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Abstract. Academic writing of assignments is challenging for many
undergraduate students of English, and therefore, instructors' written
evaluative comments are needed to help students obtain information about
their performance in such academic written tasks. As a qualitative case
study, this study was carried out on one undergraduate course, specifically
on the instructor's written comments on 10 learners' peer academic writing
of article reports, how students revise their texts in responding to written
comments and how they view such comments and academic writing via
Google Docs. The data was collected from the written comments, students’
text revisions and a focus group interview. The findings show that the
instructor commented on issues and errors at the global and local levels of
academic texts directly and indirectly. Quantification of the data illustrated
that the instructor provided the five pairs of learners with an overall
number of 1440 which targeted 373 (25%) global issues and 1067 (75%) local
issues in the writing of the five pairs. In terms of direction, 977 (68%)
accounted for direct feedback, while 463 (32%) accounted for indirect
feedback. Distribution of the feedback received by the learners varied
across the five pairs of students. The findings indicate that most of the
learners’ text revisions were made based on teacher feedback (1187/93%),
while only 95 (7%) revisions were self-made revisions. The thematic
analysis of the follow-up interview underlies students’ perceived value of
teacher feedback in improving their writing, their preference for direct
feedback on their writing, their perceived role of Google doc in editing their
written assignments. Yet, a few students reported a few restrictions of
Google Dos-peer writing and editing. The current study implied that
teachers should act as mediators, be aware of the role of feedback in
facilitating their students’ development of writing and misinterpretation
and confusion their feedback can cause to our students in the process of
writing revision, and decide what issues their feedback needs to target,
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focus on what issues actually challenge their learners in writing. Finally,
feedback practices should be made innovative through integration of
technological tools.

Keywords: academic writing; peer writing; Google Docs-commenting;
responses; perception

1. Introduction

Academic writing in English is a complex process for learners (Baker, 2019; Saeed
et al., 2020). It is even more challenging for those undergraduates joining
programs in English as foreign language (EFL) programs (Al Badi, 2015; Alharbi,
2019; Al-Mukdad, 2019; Ariyanti & Fitriana, 2017; Mahmood et al., 2020; Matsuda
& Tardy, 2007). It becomes necessary if not imperative for instructors and teachers
to guide students in writing through effective and constructive feedback. Teacher
written feedback is an important task in writing instruction (Bijami, Pandian &
Singh, 2016; Cheng & Zhang, 2021; Hyland & Hyland, 2001).

Existed body of research on written feedback focused on error correction either
directly or indirectly (Ferris, 2014; Ferris & Hedgocok, 2005; Lucero, Fernandez &
Montanero, 2018) indicating that most teachers” written feedback is provided in
the form of error corrections (e.g., removing, adding or substituting erroneous
parts) and sometimes in hand written comments on the margins of students’
papers (Agbayahoun, 2016; Lee, 2014). Much of this existed literature have
contradicting revelations and arguments about students and teachers” preferences
of feedback types and strategies (Bailey & Garner, 2010; Koksal et al., 2018). There
are several researchers who argued that teachers should not provide feedback on
students’ local issues in writing, including grammar and vocabulary, but they
should focus their feedback on global issues such as content and organization
(Jamalinesari et al., 2015; Truscott, 1996). On the other hand, other researchers
argued for the need for focusing teacher feedback on local issues (Chandler, 2003;
Irwin, 2017). Other studies have focused on how teachers should formulate and
provide their feedback revealing contradicted conclusions and have different
arguments about whether feedback should be direct, indirect or both (Chandler,
2003; Ferris, 2006, Liu & Brown, 2015; Tiyingdee & Jaroongkhongdach, 2016;
William, 2004)

The productivity or efficacy of teacher feedback has attracted many researchers to
conduct studies centering on these questions: what should teachers focus on when
providing students with feedback on writing? How should teachers provide such
feedback to their students? And what could be done to enhance teacher feedback
in ESL/EFL writing classes? Still, the contradicting findings and arguments
created a big need for more investigations to enrich and enhance understanding
of feedback process.

As part of research on enhancing teacher feedback, technology has been defined
as an innovation that should be incorporated in ESL/EFL writing classrooms by
teachers when providing feedback on their students” writing (Ali, 2016; Lee, 2004).
More specifically, Google doc, which is one of the Web 2.0 technological tools, has
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been highly recommended by researchers as an effective tool for teachers in
tracing their students’ writing (Chu et al., 2011; Gillow-Wiles & Niess, 2017; Saeed
& Al Qunayeer, 2020) and also providing them with constructive feedback
through written comments (Ebadi & Rahimi, 2017; Hidayat, 2020; Semeraro &
Moore, 2016). However, so far, empirical research that has investigated what and
how teachers use Google doc for feedback on their students” writing is still rare.

Unlike surveys and experimental studies that basically focus on predetermined
variables and traditional techniques of feedback provision, the current study is a
qualitative case study that adopts a holistic approach of data analysis that presents
an advantage to account for the particular issues identified in teachers” written
feedback. It also contributes to fill some gaps in the existed literature of digital
written feedback in general and that of Saudi context in particular by identifying
the characteristics of digital written feedback provided by the teachers through
Google Docs. The study may also be valuable as it addresses different aspects
related to both teachers and learners and use various sources of data to find
answers to its questions. It may also contribute to reveal all the possible factors
affecting teachers’ perceptions and learners’ reactions and perceptions about the
importance of written feedback and the challenges they may face when revising
and providing digital feedback using Google Docs as a technical mean of feedback
provision.

