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Abstract 

This study aimed to investigate university students’ preferences for and reported 

instructor practices of written feedback (WF) and how these align with instructors’ 

perceptions and self-reported practices in EFL writing classrooms. An 80-item survey 

was conducted with 13 instructors and their 210 students at a Moroccan university. The 

findings revealed that instructors’ perceptions aligned with students’ preferences for 

judgmental WF on the written text and all process-based WF subscales. However, 

instructors considered WF modes on the written text more important than students. In 

terms of practices, instructors reported employing certain WF practices (judgmental WF 

on the written text, content-based WF related to textuality standards, and macroaspects of 

writing) more often than students reported. The study emphasizes the importance of 

aligning classroom WF practices with students’ preferences to enhance writing 

performance. 

 

Résumé 

Cette étude a pour but d'examiner les préférences des étudiants universitaires et les 

pratiques des enseignants en matière de rétroaction écrite (RÉ), ainsi que la manière dont 

ces préférences s'alignent sur les perceptions des enseignants et les pratiques qu'ils 

déclarent dans les classes d'écriture en anglais langue étrangère (ALÉ). Une enquête de 

80 questions a été menée auprès de 13 enseignants et de leurs 210 étudiants dans une 

université marocaine. Les résultats ont révélé que les perceptions des enseignants 

correspondaient aux préférences des étudiants en matière de RÉ avec jugement sur le 

texte écrit et sur toutes les sous-échelles de RÉ basées sur le processus. Cependant, les 

enseignants considèrent les modes de RÉ sur le texte écrit plus importants que les 

étudiants. En ce qui concerne les pratiques, les enseignants ont déclaré employer certaines 

pratiques de RÉ (RÉ avec jugement sur le texte écrit, RÉ basé sur le contenu lié aux 

normes de textualité et macro-aspects de l'écriture) plus souvent que les étudiants ne l'ont 

déclaré. L'étude souligne l'importance d'aligner les pratiques de RÉ en classe sur les 

préférences des étudiants afin d'améliorer les performances en matière d'écriture. 
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A Comparison of EFL Students and Instructors’ Written Feedback Preferences 

and Reported Practices at a Moroccan University 

 

Introduction 

 

Written corrective feedback (WCF) has long been a topic of interest in second 

language (L2) research (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012), yet there remains a significant gap in 

understanding the alignment between learners’ and teachers’ perceptions and practices 

regarding WF (e.g., Ahmed, 2021; Liu & Wu, 2019; Ma, 2018; Montgomery & Baker, 

2007). Much of the early work on feedback treated it as a one-way process, where 

teachers provided feedback and students received it passively (Hattie & Gan, 2011; Van 

der Kleij et al., 2017). However, a growing body of literature now emphasizes the need 

for a more interactive and student-centered approach to feedback, one that encourages 

students to engage actively with feedback, whether from teachers or peers (Nicol, 2010; 
Zhu & Carless, 2018).  

In examining feedback, it is important to explore the underlying beliefs that 

shape how feedback is given and received, as these beliefs influence the alignment or 

misalignment between teachers’ practices and students’ expectations. The concept of 

beliefs, which encompasses perceptions and views, plays a crucial role in shaping both 

how feedback is delivered and how it is interpreted. In educational contexts, teachers’ 

perceptions refer to their knowledge, ideas, and assumptions about teaching and 

learning (Basturkmen et al., 2004; Cheng et al., 2021). These perceptions are often 

unobservable but impact teaching decisions and practices (Borg, 2003). For students, 

perceptions refer to their conceptions and opinions about learning and feedback, often 

shaped by prior experiences and context (Pajares, 1992). Empirical studies show that 

mismatches between teacher and student beliefs about feedback can lead to misaligned 

expectations and ineffective learning outcomes (Benson & Lor, 1999). Furthermore, 

reported practices, which refer to teachers’ self-reported actions in the classroom, often 

reflect these beliefs. Teacher practices are commonly studied through self-reports, 

student perceptions, and direct observations (Muijs, 2006), allowing for an exploration 

of how teachers implement feedback and whether this aligns with student preferences. 

By comparing both perceptions and reported practices, this study aims to illuminate 

potential gaps in how teachers and students approach WF. 

While studies have examined various aspects of WCF (Alshahrani & Storch, 

2014; Black & Nanni, 2016; Chen et al., 2016; Mahmood, 2021; McMartin-Miller, 

2014), there remains a need to compare teachers’ and students’ views and practices 

systematically. Research suggests that aligning these views may enhance the 

effectiveness of feedback in promoting language learning (Liu & Wu, 2019; Ma, 2018). 

Differences in students’ or teachers’ preferences may also “affect the learning 

environment by either supporting or inhibiting their intentional cognition and active 

engagement” (Soo, 1999, p. 289). Disparities between teacher and student perceptions 

about the value, focus, and type of WCF can inhibit student engagement with feedback, 

potentially undermining its benefits. Moreover, it is important to clarify the distinction 

between written feedback (WF) and WCF. WF can be received in written form and 

encompass a broad range of feedback types, including comments on content, 

organization, and language use, while WCF specifically refers to feedback aimed at 

correcting linguistic errors (Ferris, 2003). By distinguishing these terms more clearly, 

this study aims to contribute to a nuanced understanding of feedback in the writing 

context, particularly in relation to students’ and teachers’ preferences and practices. 
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Unlike the majority of studies (e.g., Cheng et al., 2021; Li & Barnard, 2011; 

Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Wei & Cao, 2020) that have explored WF perceptions and 

reported practices independently from either the student or teacher viewpoint, only a 

few have focused on comparing both students’ and teachers’ perceptions and practices 

of WF. Liu and Wu (2019) investigated students’ preferences and teachers’ perceptions 

of the value of six dimensions of feedback in L2 writing (source, mode, tone, focus, 

scope, and explicitness). They found that ESL teachers and students disagreed on peer 

review, feedback scope, and type, but they agreed on feedback tone, WF, oral feedback, 

rhetorical issues, and language use. In Montgomery and Baker’s (2007) study, teachers 

and students preferred mechanics-related feedback, but Black and Nanni (2016) found 

that EFL instructors preferred indirect feedback and students preferred direct feedback. 

Similarly, limited research explored differences in students’ and teachers’ reported 

practices of WF. For example, Ahmed (2021) found a mismatch where instructors 

focused on macro aspects of writing (e.g., generating ideas and sentence construction) 

while students prioritized language accuracy. Alshahrani and Storch (2014) identified 

an alignment in comprehensive feedback provision but misalignments in feedback type 

and focus between Saudi teachers and students. Differences also emerged in how 

students and instructors described the feedback approach, with discrepancies in teacher 

error marking and students’ reported instructor practices (McMartin-Miller, 2014). 

Research on the alignment of teacher and student perspectives regarding WF 

remains limited, not just globally but especially in the Moroccan EFL context (Mamad 

& Vígh, 2024). Most studies in the Moroccan EFL context neglect the other side of the 

coin by focusing either on WF from the teacher or student perspective. For example, 

Ouahidi and Lamkhanter (2020) examined Moroccan university students’ perceptions of 

teacher feedback. Zyad and Bouziane (2020) examined how EFL correction practices 

affect Moroccan students’ English writing. Larouz and Abouabdelkader’s (2020) study 

focused on Moroccan universities’ supervisory feedback. A key conclusion is that a 

comparative study between students’ and teachers’ preferred perceptions and reported 

practices regarding product- and process-based WF is warranted in the Moroccan 

tertiary educational context. This could provide insights into the dynamics of feedback 

interaction between students and teachers, the role of WF on student writing processes, 

and the extent to which this feedback is effectively integrated into writing development. 

The degree of alignment or misalignment could also be found between the way students 

and their instructors view the value of different product- and process-based WF 

practices as well as the reported WF utilization in Moroccan EFL writing classrooms. 

Ma argued that there is a need to “examine the perceived usability of teacher written 

feedback on the students’ and teachers’ parts as well as the relationship between the 

two” (2018, p. 26). Based on preferences, this relationship “may be a first step toward 

reconciling the differing expectations between those giving feedback (i.e., teachers) and 

those receiving it (i.e., students)” (Black & Nanni, 2016, p. 109). 

