APPENDIX 1: Background Survey (Sormaca)

Bu veri toplama araci, Pamukkale Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Programi dgrencilerinden gériis toplamak iizere gelistirilmistir. Elde
edilen veriler arastirma disinda hig bir amagla kullanilmayacaktir. Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir
ederim.

Okt. Hiisnii GUMUS

Liitfen asagidaki sorular: goriisleriniz dogrultusunda yanitlayimz.
1.Ortaokul, lise ya da iiniversite egitiminiz esnasinda Ingilizce yazma dersleri aldiniz mi?
a) Hayur.

b) Evet ise, ne tiir konularda yazdiniz?

2.Birinci donemki yazma derslerini nasil buldunuz? Sizin igin sikict miydi, zor veya kolay

miydi1? Sebeplerini agiklayiniz.

3.Birinci donemde aldiginiz yazma dersinde, 6gretmenlerinizden yazdiginiz bir sey i¢in

yazil1 veya sozlii ne tiir geri doniit aliyordunuz? Agiklaymiz.

4. Bu doniitleri nasil buldunuz?

5. Doniit almada karsilastiginiz sorunlar nelerdi?

6.Yazma dersinde yazdiginiz bir sey i¢in 6gretmeninizden mi sinif arkadasinizdan m1

doniit almayi tercih edersiniz? Sebepleriyle agiklayimiz.

7. Bu donemki yazma derslerinden beklentileriniz nelerdir? Sizce iyi bir yazma dersi nasil

olmali?
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Background Survey (English Version)

This data collection tool has been designed to get the views and opinions of a group of pre-
service EFL teachers. The data collected will not be used for any other purposes except for
the present research. Thank you for your contribution.

Instructor Hiisnii GUMUS

Please answer the following questions.
1. Did you take any writing classes during your high school or university education?
a) No

b) If yes, on what topics did you write about?

2. What do you think about the writing classes you took in the first term? Was it boring,
easy or difficult etc. for you? Explain in detail, please.

3. How did you receive feedback from your writing instructors on any written work you

produced?

4. What do you think of these feedback types?

5. What difficulties did you encounter during the feedback sessions?

6. Would you prefer to receive feedback from your instructors or classmates? Explain the

reasons, please.

7. What are your expectations from the writing classes this term? What is a good writing
class for you?
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APPENDIX 2: Four Types of Written Corrective Feedback

A) Direct correction

There are several effect of divorce on children. (Student)
effects  (Teacher)

B) Only underlining and describing the error, but not correcting it.

First of all children suffer from loneliness. (Student)
1

1- “After transition signals, we use comma.” (Teacher)

C) Describing the error, but not marking the location.

Couples might love each other, and it is sometimes not enough. (Student)

“You used some inappropriate linkers/conjunctions.” (Teacher)

D) Underlining the error only

According to a study which carried out in England, divorce rate has increased by

20% in major cities the last 5 years. (Student)

The teacher only underlines the error here.
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APPENDIX 3: Journal Questions

Please answer the following questions after each writing class.

1- In which of the following areas did you have difficulty in your written compositions

today?

a. Grammar:

b. Vocabulary:

c. Spelling:

d. Punctuation:

e. Generating ideas:

f.  Organizing the text:

2- Which of the following feedback types have you received from your teacher in your

writing lesson today?

a. direct correction
b. only underlining and describing the error, but not correcting it,
c. describing the error, but not marking the location,

d. underlining only
3- Which feedback types were the most useful to deal with the writing difficulties you

mentioned?

4- In which of the difficulties mentioned above did you notice the biggest improvement
after receiving feedback?
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Journal (Giinliik) Sorulari
Liitfen asagidaki sorular1 her yazma etkinliginden sonar cevaplayimiz.
1- Bugiinkii yazma dersinde karsilastiginiz sorunlar nelerdi? Asagidaki alanlara gore
belirtiniz.
a. Dilbilgisi kullanim1
b. Kelime kullanimi/Se¢imi
c. Imla kurallarina uyma
d. Noktalama kurallarina uyma

e. Fikir tretme

f.  Metin Organizasyonu

2- Bugiinkii yazma dersinde asagidaki doniit tiirlerinden hangilerini aldiniz?

Hatay1 dogrudan diizeltme.

T

Diizeltme yapmadan sadece hatanin altin1 ¢izme Ve hatayi agiklama.

o

Hatanin altin1 ¢gizmeden sadece hatayi agiklama

o

Sadece hatanin altini ¢izme.

3- Yasadigin zorluklarla basetmede en ¢ok hangi doniit tiirii fayda sagladi?

4- Birinci maddede bahsettigin sorunlardan en ¢ok hangisi bu aldigin doniitlerle

gelisme gosterdi?
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APPENDIX 4

Interview Questions for Students
What were the most common problems in your writings? Grammar, vocabulary or
any other areas?
How did your teacher provide feedback in your writing classes?
Which feedback was the most effective one for you in general? Why?
Did you notice any kind of improvement in your accuracy in the problematic areas

after getting feedback?

Ogrenciler icin Miilakat Sorular
Yazma dersinde karsilastiginiz ana zorluklar nelerdi? Dil bilgisi kullanimi, kelime
se¢imi ve kullanimi ya da herhangi diger bir alanda zorlandiniz m1?
Yazma derslerinde hocalarinizdan nasil ve ne tiir doniit aldiniz?
Bu doniitlerden hangisi sizin i¢in en etkili olaniydi?
Doniit aldiktan sonar yazma dersinde yasadiginiz zorluklarda gelisme gozlediniz

mi?
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