Therefore, this study, being motivated by the above issues, arguments and gaps
in previous research on teacher feedback on ESL/EFL students” writing, aimed to
address the following research questions:

1. What are the issues in EFL students” writing addressed by the instructor
through feedback using Google doc?

2. How does the instructor address the various issues in EFL learners’ writing
using Google doc?

3. To what extent does the feedback help the EFL students in revising their
texts via Google doc?

4. How do the EFL learners perceive the instructor’s feedback on their writing
via Google doc?

2. Literature Review

2.1. Theoretical Views

The current investigation of teacher feedback and its role in fostering EFL
students’ attention to issues in writing and enabling them to revise their texts is
based on the socio-cultural approach to ESL/EFL teaching and learning.
Specifically, the study is based on Vygotsky’s (1987) theory and the Activity
Theory (AT) which is originated based on Vygotsky’s (1978) theory (Leont’ev,
1981). Both theoretical perspectives emphasize the role of mediation in the process
of the individual’s learning and cognitive development. While Vygotsky’s (1978)
theory focuses on the role of teachers as mediators in the ESL/EFL classroom
contexts, the activity theory focuses on how the context influences teaching and
learning practices and activities. In other words, while the first theory has its
significant implications for teacher-learner interactions and feedback practices in
the ESL/EFL classrooms, particularly writing classrooms, the latter theory has its
implications for what shapes and mediates such practices. In discussing teacher
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teedback from the AT, Lee (2014) refers to artifacts as instruments that mediate
teacher’s feedback practices in writing. Such instruments are also influenced by
the knowledge, beliefs and previous experience of the teacher. The author argues
for innovative ways to replace or even to be added to conventional teacher
teedback practices in the EFL writing classroom. Such conventional practices that
merely focus on mere corrections and do not allow students to interpret and
diagnose teacher feedback should be innovated in a way that students are
provided with sufficient teacher’s mediation through comments, highlighting and
coding errors so that they can understand their issues in writing and revise it.

2.2. Teacher Feedback in Writing

Research on teacher feedback on ESL/EFL writing has focused on the content of
feedback in order to identify the major issues and challenges in writing.
Regarding this, findings of previous studies seem contradictory. There are several
researchers who analyzed the content of teacher feedback on students” writing
and found that teacher feedback focuses on local issues in writing, such as
grammar, vocabulary and punctuations more than global issues, such as content
and organization (Diab, 2015; Ferris, 2006; Junqueira & Payant, 2015; Mahfoodh,
2017; Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019; Saliu-Abdulahi et al., 2017). Moreover, teacher
feedback on local issues enabled students to detect issues in writing and make
substantial text revisions (Chandler, 2003; Kurzer, 2018). Other studies have
reported opposite results showing that teacher feedback on local issues tend to be
ineffective and deviate learners from focusing on revising their texts globally (Ene
& Upton, 2018; Truscott, 1996). There are also other researchers who advocated
arguments supporting the focus of teacher feedback on both local and global
issues for both areas are important for enhancing learners’ writing (Alkhatib,
2015; Ferris, 2003).

Another aspect of teacher feedback investigated in previous research is
construction and delivery of teacher feedback. How teachers construct and deliver
their feedback has also been a topic of an interest for several scholars and
researchers who have different arguments about whether teacher should address
issues in learners” writing directly or indirectly. There is also a body of previous
research which has focused on direct and indirect corrective feedback. More
recent studies have shown that teachers include a meta-linguistic explanation as
a form of direct feedback. For instance, Bitchener and Knoch (2009) reported that
three types of teacher’s corrective feedback on students’ use of the English
indefinite article in writing: direct corrections only, direct corrections with oral
explanations and direct corrections with written explanations. The three types of
feedback were effective for students’ revision of their writing. On the other hand,
indirect corrective feedback refers to teacher’s feedback indicating to a given error
in an indirect way (Ferris, 1995; Ferris, 1997; Chandler, 2000). This includes, for
instance, coding the error, asking a question, underlying the error or circling the
error and so forth. In other words, indirect feedback identifies the error or issue
in the written text, but it does not give the student a particular solution/remedy
in writing (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; Ferris & Roberts,
2001). In a study by Tiyingdee and Jaroongkhongdach (2016), the researchers
reported that most of the teacher written feedback tended to be provided to the
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students directly. Such finding was justified by the easy nature of direct feedback
to be understood by EFL students in revising their writing.

To determine the efficacy or impact of teacher feedback on students” writing, some
studies analyzed the subsequent text revisions made by learners in response to
teacher feedback. Findings revealed that teacher feedback led to both meaning-
based text and form-based text revisions (Hyland, 2003). According to Silver and
Lee (2007), advice as a form of teacher feedback was more effective than criticism
since it encouraged students to make most of their text revisions. In Terglia’s
(2009) study, most of the teacher feedback comments leading to students’
substantial and successful text revisions are single request comments and
comments providing information. Some empirical studies questioned the efficacy
of teacher feedback in terms of its level of directness on students’ text revisions
(Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006; Treglia, 2009). The results of both studies supported
the role of direct feedback on students” accurate revisions in writing. William
(2004) also found that as the teacher used direct suggestions, the case students
were able to make successful text revisions, especially at the sentence level.
However, the students needed more guidance when the teacher provided indirect
feedback. On the other hand, results of some other studies indicate that teacher
indirect feedback was more effective than direct corrections in enhancing learners’
texts online (Alvarez et al., 2013; Wolsey, 2008).

Studies have also explored students’ perception of teacher feedback on their
writing. Hyland (2003) reported that most of the case students valued teacher
feedback for it helped them to refine their writing in terms of form, including
grammar and sentence structure. Other findings revealed that affective
engagement of lower-proficiency students with teachers' written corrective
feedback was relatively positive, and there was scant awareness at the level of
understanding the WCF, especially for the indirect WCF (Zhang & Hyland, 2018).
According to Silver and Lee (2007), students” views on teacher feedback were
positive in general, and in particular, they valued advice for advice since it is a
moderate form of feedback that reflects teacher’s role as a facilitator or mentor
and makes students feel free to decide what to revise. On the other hand, their
dislike of criticism is due to the explicit nature of this type of feedback that points
at students’ problems. In a study by Harran (2011), students appreciated teacher
feedback for its role in shaping their writing and improving it through drafting
and revising. Studies have also found that students tended to prefer indirect
feedback, such as coding of errors or labeling them over direct corrections (Ferris
et al., 2000). However, according to Ferris and Roberts (2001), students preferred
more direct and explicit feedback over indirect and implicit feedback because they
felt frustrated with understanding the latter type of feedback.