In light of these research gaps, this study aims to investigate Moroccan 

university students’ WF preferences and perceived instructor practices, comparing them 

with instructors’ perceptions of the importance of WF and their self-reported practices. 

To achieve this aim, the following sections review the role of feedback in ESL and EFL 

writing and include the research objectives, questions, and methods before presenting 

the results and discussing the findings.  
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The Framework of Feedback in ESL/EFL Writing 

 

In writing research, writing is defined as a process of writing and rewriting 

through which the writer develops and explores his/her thoughts and ideas to achieve 

the intended meaning (Zamel, 1982). Similarly, Hyland (2003, p. 9) defines it as “a way 

of sharing personal meanings”. Numerous researchers and educators have focused on 

the obstacles and problems learners face when writing and the role of feedback in 

enhancing learners’ writing abilities. Students may find writing in English as a Second 

Language (ESL) and EFL challenging (Tseng, 2019), because of their difficulty to write 

a coherent written text and their problems in areas related to vocabulary, lexis, 

grammar, and mechanics (Khanalizadeh & Allami, 2012). ESL or EFL writing has also 

been considered one of the most challenging of the four language skills to teach by 

teachers (Tseng, 2019), because it requires the teaching of low-level/micro/surface 

writing aspects, such as spelling and punctuation, as well as high-level or macro aspects 

of writing, such as generating ideas and sentence construction (Mackenzie et al., 2015; 

Mariano et al., 2022; Quinn & Bingham, 2019; Scull et al., 2020; Wilson & Czik, 

2016). 

In EFL/ESL writing, two teaching approaches are emphasized. The first, 

product-based writing, is a common practice that emphasizes foundational writing 

skills, e.g., spelling, grammar, and punctuation (Guo et al., 2022). Due to the limitations 

of this approach, such as its primary focus on grammar and linguistic form (Hyland, 

2003; Pramila, 2017; Puengpipattrakul, 2014), the second, process-based writing, which 

engages students in planning, translating, revising, composing meaningful texts, and 

acknowledging the roles of self-reflection and evaluation in writing (Guo et al., 2022), 

has recently been emphasized in writing instruction.  

Providing effective feedback is crucial for helping students improve their writing 

skills. In feedback research, two overlapping related key concepts are explored: WF and 

WCF. WF is given or received in written form, such as handwritten comments on the 

draft, annotations on the digital copy, or electronic comments in a word processing 

document (Lee et al., 2015), whereas WCF is a process of correcting errors and/or 

commenting on student writing (Lee et al., 2015). WCF in language teaching can take 

different forms, including direct correction, indirect correction, and coding. Direct 

correction effectively directs students’ attention to the error and offers a resolution or 

the correct form (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Lalande, 1982; Sia & Cheung, 2017). 

Indirect correction, on the other hand, involves indicating errors without providing 

specific corrections (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). Coding is a 

type of indirect correction where teachers use codes to indicate the location and type of 

error without directly correcting it (Sia & Cheung, 2017). Regarding the amount of 

WCF to provide, teachers can choose between selective or comprehensive approaches. 

Selective WCF focuses on a limited number of error categories in a targeted manner, 

while comprehensive WCF aims to identify all errors (Lee, 2013; Bitchener & Ferris, 

2012). However, teachers need to consider the subject matter, educational objectives, 

learning patterns, and individual needs of each student when deciding on the amount of 

feedback to give (Brookhart, 2008). 

The debate over the effectiveness of WCF, initiated by Truscott (1996), has been 

central to shaping research in L2 writing. Truscott’s (1996, 1999, 2001, 2004, 2007) 

provocative claim—that grammar correction is not only ineffective but also harmful—

was based on findings from earlier studies (e.g., Hillocks, 1986; Kepner, 1991; Polio et 

al., 1998) showing minimal improvement in students’ writing following WCF. He 

argued that grammar correction fails both theoretically and practically. Theoretically, 
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Truscott (1996) questioned the conventional belief that language learning is simply a 

transfer of knowledge from teacher to student. Truscott (2010) contended that providing 

feedback on linguistic aspects without accounting for the complex process of 

interlanguage development was ineffective, emphasizing the importance of 

Pienemann’s (1989) teachability/learnability hypothesis. He argued that language 

features must be taught in a developmental sequence aligned with students’ readiness. 

Practically, he doubted L2 teachers’ ability to consistently and effectively provide 

feedback on errors, and he criticized the approach for wasting valuable time and effort, 

advocating instead for extensive exposure to the target language through reading and 

writing. 

Ferris (1999, 2004, 2010) contested Truscott’s conclusions by pointing out flaws 

in his selection of studies, such as those by Knoblauch and Brannon (1981), Kepner 

(1991), and Polio et al. (1998), which either had methodological limitations or focused 

on specific contexts not generalizable to all L2 learners. Ferris (1999) argued that well-

designed studies have shown the positive effects of WCF, particularly on error 

correction in specific linguistic features (Ashwell, 2000; Chandler, 2003; Ellis, 1998; 

Ferris & Roberts, 2001). She emphasized that WCF can facilitate L2 development, even 

if its impact may be more short-term. Ferris also highlighted the need for more rigorous 

research methodology in WCF studies, including the use of control groups, pre-tests, 

and clearer categorizations of student errors, areas that early research often neglected. 

Despite their opposing views, Truscott’s arguments moved the field forward by 

stimulating extensive research that has led to more refined methodologies and a deeper 

understanding of how WCF can influence language learning. His critique prompted a 

closer examination of when, how, and for whom WCF is effective, ultimately 

improving the quality and scope of subsequent studies. 

In addition to the debate on WCF, Mamad and Vígh (2022, p. 123) have 

identified two WF perspectives: product-based WF and process-based WF. Their key 

features can be defined by five main aspects (Table 1). To differentiate between WF 

from the product and process perspectives, Bowen et al. (2022) pointed out that process-

oriented feedback occurs in pre-, while-, and post-writing, which involves specific 

writing activities such as setting goals, planning, managing time, using resources, 

solving problems, and revising. Product-focused feedback is provided on completed 

drafts or final written texts, which aims to improve students’ drafts in terms of content, 

organization, language, and linguistic structure of the text. Although different, the 

process approach to teaching writing combines product and process-oriented feedback 

“achieved through written or face-to-face comments, questions, and suggestions 

provided by teachers and/or peers on finished drafts” (Bowen et al., 2022, p. 3). In this 

study, we adopted this framework of product- and process-based WF.  
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Table 1 

Key Features of Product- and Process-Oriented WF (Mamad & Vígh, 2022, p. 123) 

Aspects of 

comparison 
Product-oriented WF  Process-oriented WF 

Provision  
Provided on completed drafts or 

final written texts. 
 

Provided before, during, and after 

writing activities. 

Focus  

Focuses mainly on local (e.g., 

spelling, grammar, vocabulary, 

mechanics) or global (e.g., 

organization, content) aspects of 

writing over cognitive and 

social aspects.  

 

Focuses on cognitive writing 

processes, social aspects, and 

content development based on 

standards of textuality and 

macroaspects of writing by using 

assessment criteria rather than 

linguistic ones. 

Intention of 

feedback  

Intended to improve students’ 

language accuracy in writing. 
 

Intended to foster learner self-

regulation, improve self-editing 

writing strategies, and make use 

of social processes to help 

students make writing 

improvements. 

Students’ 

role  

Involves students primarily as 

recipients of feedback provided 

by teachers and other resources. 

 

Involves students primarily as 

active and constructive 

constructors of feedback through 

self- and peer-feedback, oral 

feedback, and teacher-student 

discussions. 

Way of 

constructing 

WF 

Constructed using direct and 

indirect corrections, possibly 

with metalinguistic 

explanations, coding, general 

praise and criticism. 

 

Constructed using praise, 

criticism, and suggestions, with 

explanations formulated in 

supportive, specific, personalized, 

and detailed ways. 

 

Research Objectives and Questions 

 

Two specific objectives guide this research: the first is to compare students’ WF 

perceptions with those of instructors to identify their alignment or misalignment, and 

the second is to compare students’ reported instructor WF practices with instructors’ 

self-reported WF practices to determine their match or mismatch. The study addresses 

the following research questions: 

 

1. To what extent are instructors’ perceptions of product- and process-based WF in 

alignment with their students’ preferences? 