2.3. Goggle Doc in Writing

Google Docs is one of the Web 2.0 digital tools that afforded writing instructors
sufficient feedback about their writings. Literature revealed its effectiveness in
helping learners read, understand and respond to instructors' written feedback
(Alharbi, 2020; Chong, 2019; Mohammed & AL-Jaberi, 2021; Neumann & Kopcha,
2019). Several studies on the applications of this technological tool in ESL/EFL
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writing have highlighted its features that make it user-friendly and suitable for
learners to edit and revise their work (Ebadi & Rahimi, 2017; Hedin, 2012;
Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014; Woodard & Babcock, 2014). These studies
showed students” positive perception of using Google doc in editing and revising
their writing as students feel comfortable in editing their writing by using
highlights and refer back to earlier drafts stored in their Google doc pages. They
can also access it and do their work regardless of distance and time restrictions as
long as their computer devices are connected to the Internet. Moreover, students
can edit their writing as in small groups or pairs, thus serving as a useful
collaborative environment for writing and editing.

Despite the fact that several studies have explored the potential of Google doc in
collaborative writing, these above-mentioned studies have restricted its
investigation to the use of Google doc in peer feedback and peer editing. Some
few studies have highlighted its potential use for teachers or instructors of writing
in mentoring their students” writing (Alsubaie & Ashuraidah, 2017; Chu et al.,
2011; Gillow-Wiles & Niess, 2017; Saeed & Al Qunayeer, 2020) and also providing
their students with feedback on their writing (Ebadi & Rahimi, 2017). According
to these studies, teachers or instructors of writing at universities can provide their
students with feedback through comments embedded into students” Google doc
pages, track their work and see their revisions. Yet, there is no comprehensive
empirical exploration of teacher feedback via Google doc, particularly in relation
to the content of feedback and how teachers formulate their feedback using
Google doc. Therefore, the current study attempted to fill up this gap by
investigating teacher feedback on students” writing through Google doc.

3. Methods

The current study employed a qualitative case study that seeks to explore teacher
feedback on EFL students” writing in a Saudi university. It was intended to collect
enriching information and obtain an in depth understanding of the process of
teacher feedback since this approach allows for an in-depth investigation of the
case (Merriam, 1998). As this study also focuses on perception of learners,
qualitative methods provide better understanding of how humans or respondents
experience and reflect on what has been implemented in a particular area of
interest (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). According to Dornyei (2007), numbers can also
partially be used in qualitative research and therefore it is not entirely number
based statistics. Giving that this study used a qualitative analysis of the data,
specifically content analysis, text analysis and thematic analysis, numbers and
percentages were used to support arguments and claims and to show variations
of the categorized feedback including global, local, direct and indirect.

3.1. The participants

As the design of the study was the case study, it focused on 10 undergraduates'
academic writing of assignment, article report as part of their formative
assessment in an academic writing course in a Saudi university. The participants
were 6 females and 4 males enrolled in the course ' Writing 2', in English
Department, Majmaah University in Saudi Arabia. The participants have the same
cultural and linguistic background as their mother tongue is Arabic and they all
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started studying EFL when they were in grade 4. They were selected in light of
their readiness to write essays of different types at the time of data collection for
the current study. Table (1) shows the participating students allocated in five pairs
(from Pair 1 to Pair 5) along with their assigned pseudonyms which consist of the
letters “s and p” standing for the word “student” and “pair” as well as the number
of pair to which the students belong. Moreover, the instructor of the course is
referred to as “instructor” in the samples of the feedback used in this study. This
is to maintain confidentiality and anonymity of the participants.

Table 1: Profile of the Participants

Pairs’ Names Students’ Pseudonym
Pair 1 51-P1 & S2-P1
Pair 2 51-P2 & S2-P2
Pair 3 51-P3 & S2-P3
Pair 4 51-P4 & S2-P4
Pair 5 51-P5 & S2-P5

3.2. The Study Procedure

The study was conducted in several stages as shown in Figure (1). The first stage,
the preparation stage that lasted almost two weeks, and aimed to prepare the EFL
students for the writing activities. During this stage, the instructor informed the
participants about article reporting writing, feedback and peer editing activities.
The stage also covered instruction on how to write article reports and training the
students on how to search articles from Google Scholar, ResearchGate or Saudi
Digital Library and how to use Google doc for editing their writing. At the end of
the stage, the instructor requested the participating students to formulate five
pairs, each of which consists of two learners who would work together in the next
activities using Google doc.

In the second stage, each pair of students was requested to select three articles on
a topic of their own choice in language acquisition and learning and teaching. As
each pair selected its articles, the students were asked to formulate the title of their
report that reflects the topic of the three articles. Then, they had a discussion in
which they planned their reports, especially the general structure. This stage took
almost two weeks in which students were involved in reading the three articles
and summarizing the main ideas of each article.

The third stage was concerned with engaging the five pairs of students in writing
their first draft and it lasted for almost three weeks. The students were given
guidance to follow especially for the word limit of report writing (not over 3000
words). During this stage, the five pairs finalized their five first drafts. Following
this was the stage of Google doc page creation and uploading the first drafts in
the Google doc. The instructor created five Google doc pages and shared each
page only with the two students belonging to that pair via emails. Then, each pair
had to upload their first draft in their page shared by the instructor.

The fourth stage focused on teacher feedback and students” revision of writing
and lasted for almost three weeks. The instructor read the five first drafts and
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provided feedback through written comments. Each pair had to read teacher
feedback and responded to it and revise their first draft accordingly. Figure (2)
illustrates one Google doc page of Pair 4 where they appeared revising their draft
by highlighting their revisions in different fonts based on teacher feedback. This
stage seemed a reiterative stage as it involved students in producing multiple
drafts stored historically in the Google doc pages.

Preparation: Informing the students of the peer writing and teaching feedback
activities, instructing them on report writing, formulating the five pairs of students and
training them on using Google doc.

I
- =

Pre-writing: Involving each pair of students in selecting three articles on a topic of
their choice and discussing their plans of first drafts of article reports.

J L

Writing first drafts: Each pair of students wrote the first draft of article reports.

J L

Uploading first drafts in Google Doc: Creating five Google Doc pages, sharing them
with the pairs and requesting each pair to upload the first draft.

J L

Feedback and Revision: Keeping revising their drafts based on teacher feedback
through Google doc.

J L

Finalizing and submitting last drafts: Each pair of students had to finalize revising
their writing and submit it as the last draft.

Figure 2: Procedures of the data analysis

The last stage focused on students’ finalization of their last draft that needed to be
submitted to the instructor for their assessment in the course. During this stage,
the instructor also kept reading and providing feedback and the students had to
refine and edit their draft. However, this stage also involved students’ refinement
of their writing in terms of formats required for the assessment. This stage lasted
for almost two weeks.
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especially in English Language Teaching is in accordance with manv principles in language another "We have seen that” and

acquisition theories. follow it by "examples of spoken....

erception towards the use of chat room.

This study 15 conducted on sixteen (16) male Emiratis of elementary level at a college mn : [ S—
the United Arab Emirates. All learners were assigned to sit in a horseshoe-arranged desk. It 1s 11:53 PM Apr 23
crucial to be seated this way as ﬂl discourages oral communication among the learners. The Delete these 3 words

research was conducted during lesson sessions.

The use of chat rooms started after a 6-week period for the students to familiarize D
themselves with the chat room interphase. The use of chat rooms was introduced for a ten-week 11:54 PM Apr 23
period through a series of communication tasks. During these periods, the researcher would towards or on?

record the learners” performance of the tasks. The learners’ performance of the tasks would be

transcribed and the transcripts were analysed for Language Related Episodes (LREs) or

collaborative dialogues (any part of the dial where stud: talk about they are D ..
producing, question their language use, or other self-correct in their language production). To 11:54 PM Apr 23

ensure a thorough study conducted, the transcript was supplemented by observation and Could you please replace it by another

post-task mterviews linking device like "In addition?

In the study, the samples were given two tasks. In Task 1, samples would perform the

Required Information Exchange (RIE) which was assumed to encourage precision and D e Eos e 73
negotiation while m Task 2, the samples have to perform an Optional Information Exchange AR
(OIE). The second tasks were opinion-based task conducted as speaking assessment. The second replace it by such?

task 1s expected to encourage more fluent and complex language production. All tasks were
administered with no pre-task stage or preparation. The recording was done using a small voice

Figure 3: Sample Google-Doc page

3.3. Data Collection and Data Analysis

The study used three types of data: teacher feedback in written comments,
students’ text revisions through Google doc and students’ responses to the
interview questions (See Appendix). For the first two types of data, they were
stored in the Google doc pages and later, they were also organized in file words
for each pair of students. For the interview, the participants were interviewed at
the end of the semester by the researcher, who is the instructor of the course. The
students were asked several questions eliciting their perception of teacher
feedback, peer editing or text revisions based on feedback and use of Google doc.
the focus-group interviews were conducted (an hour and half) and participants'
responses were recorded by the researcher using an audio recorder.

The study used a qualitative analysis of the data, specifically content analysis, text
analysis and thematic analysis. However, before actual performance of data
analysis, the researcher prepared and organized the data in separate files for each
pair of students. Moreover, the recorded interviews were listened to by the
researcher several times and then, transcribed. For the instructor’s feedback, the
researcher used a qualitative content analysis of the foci of each feedback. In
coding the feedback, the two coders, who are both researchers in this area, looked
at the issue and its aspect of writing the feedback targeted. The following example
in the form of a written comment provided by the instructor on the writing of one
of the pairs shows how it was coded as “plural forms” since the issue is related to
plural nouns:
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Instructor
Re-open

question.
Collapse

Please, pluralize it better.

Figure 4: Example of teacher's comments

This continued till we finished coding the teacher feedback provided in written
comments (overall=1440). Following this was categorizing all issues into global
and local issues. The global issues are categorized as content and organization,
including coherence, while the local issues are those issues related to grammar,
vocabulary and mechanics (Chandler, 2003; Tiyingdee & Jaroongkhongdach,
2016). The above example feedback was categorized as a local issue, specifically
grammar. Then, the feedback was coded once again, but this time, it was coded in
terms of its level of defectiveness: direct or indirect. While direct feedback carries
either direct corrections and or explicitly stated solutions provided by teacher,
indirect feedback provides a hint of an issue in writing, but does not provide a
specific solution or remedy to it (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch,
2009; Ferris & Roberts, 2001). The above sample feedback, for instance, was coded
as direct because it does not only pint at the issue related to the use of accurate
noun form, but it also provided the learners with a solution by requesting them
to pluralize “question”.

For coding the EFL learners’ text revisions, we used text analysis of learners” drafts
with a focus on the changes highlighted and traced through Google doc based on
teacher feedback. First, each change highlighted in the students’ texts was coded
as a revision and identified in terms of its foci according to the teacher feedback.
For instance, the following sentence extracted from the writing of one pair of
students carries a change, which is the word “question” as the students pluralized
it based on the above feedback. So it was coded as “a word-level revision for
accurate plural form”, which is later categorized as grammar:

This study could further strengthen or raise questions on the findings of the above
articles

From the analysis of the learners’ text revisions, we categorized all revisions in
accordance with the above categories of issues addressed through feedback:
global and local text revisions. The global text revisions refer to changes made by
learners to attend to issues and enhance the content and organization of
paragraphs and ideas in writing, whereas local text revisions are those changes in
texts as a way to correct issues related to grammar, vocabulary and mechanics.
Moreover, as we coded the text revisions, we tried to identify if the text revision
was made based on teacher direct or not and if it is based on teacher feedback, we
specified if it was based on direct or indirect feedback. From this, we identified
text revisions based on teacher direct feedback, revisions based on indirect
feedback and self-made revisions.
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The students” interviews were also analyzed using a thematic analysis. Thematic
analysis is a kind of qualitative analyses which is used to analyze qualitative data
to reveal prominent themes (Vaismoradi et al.,, 2013). Regarding this, the
transcripts of the students’ interviews were thematically analyzed based on
thematic coding that allows the coders to assign students” chunks to codes which
constitute up a main them. This was an iterative process by which the students’
responses were coded, re-coded and compared till these four main themes
emerged which are discussed under the findings related to students” perception
of teacher feedback: (1) perceived value of teacher feedback in writing, (2)
preference for direct feedback, (3) perceived role of Google doc in editing writing
based on teacher feedback and (4) challenges in editing their writing based on
teacher feedback through Google doc.

The students’ responses to the interview questions were analyzed using a
thematic analysis. Regarding this, the two coders read the transcripts of the
students’ follow-up interviews several times. Then, they continued coding and re-
coding the data till they defined the themes emergent from the interviews that
describe the learners” views on their experiences in the online group discussions.
This analysis of such data aimed to answer the third research question. The
themes emergent from our analysis are reported in the finding section with
examples taken from the students’ voices in the interviews.