2. To what extent do instructors’ self-reported practices of product- and process-

based WF match their students’ reported teacher WF practices? 

 

Methodology 

 

Context of the Study  

 

To answer the two research questions, the present study was conducted at a 

public university in Meknes, Morocco. Among the universities that had previously been 
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considered for the study, this university contained the largest number of EFL writing 

instructors (n = 13) and their students (n = 210). EFL students at this university had 

received instruction on various writing techniques and approaches, such as product and 

process writing, in their writing courses at the English department. The students are 

required to complete a 38-course curriculum over the three years of their BA academic 

studies, including four courses related to writing with written correction (Writing 

Paragraphs, Composition I and II, and Advanced Writing) and other courses such as 

grammar I and II, American and British culture, syntax, morphology, sociolinguistics, 

drama, and fiction.  

In English departments at Moroccan universities, the kinds and extent of 

students’ perceptions of WCF are influenced by several factors, including the 

predominant use of summative assessment over formative approaches. Incorporating 

formative assessment practices is challenging for many instructors due to external 

pressures, unfamiliarity with these practices, and a lack of systematic training (Jebbour, 

2021; Ouakrime, 2000). As a result, the WCF students receive is often limited in both 

scope and effectiveness. Teachers may struggle to provide detailed, individualized 

feedback that addresses students’ specific needs and learning contexts during the 

revision process. Instead, feedback tends to be more generalized, and less aligned with 

the students’ learning differences and the contextual demands of writing instruction. 

During the first two years of the BA program at this English department, students are 

engaged in writing techniques and composition through a syllabus that covers form- and 

content-based aspects of writing (Ouahidi & Lamkhanter, 2020). The declared aim of 

the curriculum is to develop students’ writing skills, including sentence construction, 

paragraph writing, essay writing, and research paper composition (Ouahidi & 

Lamkhanter, 2020). Third-year BA students are required to effectively employ the 

writing skills they have acquired to develop their final degree research paper. MA 

students specializing in English studies, particularly applied linguistics, are required to 

complete various writing assignments aimed at honing their proficiency and acquainting 

them with the intricacies of the writing process. These assignments encompass diverse 

genres such as reports, reviews, and research projects, affording students ample 

opportunities to engage in meaningful writing practice. Therefore, the practices of WF 

among learners with high academic levels are expected to change.  

 

Participants 

 

A quantitative exploratory study using a survey method was employed to collect 

data from students and instructors in November and December 2021. Tables 2 and 3 

contain the characteristics of the two subsamples. Regarding the student sample, there 

were 116 females and 93 males. The majority of participants fell within the age range of 

17 to 25 years (94%), followed by those aged 26 to 30 (5%). Most students reported 

having studied English for an average of 6 to 10 years. The student sample comprised 

second-year BA students (n = 78), third-year BA students (n = 109), and first-year MA 

students (n = 22). The EFL writing instructor sample comprised 9 male and 4 female 

participants, most of them aged 41 to 50 and over 50, and they possessed a teaching 

experience that ranged from 21 to 30 years. Regarding class size, most instructors 

taught 50 to 100 students, indicating their experience with large student cohorts.  
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Table 2  

Characteristics of the Student Subsample 

Baseline characteristic 
Full sample (N= 209) 

N % 

Gender    

Male 93 44.5 

Female 116 55.5 

Age    

17–25 years old 197 94.3 

26–30 years old 10 4.8 

31–35 years old 2 1.0 

Year of enrolment     

Second-year BA student  78 37.3 

Third-year BA student 109 51.2 

First-year MA student  22 10.5 

English learning period    

Between 1–5 years 85 41.7 

Between 6–10 years 103 49.3 

Between 11–15 years 19 9.1 

Between 16–20 years  2 1.0 

Questionnaire’s understanding    

Very inappropriate  9 4.3 

Inappropriate  6 2.9 

Neutral  20 9.6 

Appropriate  107 51.2 

Very appropriate  67 32.1 

 

Table 3 

Characteristics of the Instructor Subsample 

Baseline characteristic 
Full sample (N= 13) 

N % 

Gender    

Male  9 69.2 

Female  4 30.8 

Age    

20–30 years old 2 15.4 

31–40 years old 3 23.1 

41–50 years old 4 30.8 

Over 50 years old 4 30.8 

Years of teaching experience of EFL writing    

1–5 years 2 15.4 

6–10 years 3 23.1 

11–20 years 3 23.1 

21–30 years 4 30.8 

Over 30 years 1 7.7 

Average number of students in EFL writing classes   

1–50 students 4 30.8 

50–100 students 6 46.2 

101–150 students 2 15.4 

Over 150 students 1 7.7 
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Questionnaires  

 

The questionnaire was self-designed rather than adopted from existing 

instruments, as many prior questionnaires primarily focused on WCF without 

considering process-based WF or comparing instructors’ and students’ perceptions and 

practices on product- and process-based WF. The questionnaires were administered in 

face-to-face and online formats to ensure an adequate number of participants. To ensure 

content validity, the questionnaire was developed in three stages. First, the structure, 

subscales, and individual items were formulated based on an extensive literature review 

on WF (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Ferguson, 2011; Ferris, 2003; Haines, 2004; Koenka 

& Anderman, 2019; Koenka et al., 2019; Nicol, 2010; Stewart, 2015; Tai et al., 2018) 

and included insights from text linguistics (Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981/1992). 

Second, experts in EFL and education evaluated the item pool for necessity, relevance 

to the measured constructs, and clarity. Third, pilot studies were conducted with 

Moroccan EFL writing instructors (N = 14) and university students (N = 51) to test the 

suitability and adequacy of the questionnaire. 

The questionnaires were administered in English to accommodate students from 

diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds, whose primary languages may include 

Arabic or various Amazigh dialects (Tamazight, Tachalhit, or Tarifit). In Morocco, 

English serves as the language of instruction within the English department at the 

university. By using English for the questionnaires, we aimed to ensure alignment with 

the academic context of the participants, facilitating clearer and more comprehensible 

responses relevant to the study’s subject matter. When asked about their understanding 

of the questionnaire in the background information section, 51% of participants found it 

appropriate, while 32% found it very appropriate. This indicates that the majority of 

participants felt the questionnaire matched their level of understanding and 

expectations, ensuring that the items were well-tailored to the academic and linguistic 

context. 

Students and instructors’ questionnaires (see Appendices A and B) have the 

same structure. They contain two dimensions (perceptions and reported practices), two 

scales (product and process approaches), nine subscales, and 80 total items. The first 

subscale, WCF, addresses students’ writing errors by identifying and correcting them 

through various methods, such as direct correction, underlining the mistakes, or using 

specific codes (e.g., "S" for spelling) to classify the types of errors. In the second 

subscale, WF modes on the written text, feedback is delivered based on the 

linguistic/structural aspects of the final written text and offered in a single-draft format 

as the final version of the writing, with the teacher playing a key role in feedback 

provision. The third subscale, judgmental WF on the written text, provides summative 

feedback based on errors and scores, often including general praise and criticism 

without explanation. The fourth subscale, content-based WF related to the standards of 

textuality, focuses on cohesion, coherence, intentionality, informativity, acceptability, 

situationality, and intertextuality. The fifth subscale, content-based WF related to 

macroaspects of writing, considers purpose, genre, and developmental aspects of a text. 