4. Findings
RQ1: What Are the Issues in EFL Students’ Writing Addressed by The Instructor
Through Feedback Using Google Doc?

The qualitative content analysis of teacher feedback revealed that the teacher
addressed global and local issues. Global issues are those issues related to the
content of writing, organization and coherence, whereas local issues are those
issues relevant to the use of academic language, including grammar and
vocabulary, mechanics and spelling. Each of these main global and local issues is
represented by one example of teacher feedback extracted from the Google doc
comments (Table 2). Overall, the teacher feedback addressed various sub-issues
related to content of students” writing, including the lack of important sections,
lacking supporting details, unclearly expressed ideas and arguments as well as
irrelevant ideas and details to the topics of writing. The feedback also addressed
issues related to the organizations in written texts, specifically the logical follows
of ideas as well as cohesion and coherence. Grammar was one of the local issues
in writing, including wrong tenses, erroneous sentence structures, forms of
words, such as verbs and adjectives as well as wrong use of prepositions. The
students also seemed to struggle from accurate vocabulary, particularly words
that convey academic registers in article reports. The last type of local issues in
writing is represented by mechanics, including punctuations and spelling.
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Table 2. Sample Issues Addressed through Teacher Feedback

Patterns Samples
Content Your report lacks an introductory paragraph about the
topic of the three articles.
Organization Can you just re-order the sentences of this paragraph

instead of jumping from one idea to another?
Please, add because to connect both sentences? Got me?

Grammar Shape sure? What is the subject of the sentence?
Vocabulary Change “spoke about” into “highlighted”.
Mechanics No missing punctuation before and after this linking

phrase for contrast here?

Quantification of teacher feedback shows that the teacher could target an overall
number of 1440 issues in the EFL learners” writing via Google doc (Table 3). The
EFL learners were challenged by local issues in their academic writing (1067 /75%)
and global issues (373/25%). Moreover, teacher feedback was quantified across
the five pairs of students. Overall, Pair 3 and Pair 1 received the highest number
of teacher feedback (303/21% & 298/21%, respectively). This is followed by Pair
5(297/20%), Pair 2 (286/20%) and finally Pair 4 (256/18%).

Table 3: Number and Percentage of Issues in Writing Addressed through Teacher

Feedback
Foci of Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Pair 4 Pair 5 Overall
Feedback
Global 85 (6%) 61 (4%) 91 (6%) 57 (4%) 79 (5%) 373 (25%)
Local 213 (15%) | 225 (16%) | 212 (15%) | 199 (14%) | 218 (15%) | 1067 (75%)
Overall 298 (21%) | 286 (20%) | 303 (21%) | 256 (18%) | 297 (20%) | 1440 (100%)

The above results also show variations in the numbers and percentages of
feedback received by the five pairs. For the global teacher feedback, Pair 3
received the highest number of this kind of feedback (91/6%), meaning that most
of the global issues addressed by the teacher were found in the written text of Pair
3. Following this are Pair 1 (85/6%), Pair 5 (79/5%), Pair 2(61/4%) and Pair 4
(57/4%). However, for the local issues as addressed by teacher feedback in
writing, the order of the five pairs differs as Pair 2 received most of the teacher
local feedback (225/16%), followed by Pair 5 (218/15%), and then, Pair
1(213/15%), Pair 3 (212/15%) and Pair 4 (199/14%).

It should be noticed that the percentages of global issues detected in the writing
of some pairs as in the case of Pair 3 and Pair 1 and Pair 2 and Pair 4 and local
issues as in the case of Pair 1 and Pair 3 and Pair 5 are due to the numbers of issues
in the writing of these pairs which are almost near or close to each other.

RQ2: How Does the Instructor Address the Various Issues in EFL Learners” Writing
Using Google Doc?

For construction of teacher feedback, findings show that the instructor
constructed direct and indirect feedback. In using indirect feedback, the instructor
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did not only select and highlight the part of a given written text via Google doc,
but he also provided a comment carrying an explanation of the issue and the
solution to it. This is illustrated by Example (1) in Table (4). On the other hand,
example (2) demonstrates how the instructor constructed and delivered feedback
in an indirect manner by which he neither pointed at a specific issue nor did he
give the learners a specific solution to it rather he requested them to re-phrase the
entire sentence. The students could respond to the teacher indirect feedback by

successfully re-phrasing the sentence.

Table 4: Sample Direct and Indirect Feedback through Google

The article aims to discover that how bilingualism

effects.
Collapse

The sentence does not look academically
written. Can you just change into “The article
focuses on the impact of bilingualism”?
Reply

S1-P3

The article focuses on the impact of
bilingualism on the reading ability of

Sample direct feedback Sample indirect feedback
Instructor Instructor
Re-open Re-open

The result can be understandable by seeing
the statement that has been written under
the result section.

Collapse

Can you rephrase this sentence in a
better way?

Reply

52-P1

The statements of the results of this
article were quite clear.

learners. I did it Dr.
How is it now?

Instructor
Instructor Good now.
Great.

The teacher direct and indirect feedback was calculated overall and its
distributions across the five pairs of EFL learners (Table 5). First, most teacher
feedback via Google doc tended to be direct (977/68%), while only the indirect
feedback accounted for (463/32%). Secondly, the distributions of the direct and
indirect teacher feedback varied across the five pairs of students as the highest
number of direct feedback was provided to Pair 3 (252/17%), which was followed
by Pair 5 (211/15%), Pair 3 (184/13%), Pair 2 (169/12%) and Pair 1 (161/11%). For
the indirect feedback, Pair 1 received the highest number of such feedback from
the instructor (137/9%). The second highest number of indirect feedback was
provided to Pair 1 (117/8%), followed by Pair 5 (86/6%), Pair 4 (72/5%) and the
lowest number of feedback (51/4%) was received by Pair 3. The varying numbers
and percentages of direct and indirect feedback among the five pairs of students
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could underlie their ability to revise their writing with or without much direct
scaffolding from the instructor.