The sixth subscale, developing evaluative judgment, requires reflective assessment of 

work. The seventh subscale, supportive WF in the writing process, covers dialogic 

feedback, including oral and peer discussions. The eighth subscale, effective WF modes 

in the writing process, focuses on supportive, specific, personalized, and detailed 

feedback. The ninth subscale, judgmental WF in the writing process, includes praise, 

criticism, and suggestions for improvement. Table 4 provides an overview of scales, 

subscales, and items related to the two dimensions.  
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Table 4 

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

Scales and subscales 
Number 

of items 

Dimensions 

Perceptions 
Reported 

practices 

Product approach of WF 11   

WCF 4 9, 15, 28, 40 2, 14, 20, 37 

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

Judgmental WF on the written 

text 
4 19, 13, 32, 37 8, 13, 32, 39 

Process approach of WF 29   

Content- based WF related to 

the standards of textuality 
7 

3, 5, 8, 20, 22, 31, 

33 

3, 5, 7, 10, 16, 29, 

36 

Content-based WF related to 

macroaspects of writing 
4 6, 10, 12, 30 9, 11, 18, 31 

Developing evaluative 

judgment 
4 11, 14, 21, 38 15, 22, 33, 40 

Supportive WF in the writing 

process 
4 7, 17, 23, 25 17, 21, 23, 26 

Effective WF modes in the 

writing process 
6 

2, 4, 18, 27, 29, 

35 

6, 19, 24, 28, 30, 

35 

Judgmental WF in the writing 

process 
4 16, 34, 36, 39 4, 12, 34, 38 

Note. The numbers given in the dimensions’ columns indicate the serial numbers of the questionnaire 

items in the student and instructor questionnaires that were placed in Appendices A and B. 

 

The student and instructor questionnaires were validated by analyzing their 

psychometric properties on the whole sample, which confirmed the adequacy of the 

questionnaires. Therefore, in the following, only the reliability of the questionnaires was 

examined in the small subsamples involved in the current study. Cronbach’s alpha 

values in the case of most subscales used in both questionnaires were acceptable, .61 ≤ 

Cronbach’s α ≤ .91 (Table 5). Reliability figures concerning process-based WF were 

higher than those of product-based WF, and in the case of the reported practice 

dimension, all reliability values were acceptable. However, in the case of the perception 

dimension, low reliability values were identified concerning WF modes on the written 

text in both subsamples (Cronbach’s α = .37), developing evaluative judgment in the 

case of the instructor questionnaire (Cronbach’s α = .51), and supportive WF in the 

writing process regarding the student subsample (Cronbach’s α = .61). However, since 

all these figures were acceptable in the case of the other dimension and in the parallel 

subsample, these subscales were not excluded from further analysis, but caution is 

necessary when interpreting the results of these subscales. The lower reliability values 

were due to the very small instructor sample size and the limited number of items, 

indicating that including more items in a larger sample seems necessary to increase the 

reliability of these subscales.  
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Table 5 

Summary of Cronbach’s Alpha Values of the Subscales in the Samples of Instructors 

and Students  

Scales and subscales 

Cronbach’s alphas 

of instructor 

questionnaire 

Cronbach’s 

alphas of student 

questionnaire 

P SP P RP 

Product approach of WF     

WCF  .57 .62 .64 .71 

WF modes on the written text  .37 .55 .37 .61 

Judgmental WF on the written text .89 .73 .73 .63 

Process approach of WF     

Content- based WF related to the standards 

of textuality  
.87 .91 .72 .84 

Content-based WF related to macroaspects 

of writing  
.74 .80 .63 .77 

Developing evaluative judgment  .51 .71 .61 .79 

Supportive WF in the writing process .71 .76 .40 .80 

Effective WF modes in the writing process  .79 .87 .72 .86 

Judgmental WF in the writing process .67 .67 .63 .78 

Note. P = perceptions, SP = Student is reporting on teacher practice not self, RP = Instructor is reporting 

on own practice 

 

To answer the research questions and to fulfill the comparison purposes, 

independent samples t-tests were used. To check the stability of the results, student and 

instructor responses were compared in the whole sample and based on the different 

years of enrolment of the students.  

 

Results 

 

Instructors’ Perceptions of Product- and Process-based WF and Their Students’ 

Preferences? 

 

This section presents the results of the study by comparing Moroccan EFL 

instructors’ perceptions of WF with those of their students. The data are organized into 

two main categories: product-based and process-based WF approaches. Tables 6 and 7 

provide a detailed comparison between instructors’ perceptions and students’ 

preferences across various WF subscales. Table 6 highlights overall perceptions of both 

groups, while Table 7 presents a comparison based on the students’ academic year. The 

results include statistical analyses using mean scores, standard deviations, Levene’s test, 

and t-tests to identify any significant differences in the perceptions and preferences 

between instructors and students. 

Instructors’ perceptions related to WCF, judgmental WF on the written text, and 

all process-based WF subscales aligned with those of their students, because there were 

no significant differences between the means and standard deviations of these subscales 

(Tables 6 and 7). For instance, in Table 6, the mean score for WCF reported by 

instructors was 4.04, while the mean for students was 3.90, showing no significant 
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difference between the two groups (t = 0.73, p = .47). Similarly, for judgmental WF on 

the written text, instructors reported a mean of 2.63, and students reported a mean of 

2.37, showing no significant difference (t = 1.02, p = .31). For the process approach to 

WF, the mean scores for content-based WF related to standards of textuality were nearly 

identical: 3.75 for instructors and 3.68 for students, with no significant difference (t = 

0.43, p = .67) (Table 6). No significant differences were also observed in content-based 

WF related to macroaspects of writing (Minstructors = 4.06, Mstudents = 3.93, t = 0.80, p = 

.42) and developing evaluative judgment (Minstructors = 3.90, Mstudents = 3.88, t = 0.17, p = 

.86) (Table 6). 

In the case of WF modes on the written text, the mean in the instructor 

subsample was significantly higher (M = 4.05) than that of students (M = 3.58), 

indicating that instructors considered WF practice covered by this subscale more 

important to target in EFL writing classrooms, while students perceived it as less 

important (t = 2.72, p = .01) (Table 6). Based on the comparison between instructors 

and all student subsamples by year of the study, significant differences were also noted 

in this subscale. Instructors’ mean (M = 4.05) was significantly higher than that of 2nd-

year BA students (M = 3.59, p < .05), 3rd-year BA students (M = 3.64, p < .05), and 1st-

year MA students (M = 3.25, p < .05) (Table 7). This reinforces the notion that 

instructors placed greater emphasis on these WF modes than students at all levels of 

study. 

 

Table 6 

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Perceptions and Their Students’ Preferences of Product- 

and Process-Based WF 

Scales and subscales 

Instructors 

(N = 13) 

Students    

(N = 209) 

Levene-

test 
t-test 

M SD M SD F p t P 

Product approach of WF         

WCF 4.04 0.30 3.90 0.67 3.99 .05 0.73 .47 

WF modes on the written 

text  
4.05 0.61 3.58 0.61 0.33 .57 2.72 .01 

Judgmental WF on the 

written text 
2.63 1.13 2.37 0.90 1.24 .27 1.02 .31 

Process approach of WF         

Content- based WF related to 

the standards of textuality  
3.75 0.65 3.68 0.54 1.78 .18 0.43 .67 

Content-based WF related to 

macroaspects of writing  
4.06 0.49 3.93 0.56 0.37 .54 0.80 .42 

Developing evaluative 

judgment  
3.90 0.54 3.88 0.59 0.35 .56 0.17 .86 

Supportive WF in the writing 

process 
3.63 0.61 3.77 0.52 1.03 .31 0.89 .38 

Effective WF modes in the 

writing process  
4.29 0.45 4.21 0.53 0.00 1.00 0.55 .58 

Judgmental WF in the 

writing process 
4.08 0.53 3.91 0.59 0.01 .90 0.98 .33 
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Table 7 

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Perceptions and Their Students’ Preferences of Product- 

and Process-Based WF According to Year of Study 

Scales and subscales 

Instructors 

(N= 13) 

2nd BA 

students    

(N= 78) 

3rd BA 

students    

(N= 109) 

1st MA 

students    

(N= 22) 

M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Product approach of WF         

WCF 4.04 0.30 3.92 0.73 3.88 0.65 3.98 0.57 

WF modes on the written 

text  
4.05 0.61 3.59* 0.57 3.64* 0.65 3.25* 0.48 

Judgmental WF on the 

written text 
2.63 1.13 2.39 0.89 2.40 0.95 2.10 0.70 

Process approach of WF         

Content- based WF 

related to the standards of 

textuality  

3.75 0.65 3.66 0.58 3.70 0.54 3.68 0.45 

Content-based WF related 

to macroaspects of writing  
4.06 0.49 3.89 0.55 3.96 0.57 3.92 0.57 

Developing evaluative 

judgment  
3.90 0.54 3.82 0.58 3.87 0.60 4.05 0.57 

Supportive WF in the 

writing process 
3.63 0.61 3.79 0.44 3.78 0.59 3.64 0.45 

Effective WF modes in 

the writing process  
4.29 0.45 4.21 0.50 4.23 0.57 4.14 0.33 

Judgmental WF in the 

writing process 
4.08 0.53 3.92 0.56 3.91 0.63 3.92 0.48 

* Mean significantly differs from the instructor sample at p < .05 

 

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

Students’ Reported Teacher WF Practices 

 

This section reports the frequency of WF practices as perceived by Moroccan 

EFL instructors and their students. Tables 8 and 9 illustrate a comparison of self-

reported instructor practices and student perceptions, focusing on both product- and 

process-based WF approaches. Table 8 compares the overall instructor and student 

groups, highlighting significant differences where instructors report using certain WF 

practices more frequently than students perceive. Table 9 further breaks down these 

comparisons by student subsample (2nd-year BA, 3rd-year BA, and 1st-year MA 

students), revealing how perceptions differ based on academic level. Statistical 

analyses, including mean scores, standard deviations, Levene’s test, and t-tests, help to 

identify these differences and indicate areas where alignment and discrepancies occur 

between instructors’ and students’ views of WF practices. 

As shown in Tables 8 and 9, no significant differences were identified in the 

means and standard deviations between instructors’ and students’ reported frequencies 

of WF practices concerning judgmental WF on the written text, content-based WF 

related to the standards of textuality, and macroaspects of writing. For example, the 

mean for judgmental WF on the written text was 2.73 for instructors and 2.89 for 

students, with no significant difference identified (p = .56) (Table 8). Similarly, content-

based WF related to the standards of textuality showed no significant difference 
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between instructors and students (Minstructors = 3.44, Mstudents = 3.06, p = .13) (Table 8), 

indicating that both groups reported similar frequencies for these subscales. In the cases 

of the other subscales, there were significant differences between the instructor sample 

and the whole student sample (Table 8). Instructors reported using WCF significantly 

more often than students perceived (Minstructors = 3.87, Mstudents = 3.20, p = .01) (Table 8). 

Likewise, for WF modes on the written text, instructors’ mean score was significantly 

higher than students’ (Minstructors = 4.00, Mstudents = 2.99, p < .05) (Table 8), suggesting 

that instructors applied these feedback methods more frequently than students 

recognize.  

Based on the comparison between instructors’ self-reported practices and the 

perceptions of different student groups (2nd-year BA, 3rd-year BA, and 1st-year MA 

students), the means of WCF for all student subsamples were significantly lower than 

those reported by instructors (M = 3.20 for 2nd-year BA, M = 3.15 for 3rd-year BA, and 

M = 3.44 for 1st-year MA, compared to the mean for instructors, M = 3.87 p < .05) 

(Table 9). Similarly, for WF modes on the written text, instructors reported a higher 

mean (M = 4.00) compared to students across all subsamples (M = 3.04 for 2nd-year 

BA, M = 2.97 for 3rd-year BA, and M = 2.97 for 1st-year MA, p < .05) (Table 9). These 

significant differences indicated that instructors reported these practices more frequently 

than students perceived their instructors applying them. However, in the cases of 

developing evaluative judgment and supportive WF in the writing process subscales, the 

means and standard deviations of second-year BA students did not differ significantly 

from those of their instructors (Table 9). 

 

Table 8 

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Self-reported Practices and Their Students’ Perceived 

Instructor Practices of Product- and Process-Based WF 

Scales and subscales 
Instructors Students 

Levene-

test 
t-test 

M SD M SD F p t P 

Product approach of WF         

WCF 3.87 0.79 3.20 0.94 0.61 .43 2.50 .01 

WF modes on the written 

text  
4.00 0.65 2.99 0.88 1.73 .19 4.04 <.001 

Judgmental WF on the 

written text 
2.73 1.03 2.89 0.94 0.52 .47 

-

0.58 
.56 

Process approach of WF         

Content- based WF related 

to the standards of textuality  
3.44 0.86 3.06 0.87 0.00 .99 1.53 .13 

Content-based WF related to 

macroaspects of writing  
3.81 0.76 3.37 0.92 0.69 .41 1.69 .09 

Developing evaluative 

judgment  
3.67 0.72 3.06 1.02 2.82 .09 2.14 .03 

Supportive WF in the 

writing process 
3.69 0.83 3.01 1.00 0.89 .35 2.41 .02 

Effective WF modes in the 

writing process  
3.95 0.73 3.23 0.96 1.92 .17 2.67 .01 

Judgmental WF in the 

writing process 
4.04 0.69 3.16 0.98 2.97 .09 3.17 <.001 
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Table 9 

Moroccan EFL Instructors’ Self-Reported Practices and Their Students’ Perceived 

Instructor Practices of Product- and Process-Based WF by Student Subsamples 

Scales and subscales 
Instructors 

2nd BA 

students 

3rd BA 

students 

1st MA 

students 

M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Product approach of WF         

WCF 3.87 0.79 3.20* 0.99 3.15* 0.93 3.44* 0.79 

WF modes on the written 

text  
4.00 0.65 3.04* 0.91 2.97* 0.90 2.97* 0.70 

Judgmental WF on the 

written text 
2.73 1.03 2.84 0.98 2.91 0.92 2.95 0.97 

Process approach of WF         

Content- based WF 

related to the standards of 

textuality  

3.44 0.86 3.04 0.89 3.05 0.88 3.18 0.77 

Content-based WF related 

to macroaspects of writing  
3.81 0.76 3.40 0.93 3.31 0.96 3.58 0.67 

Developing evaluative 

judgment  
3.67 0.72 3.15 1.02 3.00* 1.04 3.09* 0.86 

Supportive WF in the 

writing process 
3.69 0.83 3.18 0.95 2.91* 1.02 2.97* 1.00 

Effective WF modes in 

the writing process  
3.95 0.73 3.39* 0.93 3.17* 0.99 2.99* 0.86 

Judgmental WF in the 

writing process 
4.04 0.69 3.25* 0.96 3.12* 1.01 3.11* 0.97 

* Mean significantly differs from the instructor sample at p < .05 

 

Discussion 

 

The discussion in this section focuses on the two research questions: (1) To what 

extent are instructors’ perceptions of product- and process-based WF in alignment with 

their students’ preferences? and (2) To what extent do instructors’ self-reported 

practices of product- and process-based WF match their students’ reported teacher WF 

practices? The results showed that instructors’ perceptions were largely in line with 

students’ preferences for evaluative feedback on their written work, as well as for 

process-oriented feedback in all subscales. However, instructors gave more weight to 

WF that focused on the written text compared to students. Regarding reported practices, 

instructors indicated that they used certain WF strategies—such as judgmental WF on 

the written text, content-related feedback adhering to standards of textuality, and writing 

aspects—more often than students perceived. While previous studies from other 

contexts compared students with teachers based on their WF perceptions or practices in 

EFL, ESL, and academic writing, no prior research from Morocco specifically 

examined the current study’s subscales and WF practices.  

 

Differences between Instructors’ Perceptions and Students’ Preferences of 

Product- and Process-based WF 

 

In this study, the Moroccan EFL instructors’ perceptions on the importance of 

using WF techniques in EFL writing classes were consistent with their students’ 
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preferences regarding WCF, judgmental WF on the written text, and all process-based 

WF subscales, namely content-based WF related to the standards of textuality and to 

macroaspects of writing, developing evaluative judgment, supportive WF, effective WF 

modes, and judgmental WF in the writing process. In these cases, instructors and 

students agreed to a similar extent that the given types of WF should be practiced in 

EFL writing classrooms. Liu and Wu (2019) also found that ESL students and their 

instructors agreed on the importance of WCF and content-based feedback, which 

address both rhetorical issues (content, structure, audience, style, etc.) and language use 
(grammar, vocabulary, etc.). This alignment demonstrated shared recognition of the 

areas that need improvement in student writing. In Black and Nanni’s (2016) study, 

consistency in EFL students’ and instructors’ WCF preferences was exhibited regarding 

their disfavor for content-based feedback, because they agreed that content-based 

feedback was the least useful WF practice. However, in the present study, instructors 

and students seemed to have similar perceptions regarding the importance of using this 

type of feedback in the Moroccan EFL writing context.  