Table 5: Number and Percentage of Teacher Direct and Indirect Feedback across the

Five Pairs
Foci of Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Pair 4 Pair 5 Overall
Feedback
Direct 161 (11%) | 169 (12%) | 252 (17%) | 184 (13%) | 211 (15%) | 977 (68%)
Indirect 137 (9%) | 117 (8%) | 51 (4%) 72 (5%) 86 (6%) 463 (32%)
Overall 298 (20%) | 286 (20%) | 303 (21%) | 256 (18%) | 297 (21%) | 1440 (100%)

RQ 3: To what extent does the feedback help the EFL students in revising their texts via
Google doc?

The qualitative analysis of learners’ text revisions via Google doc shows that the
learners revised their texts globally and locally based on teacher feedback. They
made global revisions related to content, organization, including coherence and
local revision pertinent to grammar, vocabulary and mechanics, each of which is
illustrated through an example in Table (6). The learners refined their writing in
relation to the content by adding sentences or even full paragraphs, removing
unnecessary details in some cases or irrelevant ideas and substituting sentences
in order to clearly express their ideas. The sample extracted revised by Pair 5
shows how the students added sentences functioning as introductory paragraphs
giving information of each article summarized.

The EFL learners also made revisions related to organizations by moving
paragraphs and groups of sentences in order to achieve a logical flow of ideas in
their writing (See example 2 by Pair 3). The same example shows how coherence
was paid attention by the learners as they added linking devices at phrase and
word levels such as “however”. The EFL learners also revised the language of
their writing, specifically grammar and vocabulary. Their highlighted revisions
varied from addition, substitution, removal and even rearrangement of linguistic
items in writing. This is seen by the fourth and fifth examples taken from the texts
of Pair 1 and Pair 4, respectively. The last example by Pair 1 shows how the
learners revised their writing related to the use of mechanics, including
punctuations.

Table 6: Sample Text Revisions in Responding to Teacher Feedback

Patterns of text revisions Samples

Content This is a review of the research article “Managing Mutual
Orientation in the Absence of Physical Copresence:
Multiparty Voice-Based Chat Room Interaction”, written
by Christopher Joseph Jenks and Adam Brandt,

published in Discourse Processes in 2013.

Organization If I want to compare the literature review in all three
articles, I would be most confused in article 1 as the
author came up with 3 hypotheses which they had to use
a broad literature to support the problem being

researched. For article 1, it was unclear as the literature
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was a mix of studies that support a particular position,
and those against. In article 2, however, the author
organized literature review in a systematic way where
wide treatment approaches in treating speech-sound
children have been described. Then the researcher
supported this issue with previous studies to prove it as
an important element in the therapeutic success.

In article 1 and 2, the author revealed a gap in existing
research. However, in article 3, the author formulated
two research questions to address the research problem.

Grammar It was unclear as the literature was a mix of studies that
support a particular position, and those against.
Vocabulary In order to-achieve the objective, the researchers

answered the following questions:

Mechanics As argued by Iphofen (2012), students should not feel
obligated to be part of the learning activities if they don't
wish to be.

Calculation of the learners’ text revisions overall and its global and local types as
well as across the drafts of the five pairs of students revealed interesting results
(Table 7). Overall, the learners made a number of 1282 text revisions, the majority
of which were local revisions (975/76 %) on grammar, vocabulary and mechanics.
However, they made less global text revisions (307/24%) on content, organization
and coherence. The number and percentages of text revisions made by the learners
vary as the highest number of text revisions were made by Pair 1 (293/23%), and
the second highest number of text revisions were made by Pair 3 and Pair 5 (258
& 252, respectively) with almost similar rates or percentages (20%). The last 2 pairs
with the lowest numbers of text revisions are Pair 2 (243/19%) and Pair 4
(236/18%). The results also show that Pair 3 made the highest proportion of global
text revisions (78/6%), followed by Pair 1 (73/6%), Pair 5 (61/5%), Pair 4 (55/4%)
and Pair 2 (40/3%). For the local revisions, the largest proportion of revisions were
made by Pair 1 (220/17%), followed by Pair 2 (203/16%), and then, Pair 5
(191/15%), Pair 4 (181) and Pair 3 (180) with the same percentage of 14%.

Table 7: Number and Percentage of Learners” Text Revisions

Foci of

Feedback Pair1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Pair 4 Pair 5 Overall

Direct 161 (11%) | 169 (12%) | 252 (17%) | 184 (13%) | 211 (15%) | 977 (68%)

Indirect | 137 (9%) | 117 (8%) |51 (4%) |72(5%) |86(6%) | 463 (32%)

Overall | 298 (20%) | 286 (20%) | 303 (21%) | 256 (18%) | 297 (21%) | 1440 (100%)

The learners’ text revisions were also linked to the teacher direct and indirect
feedback to determine the efficacy of these two types of feedback in learners” text
revisions (Table 8). The results indicate that most of the learners’ text revisions
were made based on teacher direct feedback (895/70%). However, only a smaller
proportion of texts revisions were made by the EFL learners based on teacher
indirect feedback (292/23%). The remaining number of text revisions (95/7%) was
not made by learners based on teacher feedback but self-made revisions intended
to enhance their texts.
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Table 8: Number and Percentage of Text Revisions in Relation to Direct and Indirect

Feedback

F::;Lgik Pair 1 Pair 2 Pair 3 Pair 4 Pair 5 Overall
Based on 203 (16%) | 174 (14%) | 190 (15%) | 160 (12%) | 168 (13%) | 895 (70%)
direct
feedback
Based on 70 (5%) 51 (4%) 42 (3%) 58 (5%) 71 (6%) 292 (23%)
indirect
feedback
Self-made 20 (2%) 18 (1%) 26 (2%) 18 (1%) 13 (1%) 95 (7%)
Overall 293 (23%) | 243 (19%) | 258 (20%) | 236(18%) | 252 (20%) | 1282(100%)

The above results show that each pair made a higher number of text revisions
based on teacher direct feedback. Moreover, most of text revisions that are
triggered by teacher direct feedback were made by Pair 1 (203/16%), while the
least amount of text revisions was made by Pair 4 (160/12%). Interestingly, Pair 5
made the highest number of text revisions based on teacher indirect feedback
(71/6%), while Pair 3 made the lowest number of text revisions (42/3%). There
are also variations in the number and percentage of text revisions made by
learners as self-corrections across the five pairs as Pair 1 scored the highest
number of such text revisions (20/2%), whereas the least proportion of text
revisions were made by Pair 1 (13/1%).