The findings of the current study on WCF do not align with the findings of Liu 

and Wu (2019) and Black and Nanni (2016). Liu and Wu found that teachers preferred 

indirect WCF, while students preferred direct correction of errors. Black and Nanni’s 

study showed that teachers overwhelmingly favored indirect feedback with 

metalinguistic comments, indicating a preference for feedback that helps students 

develop their language skills in the long term. On the other hand, students strongly 

preferred direct feedback with metalinguistic comments, indicating their desire for 

explicit error correction by the teacher. This misalignment reflected a difference in 

opinion regarding the preferred mode of WCF delivery and required continuous 

negotiation between instructors and their students to resolve the mismatch. The 

alignment found in this study regarding supportive WF in the writing process, which 

includes teacher-student discussions, peer feedback, and oral feedback, contrasts with 

the findings of Liu and Wu (2019). In their study, students preferred written and peer 

feedback, while teachers viewed oral feedback as helpful but were neutral or hesitant 

about the value of peer feedback. However, it is important to note that the reliability of 

the results for this subscale in the current study is limited due to the homogeneity of the 

student sample. 

Unlike the alignment found in the present study regarding WF preferences in 

eight out of nine subscales, in the case of one product-oriented subscale, WF modes on 

the written text, Moroccan EFL instructors involved in the study considered targeting 

this WF type more important than their students, and this claim was valid for the whole 

student sample and for each student’s year of enrolment. In contrast to this result, 
Montgomery and Baker (2007) found an alignment between ESL instructors’ and 

students’ perceptions regarding these WF modes. However, they also revealed that 

students perceived receiving more local and global feedback on written drafts than 

teachers perceived providing, and the identified difference needs to be solved by a 

common interpretation of the role of the used WF modes. Thus, although the reliability 

of this subscale was low in both subsamples, the identified difference may suggest a 

need for student-teacher discussion to find a balance that addresses the misalignment 

resulting from students’ lower and instructors’ higher preference for teacher-, form-, 

and single draft-based feedback.   
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Differences between Instructors’ and Students’ Reported Practices of Product- 

and Process-Based WF 

 

Regarding WF practices, three subscales can be identified (judgmental WF on 

the written text and content-based WF related to the macroaspects of writing and 

standards of textuality), in which the frequencies of involved Moroccan EFL writing 

instructors’ self-reported practices were in harmony with the amount of WF practices 

reported by their students. These subscales described WF practices that were related to 

text quality. Thus, instructors stated that they used scores, praise, and criticism with 

similar frequency as reported by students to judge completed texts. Similar to what 

students reported, instructors also stated that they commented on students’ texts based 

on genre, purpose, examples, meaningfulness, and standards that involve coherence, 

cohesion, intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and intertextuality. 

Contrary to this study’s findings, Ahmed (2021) revealed a different interpretation of 

using content-based WF because academic writing instructors focused more on the 

macroaspects (e.g., organization, evidence, and coherence), while students prioritized 

language aspects (e.g., grammar, spelling, and punctuation). However, Ahmed’s (2021) 

study also showed a common recognition between instructors and students regarding 

their reported focus on the coherence of ideas, as one aspect of standards of textuality, 

during peer review.  

In the cases of the practices covered by the subscales of WCF, WF modes on the 

written text, developing evaluative judgment, supportive WF, effective WF modes, and 

judgmental WF in the writing process, the current study exhibited significant 

differences between the instructor sample and the whole student sample. Concerning 

these subscales, instructors stated that they used their practices more often in 

comparison to what students reported about their instructors’ limited WF practices. 

These subscales contained three major types of WF practices: (1) Two subscales that 

covered product-based WF practices pertained to the three ways of correcting errors 

(codes, direct, and indirect correction), as well as the provision of feedback by the 

teacher and on the linguistic structure and completed texts. (2) In the case of process-

oriented WF subscales, involved practices often required students’ active role in 

providing self- and peer feedback when developing evaluative judgment or student-

teacher discussions, oral feedback, and peer feedback when applying supportive WF. (3) 

Regarding the revision process, there were also differences between the instructor and 

student sample in terms of using effective WF modes that can enhance students’ 

improvement in the writing process by providing judgmental WF with justified praise, 

criticism, and suggestions. Regarding peer feedback as a supportive WF strategy in the 

writing process, Ahmed (2021) identified that the majority of academic writing 

instructors believed peer feedback was not valued by students, whereas students 

themselves exhibited a greater appreciation for it. As in the current study, a discrepancy 

in the use of WCF was also found in McMartin-Miller’s (2014) study, in which ESL 

instructors stated employing comprehensive error correction and students reported their 

instructors’ marking of few errors. This disparity was due to students’ misunderstanding 

of both instructors’ error marking and their role in the error treatment process, as well as 

examining feedback (McMartin-Miller, 2014). Misalignment between Saudi EFL 

instructors and students was also found in Alshahrani and Storch’s (2014) study because 

the majority of teachers provided indirect feedback and focused on mechanics, whereas 

students preferred direct feedback and focused on grammar. 
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Limitations  

 

The current study has some limitations. It was conducted in a specific context 

with 13 instructors and 209 students from one Moroccan public university. Conducting 

this study at a single university may limit the variation in instructional WF practices and 

student and instructor preferences. Thus, the findings may not be representative of other 

EFL writing classrooms or different language contexts, limiting the generalizability of 

the results. Including participants from multiple institutions would have provided a 

more comprehensive or broader perspective on the issue of WF across different 

disciplines (e.g., history, geography, French/Arabic studies, Islamic studies, and 

philosophy). This suggests that researchers need to develop context-specific approaches 

to providing WF that align with diverse academic and assessment standards. The 

present study relied only on reported data from both instructors and students, which may 

introduce response bias and inaccuracies. Participants’ perceptions and reported 

practices may not fully reflect their actual behaviors, leading to potential discrepancies 

between reported and observable practices. The lack of qualitative data and a sole focus 

on a survey method with quantitative measures may not capture the nuances and depth 

of participants’ perceptions and practices to explain the findings of this study. 

Qualitative data, such as interviews, observations, content analysis of teacher feedback, 

and student written assignments, could have provided richer insights into the 

participants’ experiences and shed light on the reasons behind the reported practices. 

Supplementing self-reported data with analysis of WF provided by instructors would 

provide a more comprehensive and objective view of the instructors’ actual practices 

and allow for a comparison with students’ WF perceptions and reports. Although 

empirical studies conducted in the university context were selected to discuss the 

current results, there may still be large differences regarding the writing context (e.g., 

EFL, ESL, academic writing) and WF types, which may influence students’ and 

instructors’ perceptions and practices. Finally, the present study revealed alignments, 

mainly in the case of perceptions, and some misalignments regarding reported practices. 

However, the reasons explaining the similarities and differences remained unexplored 

due to the lack of examination of the effects of background variables (e.g., age, gender, 

language proficiency, teaching/learning experience, text/task type, frequency of 

feedback provision and reception). The only investigated background variable, students’ 

academic years, did not explain the differences found in this study.  

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 

The previously mentioned limitations indicate possible directions for future 

research. Despite the data presented in this study do not support the need to handle the 

differences between instructors and students in relation to their experience and 

knowledge, an important future research aim could be to examine if these differences 

have an impact on the effectiveness of instruction. As the current study revealed, the 

developed student and instructor questionnaires can serve as appropriate instruments to 

investigate and compare WF preferences and perceived practices in other studies with 

different research designs. Further studies may involve a longitudinal design to explore 

how instructors’ and students’ perceptions and practices of WF evolve over time. This 

would provide insights into the dynamic nature of WF in EFL writing classrooms and 

how it can be effectively integrated into the writing development process. Besides the 

comparative study between different educational levels, comparing the perceptions and 

practices of WF across different age groups, genders, and teaching and learning 



CJAL * RCLA                                                                                               Mamad & Vígh 85 

Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics: Special Issue, 28, 1 (2025): 67-97 

experiences would shed light on how the alignment or mismatch between instructors 

and students may vary based on these factors. By supplementing the developed 

questionnaires with qualitative research methods, a more comprehensive investigation 

of the personal and contextual factors influencing perceptions and practices can provide 

a deeper understanding of the phenomenon. By addressing these suggestions, future 

studies can further enhance practitioners’, researchers’, and educational stakeholders’ 

understanding of the alignment between instructors’ and students’ perceptions and 

practices of WF in EFL writing classrooms and provide valuable insights for the 

effective implementation of WF approaches. 

 

Pedagogical Implications 

 

The current study’s theoretical and practical implications can be explained in 

four respects. First, the study implies that teachers could understand that providing 

feedback is not limited to improving the final product but also involves supporting 

students throughout the writing process, including goal setting, planning, revision, and 

self- and peer-editing. By understanding the different approaches to WF and their 

combinations, teachers can design more comprehensive and effective feedback 

strategies that can enhance students’ writing.  

Second, the study emphasized the significance of considering students’ 

preferences and needs in feedback and writing. For instance, teachers could understand 

what types of feedback students find valuable and effective in improving their writing. 

By aligning their instructional practices with student preferences, teachers can enhance 

student engagement and motivation, leading to higher effectiveness as far as writing is 

concerned.  

Third, the study suggests the need for explicit instruction on the different 

product- and process-based WF practices where students and instructors have 

dissonance, particularly those related to using different WCF types and WF modes on 

the written text, to support students in developing evaluative judgment by using 

supportive and judgmental WF and effective WF modes in the writing process. 

Teachers can provide explicit guidance and clarification to students about the different 

types of feedback they will receive and the purposes behind each mode. This can help 

students better understand the feedback they receive and make effective use of it in their 

writing revisions.  

Fourth, the study calls for the need for collaboration and communication 

between teachers and students. Teachers may create opportunities for open dialogue and 

discussion about feedback preferences and practices because feedback is ideally a two-

way communication between teachers and students to encourage progress. Encouraging 

students to provide input on their preferred feedback modes and engaging them in 

conversations about effective feedback can foster a supportive learning environment. 

 

Conclusion 

 

This study conducted among Moroccan EFL writing instructors and their 

students highlighted the importance of aligning instructors’ perceptions and self-

reported practices with students’ preferences and reported practices in the context of 

both product-based and process-based WF in EFL writing. The study’s findings may 

contribute to educational research by proposing new scales and subscales, covering 

distinctions between product- and product-oriented WF, and supporting the 

investigation of the effectiveness of WF approaches from multiple perspectives. Using 
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the developed questionnaires with a combination of other instruments may enable the 

improvement of educational practice because knowing the students’ preferences and 

comparing them with the teacher’s point of view can support reflective teaching practice 

to align classroom WF practices as much as possible with the student’s preferences and 

perceived teacher’s practices, which may also enhance students’ writing development 

effectively. 
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Appendix A 

 

Questionnaire Items Related to EFL University Writing Teachers’ Perceptions and Self-

Reported Practices of Written Feedback 

 

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following practices of written 

feedback to be targeted in English classrooms? Please, tick your answer. 

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

 
 

Written feedback should … 

     

1.  … be provided on the linguistic structure of the final written text (e.g., 

grammar, vocabulary, organization). 
1 2 3 4 5 

2.  … support students to be better motivated during the writing process by 

providing them with directions. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.  … comment on whether students’ writing is cohesive. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  … include specific comments that encourage students to improve their own 

previous written texts in the writing process. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to their own intention.  1 2 3 4 5 

6.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given purpose. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

text.  
1 2 3 4 5 

8.  … comment on whether students’ new written text is related to their prior text 

which shares the same characteristics.  
1 2 3 4 5 

9.  … indicate errors in students’ writing by correcting them. 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given genre. 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  … encourage students to self-assess their own writing by reflecting on their 

strengths and weaknesses. 
1 2 3 4 5 

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

ideas.  
1 2 3 4 5 

13.  … judge students’ final writing based on scores without justifications.  1 2 3 4 5 

14.  … encourage students to follow the assessment criteria when assessing writing 

for improvement.  
1 2 3 4 5 

15.  … indicate errors in students’ writing by underlining them. 1 2 3 4 5 

16.  … be given as explained praises with justifications that improve writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  … be supplemented with oral feedback during the development of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

effectively.  
1 2 3 4 5 

19.  … judge students’ final writing based on general praises (e.g., “great work”) 

without justifications. 
1 2 3 4 5 

20.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to a specific situation or 

context. 
1 2 3 4 5 

21.  … encourage students to assess others’ writing by constructing feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

reader. 
1 2 3 4 5 

23.  … be supported by peers' feedback during the development of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

24.  … be provided by the teacher when evaluating the final written text. 1 2 3 4 5 

25.  … be given on different drafts during the development of writing.  1 2 3 4 5 

26.  … be provided on a single-draft as a final version of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

process. 
1 2 3 4 5 

28.  … indicate the type of errors in students’ writing by using codes (e.g., “S” for 1 2 3 4 5 
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spelling). 

29.  … include specific suggestions that help students identify the next steps in the 

writing process. 
1 2 3 4 5 

30.  … comment on whether students’ writing is supported by examples. 1 2 3 4 5 

31.  … comment on whether students’ writing is coherent. 1 2 3 4 5 

32.  … judge students’ final writing based on general criticism (e.g., “poor work”) 

without justifications. 
1 2 3 4 5 

33.  … indicate whether readers’ expectations are addressed in students’ writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

34.  … be given as elaborated criticism formulated with explanations that improve 

writing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

35.  … trigger students to notice the gaps by engaging them actively in the writing 

process to improve the written text.  
1 2 3 4 5 

36.  … be given as justified scores based on assessment criteria that help the 

improvement of writing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

37.  … judge students’ final writing based on the number of errors they have made. 1 2 3 4 5 

38.   … encourage students to accept receiving feedback from their peers. 1 2 3 4 5 

39.  … be provided as concrete suggestions pointing forward to improve writing.  1 2 3 4 5 

40.  … indicate errors in students’ written text when targeting their language 

accuracy. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

2. How frequently do you apply the following practices of written feedback? Please, 

tick your answer. 

1: Never   2: Rarely   3: Sometimes   4:Often   5: Always 

 
 In my written feedback, I …. 

     

1.  … provide students with feedback on the linguistic structure of their final 

written text (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, organization). 
1 2 3 4 5 

2.  … use codes (e.g., “S” for spelling) to indicate the type of errors in students’ 

writing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.  … comment on whether students’ writing is cohesive. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  … give students justified scores based on assessment criteria that help the 

improvement of writing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to their own intention.  1 2 3 4 5 

6.  … support students to be better motivated during the writing process by 

providing them with directions. 
1 2 3 4 5 

7.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to a specific situation or 

context. 
1 2 3 4 5 

8.  … judge students’ final writing based on general praises (e.g., “great work”) 

without justifications. 
1 2 3 4 5 

9.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given purpose. 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  … comment on whether students’ writing is coherent. 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  … comment on whether students’ writing is supported by examples. 1 2 3 4 5 

12.  … give students explained praises with justifications that improve writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

13.  … judge students’ final writing based on scores without justifications.   1 2 3 4 5 

14.  … indicate errors in students’ writing by correcting them. 1 2 3 4 5 

15.  … encourage students to self-assess their own writing by reflecting on their 

strengths and weaknesses. 
1 2 3 4 5 

16.  … indicate whether readers’ expectations are addressed in students’ writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  … provide students with oral feedback as supplementary to written feedback 

during the development of writing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

18.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given genre. 1 2 3 4 5 
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19.  … provide students with detailed information which can help them revise their 

written text effectively.   
1 2 3 4 5 

20.  … indicate errors in students’ writing by underlining them. 1 2 3 4 5 

21.  … support peers' feedback during the development of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

22.  … encourage students to assess others’ writing by constructing feedback.  1 2 3 4 5 