RQ 4: How do the EFL learners perceive the instructor’s feedback on their writing via
Google doc?

The findings obtained from the thematic analysis of the interviews are interpreted
and discussed under four main themes: (1) perceived value of teacher feedback in
writing, (2) preference for direct feedback, (3) perceived role of Google doc in
editing writing based on teacher feedback and (4) challenges in editing their
writing based on teacher feedback through Google doc.

For the students’ perception of teacher feedback, most of them showed positive
perception of such feedback in writing. For instance, according to S1-P3, “I like
receiving feedback. It's really helpful for me in my writing”. The voices of
participants also indicate that teacher feedback enabled them to know what issues
they were struggling from in writing their article reports. As stated by S2-P4
“feedback helped me to see my errors and mistakes, such as the use of articles in
English, academic words, and son on in writing”. The students also appreciated
teacher feedback for it provided them with useful directions on what and how to
revise their writing. In this regard, it was stated that “the feedback provided by
the instructor in Google doc helped me to edit and revise our writing, especially
ideas, flow of ideas and even grammar and punctuations” (S1-P1). The students
perceived teacher feedback as an important support for them in improving their
writing of article reports. S2-P3 admitted this by pointing out “I liked teacher
feedback especially when ah I mean I felt satisfied to see our last draft”. It was
also interesting that some students pointed at teacher feedback as source of
motivation for them in writing. S2-P2 is one of those students who stated
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“Feedback, of course, is important for me because I got confident and motivated
to do more in my writing”.

An interesting finding is related to students’ preference for teacher direct
feedback. Most of the students talked about their like for teacher feedback when
it is given directly because they understand their issues in writing and revise it
accurately. For example, the voice of S1-P1 shows why they like direct feedback
rather than indirect feedback. In other words, he stated that “I really like direct
feedback because sometimes I cannot understand it when the teacher just points
at the error in an indirect manner, but direct feedback, I can know what’s wrong
with my writing and do revisions correctly.

The findings of the study also highlight students’ positive perception of the role
of Google doc in editing and revising their writing. Regarding this, they pointed
at several features that made Google doc as a valuable tool for them, including
collaborative text editing: “It’s a good way to read teacher feedback and do editing
of writing with my friend at the same time” (52-P5), anytime and anywhere
editing: “Google doc was convenient for me when editing writing while sitting at
home” (S2-P1) and visualization and traceability of edits: “Yeah. Google doc
helped me to use or I mean to put color as highlights and also I can see the
revisions my friend made” (S1-P3).

The last theme inferred from the interviews covers some challenges the students
encountered in revising their writing based on teacher feedback via Google doc.
Some of them seemed challenged by how to respond to instructor's comments,
especially at the start of the revision activities. One of those students is S2-P3, who
stated “ At first, I didn’t know so sometimes I deleted the comments after I made
revisions also confused about the many drafts”. Others also pointed at the time
constraints because they spent much time editing their writing: “Sometimes, you
know because we have other courses, so I need to spend more time to edit my
writing”.

5. Discussion

The present study aimed to explore the role of teacher corrective feedback via
Google doc on the academic writing of five pairs of EFL learners. Specifically, the
study was intended to identify the issues in students’ writing addressed by
teacher feedback. Interpretation of the findings of the present study from the
socio-cultural approach (Leont’ev, 1981; Lee, 2014; Vygotsky, 1978) suggests that
teacher feedback plays an important role in mediating learners” understanding of
the various global and local issues in writing. Effective feedback is “a key element
of the scaffolding provided by the teacher to build learner confidence and the
literacy resources to participate in target communities” (Hyland & Hyland, 2006,
p. 83).

The findings of the present study indicate that the instructor of the course writing
targeted both types of issues in the EFL learners” writing of article reports: global
issues which refer to those issues related to content and organization, including
coherence as well as local issues which refer to those issues pertinent to grammar,
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vocabulary and mechanics. This finding supports findings of several previous
studies on the content or focus of teacher feedback on students” writing (Chandler,
2003; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 2003; Ferris, 2006). Some of these
researchers (e.g., Ferris, 2006) argued that teacher feedback should target issues in
writing at the local level, whereas others argued that teacher feedback should
emphasize learners’ global issues in writing. However, the current study is in
agreement with what other researchers argued about the focus of teacher feedback
(1990; Ferris, 2003). In other words, teachers should focus on both global and local
issues in writing because both are important for developing students” writing. The
finding is also similar to what was found by Tiyingdee and Jaroongkhongdach
(2016) in relation to teacher feedback on content, organization and language. This
study also found that teacher feedback on the students’ local issues outnumbered
feedback on the global issues in writing. Such finding does not suggest that the
instructor was more interested in commenting on the local issues of the students’
writing, but most of the issues and errors made by the EFL learners were local
issues.

Since the level of direction is important for teacher feedback, in this study, teacher
feedback was analyzed once again in terms of whether it is direct or indirect. The
findings showed that the instructor formulated and provided the EFL learners
feedback on writing directly and indirectly. In line with several previous studies
(Chandler, 2000; Ferris, 1995, 1997 ), this study indicates that the instructor of the
course provided direct feedback by highlighting the part of the written text
carrying the issue or error and offering them the accurate solution or remedy
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Chandler, 2000; Ferris, 1995; Ferris, 1997;2006; Ferris &
Roberts, 2001). The current study also contributes to these studies on teacher
direct feedback by finding that the instructor of the course no longer used the
traditional way of providing direct feedback through removal or addition or even
substitution of the erroneous parts of the texts. However, all direct feedback was
provided through written comments which give the learners the freedom to
incorporate or not to integrate such suggestions in their text revisions. This also
corroborates Bitchener’s and Knoch’s (2009) study in the sense that direct
feedback can be offered through explanations rather than direct mere corrections
of students’ errors in writing.

In this study, the instructor provided more direct feedback than indirect feedback
on their writing, which supports previous studies (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006;
Tiyingdee & Jaroongkhongdach, 2016; William, 2004). This can be justified by the
easiness of such feedback for students, the direct nature of such feedback that
allows students to carry on successful text revisions and the explanations of their
issues carried in such direct feedback. Moreover, in the instructor’s lower
frequency of providing indirect feedback could be due to some students’
misinterpretation of such feedback, which consequently disabled them to make
successful remedies to such issues and effective text revisions. Therefore, the
instructor resorted to more direct feedback.