23.  … discuss the development of the written text with students.   1 2 3 4 5 

24.  … provide students with specific suggestions that help them identify the next 

steps in the writing process. 
1 2 3 4 5 

25.  … provide students with my feedback when I evaluate their final written text. 1 2 3 4 5 

26.  … give students feedback on different drafts during the development of writing.  1 2 3 4 5 

27.  … respond to students’ single-draft as a final version of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

process. 
1 2 3 4 5 

29.  … comment on whether the content of students’ writing is informative to the 

reader. 
1 2 3 4 5 

30.  … provide students with specific comments that encourage them to improve 

their own previous written texts in the writing process. 
1 2 3 4 5 

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

ideas. 
1 2 3 4 5 

32.  … judge students’ final writing based on general criticism (e.g., “poor work”) 

without justifications. 
1 2 3 4 5 

33.  … encourage students to follow the assessment criteria when assessing writing 

for improvement. 
1 2 3 4 5 

34.  … give students elaborated criticism formulated with explanations that improve 

writing. 
1 2 3 4 5 

35.  … trigger students to notice the gaps by engaging them actively in the writing 

process to improve the written text.   
1 2 3 4 5 

36.  … comment on whether students’ new written text is related to their prior text 

which shares the same characteristics.   
1 2 3 4 5 

37.  … indicate errors in students’ written text when targeting their language 

accuracy. 
1 2 3 4 5 

38.  … provide students with concrete suggestions pointing forward to improve 

writing.   
1 2 3 4 5 

39.  … judge students’ writing based on the number of errors they have made. 1 2 3 4 5 

40.  … encourage students to accept receiving feedback from their peers. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

 

Appendix B 

Questionnaire Items Related to EFL University Students’ Perceptions and Reported 

Practices of Written Feedback 
 

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following practices of written feedback to 

be targeted in English classrooms? Please select one of the following answers. 

 

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

 

 Written feedback should … 

     

1.  … be provided on the linguistic structure of the final written text (e.g., 

grammar, vocabulary, organization). 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  … support students to be better motivated during the writing process by 

providing them with directions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  … comment on whether students’ writing is cohesive. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  … include specific comments that encourage students to improve their own 

previous written texts in the writing process. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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5.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to their own intention.  1 2 3 4 5 

6.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given purpose. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

text.  

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  … comment on whether students’ new written text is related to their prior text 

which shares the same characteristics.  

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  … indicate errors in students’ writing by correcting them. 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to the given genre. 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  … encourage students to self-assess their own writing by reflecting on their 

strengths and weaknesses. 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

ideas.  

1 2 3 4 5 

13.  … judge students’ final writing based on scores without justifications.  1 2 3 4 5 

14.  … encourage students to follow the assessment criteria when assessing writing 

for improvement.  

1 2 3 4 5 

15.  … indicate errors in students’ writing by underlining them. 1 2 3 4 5 

16.  … be given as explained praises with justifications that improve writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  … be supplemented with oral feedback during the development of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

18.  … include detailed information which can help students revise their written 

text effectively.  

1 2 3 4 5 

19.  … judge students’ final writing based on general praises (e.g., “great work”) 

without justifications. 

1 2 3 4 5 

20.  … comment on whether students’ writing is related to a specific situation or 

context. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21.  … encourage students to assess others’ writing by constructing feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

reader. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23.  … be supported by peers' feedback during the development of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

24.  … be provided by the teacher when evaluating the final written text. 1 2 3 4 5 

25.  … be given on different drafts during the development of writing.  1 2 3 4 5 

26.  … be provided on a single-draft as a final version of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

27.  … guide students to explain their written ideas with precision during the 

writing process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28.  … indicate the type of errors in students’ writing by using codes (e.g., “S” for 

spelling). 

1 2 3 4 5 

29.  … include specific suggestions that help students identify the next steps in the 

writing process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30.  … comment on whether students’ writing is supported by examples. 1 2 3 4 5 

31.  … comment on whether students’ writing is coherent. 1 2 3 4 5 

32.  … judge students’ final writing based on general criticism (e.g., “poor work”) 

without justifications. 

1 2 3 4 5 

33.  … indicate whether readers’ expectations are addressed in students’ writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

34.  … be given as elaborated criticism formulated with explanations that improve 

writing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35.  … trigger students to notice the gaps by engaging them actively in the writing 

process to improve the written text.  

1 2 3 4 5 

36.  … be given as justified scores based on assessment criteria that help the 

improvement of writing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

37.  … judge students’ final writing based on the number of errors they have made. 1 2 3 4 5 

38.   … encourage students to accept receiving feedback from their peers. 1 2 3 4 5 

39.  … be provided as concrete suggestions pointing forward to improve writing.  1 2 3 4 5 
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40.  … indicate errors in students’ written text when targeting their language 

accuracy. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
2. How frequently do teachers apply the following practices of written feedback? Please select 

one of the following answers. 

 

1: Never   2: Rarely   3: Sometimes   4: Often   5: Always 

 

 In written feedback, teachers … 

     

1.  … provide me with feedback on the linguistic structure of my final written 

text (e.g., grammar, vocabulary, organization). 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  … use codes (e.g., “S” for spelling) to indicate the type of errors in my 

writing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  … comment on whether my writing is cohesive. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  … give me justified scores based on assessment criteria that help the 

improvement of my writing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  … comment on whether my writing is related to my own intention.  1 2 3 4 5 

6.  … support me to be better motivated during the writing process by providing 

me with directions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.  … comment on whether my writing is related to a specific situation or 

context. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  … judge my final writing on the basis of general praise (e.g., “great work”) 

without justifications. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  … comment on whether my writing is related to the given purpose. 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  … comment on whether my writing is coherent. 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  … comment on whether my writing is supported by examples. 1 2 3 4 5 

12.  … give me explained praise with justifications that improve writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

13.  … judge my final writing on the basis of scores without justifications.  1 2 3 4 5 

14.  … indicate errors in my writing by correcting them. 1 2 3 4 5 

15.  … encourage me to self-assess my own writing by reflecting on my strengths 

and weaknesses. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16.  … indicate whether readers’ expectations are addressed in my writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  … provide me with oral feedback as supplementary to written feedback during 

the    development of writing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18.  … comment on whether my writing is related to the given genre. 1 2 3 4 5 

19.  … provide me with detailed information which can help me revise my written 

text effectively.  

1 2 3 4 5 

20.  … indicate errors in my writing by underlining them. 1 2 3 4 5 

21.  … support peers' feedback during the development of my writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

22.  … encourage me to assess others’ writing by constructing feedback.  1 2 3 4 5 

23.  … discuss the development of the written text with me.  1 2 3 4 5 

24.  … provide me with specific suggestions that help me identify the next steps in 

the writing process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

25.  … provide me with teacher feedback when evaluating my final written text 1 2 3 4 5 

26.  … give me feedback on different drafts during the development of my writing.  1 2 3 4 5 

27.  … respond to my single-draft as a final version of writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

28.  … guide me to explain my written ideas with precision during the writing 

process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29.  … comment on whether the content of my writing is informative to the reader. 1 2 3 4 5 
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30.  … provide me with specific comments that encourage me to improve my own 

previous written texts in the writing process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

31.  … comment on whether my writing is developed in terms of meaningful 

ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

32.  … judge my final writing on the basis of general criticism (e.g., “poor work”) 

without justifications. 

1 2 3 4 5 

33.  … encourage me to follow the assessment criteria when assessing writing for 

improvement. 

1 2 3 4 5 

34.  … give me elaborated criticism formulated with explanations that improve my 

writing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35.  … encourage me to notice the gaps by engaging me actively in the writing 

process to improve my written text.  

1 2 3 4 5 

36.  … comment on whether my new written text is related to my prior text which 

shares the same characteristics.  

1 2 3 4 5 

37.  … indicate errors in my written text when targeting my language accuracy. 1 2 3 4 5 

38.  … provide me with concrete suggestions pointing forward to improve my 

writing.  

1 2 3 4 5 

39.  … judge my writing on the basis of the quantity of errors I made. 1 2 3 4 5 

40.  … encourage me to accept receiving feedback from my peers. 1 2 3 4 5 
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