In this study, the extent to which the students revised their writing based on
teacher feedback in general and in particular, direct and indirect feedback was
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determined. Overall, most text revisions were based on the teacher feedback. Such
finding implying that most of the teacher feedback was accepted and incorporated
by the EFL learners in editing through Google doc corroborates findings of some
studies (Hyland, 1998; Hyland, 2003) regardless of the different taxonomies used
in analyzing learners’ text revisions. In this study, the learners attended to content,
organization, grammar, vocabulary and mechanics. However, they made a higher
number local of text revisions than global text revisions, which is consistent with
the teacher’s higher number of local feedback than global feedback. Moreover,
direct feedback was conducive to most text revisions made by the learners. This
supports the argument advocated by some researches for the efficacy of teacher
direct feedback (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006; William, 2004), while it contradicts
what was reported by few other researchers (Alvarez et al., 2013; Wolsey, 2008).
Here, it should be noted what is effective in one study in a particular context may
not be the same in another study in a different context.

In this study, the students’ voices in the interviews contribute to our
understanding of the value of teacher feedback as scaffolding and guidance in
writing. The students valued teacher feedback for it allowed them to understand
their issues in writing and revise their written texts successfully. Their voices also
support the efficacy of teacher direct feedback as they preferred direct feedback
since it is easy to understand and revise their texts. Several studies have
documented learners” positive views of teacher feedback in writing (Enginarlar,
1993; Harran, 2011; Hyland, 2003; Silver & Lee, 2007) and their preference for
direct feedback (Ferris & Roberts, 2001) or indirect feedback in other studies
(Ferris et al., 2000).

Being central to research questions, the findings indicate that Google doc is a
valuable tool for teacher feedback and students’ text revisions since it allowed
them to read the instructor’s feedback, see his highlights of the parts of writing
and also to track their revisions and learning. It was revealed that Google Docs
facilitated students' revisions and enabled them to move paragraphs and
sentences to reorganize their writings. These results coincided with previous
findings that support the potential of Google doc in teacher feedback (Alharbi,
2020; Chong, 2019; Ebadi & Rahimi, 2017; Khalil, 2018; Mohammed & AL-Jaberi,
2021; Neumann & Kopcha, 2019). The facilitative effect of Google Docs is
representative in enabling the teacher to communicate and elaborate enough
feedback to the students in a click of a button, and empowering the students to
access their work from a computer or mobile phone anywhere and anytime
(Khalil, 2018). This s very helpful to the case of a large class with many tasks
requiring written feedback (Tamimi, 2017; Woodrich & Fan, 2017).

Despite the encouraging findings, the students” active involvement in writing was
challenged by their first-time experience in using Google doc for editing in
addition to time restrictions as well as observed misinterpretation and frustration
with indirect feedback.
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6. Conclusion and Implications

There are several implications for theory, pedagogy and research on ESL/EFL
writing underlined by the findings of the current study. For the theoretical
implications, the findings of the study indicate that teacher feedback is a type of
mediation or scaffolding that guides learners to understand their issues and errors
in writing and assists them to revise their texts. Moreover, from the sociocultural
approach to language learning, particularly writing, such mediation does not take
place in a vacuum but rather it is constructed and embedded in a sociocultural
context and shaped by teachers” and learners’ beliefs and perception.

For the pedagogical implications, the current study was motivated by the
traditional teacher feedback practices in writing classrooms, especially in the EFL
context where teachers act as direct editors of learners’ errors in writing. In this
regard, teachers should act as mediators who guide their learners in writing
thorough comments. They should also be aware of the role of feedback in
facilitating their students” development of writing.

Although the essence of teacher feedback is to help students understand their
issues, especially global issues, teachers should decide what issues their feedback
needs to target and they should focus on what issues actually challenge their
learners in writing even if most of these issues tend to be local issues such as
grammar, vocabulary and mechanics.

As writing instructors, we are increasingly aware of the importance of feedback
in learners’ development of writing. However, as we comment on students’
writing, we should also be aware of misinterpretation and confusion our feedback
can cause to our students in the process of writing revision. In other words, the
way instructors formulate their feedback can affect students’ text revisions and
improvement of their written texts. Therefore, instructors should decide how to
formulate and provide their feedback to students-directly or indirectly or both.

Feedback practices should be made innovative through integration of
technological tools. This study indicates that Google doc is one of these
technological tools that facilitate teacher feedback and peer editing of writing. The
application of Google doc in such practices is promising and encouraging since it
helps teachers to highlight students” errors and comment on their writing and at
the same time, assists learners to read and reflect on, understand the issues in their
writing and successfully use such feedback in revising their texts.

7. Limitations and Future Research

In conclusion, although the findings of the current study are encouraging, several
limitations that may have affected the findings should be addressed for future
research. First, the study focused on a small number of students that constitute
only five pairs. Therefore, future research can replicate this study by focusing on
a large number of students. This study was exclusive to exploring the issues in
writing as addressed by teacher feedback and its different types overall and across
the five pairs rather than in each individual’s writing. Future studies should also
look at this by tracing each individual’s issues and text revisions in each pair of
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students. Technology such as Google doc can allow instructors and teachers to
trace each individual learner’s actions as responses to feedback. While the
findings of the study provide evidence on the teacher’s feedback on the students’
writing as illustrated by the text revisions they made to their drafts, the study did
not incorporate a measure of first drafts and final drafts. Therefore, this can be
potential for future researchers who are interested in measuring the impact of
teacher feedback on students’ writing through scoring rubrics. Future research
may explore how various technological tools used for teacher feedback on writing
affect the extent to which such feedback is incorporated by learners in revising
their writing.
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Appendix 1: Focus-group Interview Questions
1. What do you think of teacher feedback on your writing?

2. What other aspects about teacher feedback via Google doc that you found
valuable for your writing improvement? Why do you think so?

3. Which do you prefer teacher direct feedback or indirect feedback?

4. What features of Google doc you liked more that helped you in revising your
writing based on teacher feedback?

5. Any challenges you might have encountered editing your writing via Google
doc based on teacher feedback? Explain them.
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