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Abstract 

The purpose of this paper was to examine what types of feedback, both local/global and 
direct/indirect corrective written feedback (CWF), teachers gave on students’ compositions. Six 
teachers, three from China and three from Sweden, took part in the study. The feedback given on the 
compositions was also compared with teachers’ approaches and preferences towards corrective 
written feedback to see if there were any similarities and differences in how they used CWF. A 
qualitative approach was used in the analysis of the data from the students’ compositions, as well as 
using semi-structured interviews to see if their approaches and preferences matched the teachers’ 
teaching practices. The overall results of the study concluded that both the Swedish and Chinese 
teachers focused their error corrections mostly on local errors. The Swedish teachers also made an 
overall higher percentage of total error corrections than the Chinese teachers. The Chinese teachers 
marked more global errors than the Swedish teachers, whereas the Swedish teachers marked more 
local errors. When comparing these results to the six teachers’ approaches and preferences, the 
Swedish teachers’ answers matched more the written CWF they gave on the students’ compositions 
than the Chinese teachers. This, therefore, shows that the Swedish teachers have an overall broader 
understanding of their own use of CWF in terms of their approaches and preferences and the 
feedback they give on students’ compositions.  

Keywords: English as a second language, corrective written feedback, local and global feedback, 
direct and indirect feedback 

Sammanfattning på svenska 

Syftet med denna fallstudie var att undersöka vilka typer av feedback, både lokal/global och 
direkt/indirekt korrektiv skriftlig feedback (corrective written feedback, CWF) sex lärare, varav tre 
från Kina och tre från Sverige, gav på elevers arbeten. Detta jämfördes också med deras 
tillvägagångssätt och preferenser för korrektiv skriftlig feedback för att se om det fanns några 
likheter och skillnader i hur de använde CWF. En kvalitativ metod användes i analysen av datan, 
likväl som semi-strukturerade intervjuer för att se om deras tillvägagångssätt och preferenser 
överensstämde med deras undervisningspraxis. Resultaten av studien visade att både de svenska och 
kinesiska lärarna la mest fokus på lokala misstag i sina CWF rättningar. De svenska lärarna hade en 
högre procentsats av de totala rättningarna av studentarbeten än de kinesiska lärarna. De kinesiska 
lärarna rättade fler globala misstag än de svenska lärarna, medan de svenska lärarna rättade fler 
lokala misstag. I jämförelse med dessa resultat och deras tillvägagångssätt och preferenser ser man 
att de svenska lärarnas svar stämde mer överens med deras skriftliga CWF på studenternas arbeten 
än de kinesiska lärarnas svar. Detta visar att de svenska lärarna har en mer övergripande förståelse 
för användandet av CWF i förhållande till deras tillvägagångssätt och preferenser. 
 

Nyckelord: Engelska som andraspråk, feedback, återkoppling, korrektiv skriftlig feedback, lokal 
och global feedback, direkt och indirekt feedback 
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1. Introduction and aims 

Writing compositions is common in all English as a second language (ESL) classrooms. In 

order for students to be able to improve their English writing skills, it is important for 

teachers to guide their students in the right direction. The Swedish curriculum for upper 

secondary school states that students should be able to develop different skills in English, 

both in written and in oral language (Skolverket, 2011). It also states that students “...should 

be given the opportunity to develop their ability to use different strategies to support 

communication and to solve problems when language skills are inadequate” (Skolverket, 

2011).  In other words, students must be given the right tools and strategies in order to 

improve and adapt their language skills. One way of achieving this is through feedback.  

 

Feedback, or corrective written feedback (CWF), within an educational context, is a method 

used to help students improve their written or oral language production. Feedback can help 

enhance and improve students’ understanding of their work and also improve their 

communicative skills in English when writing assignments and essays (Ellis, 1998:15; Lee, 

2004:286; Race, 2005:95, Ellis et al., 2006; Sheen, 2011; Mifka Profozic, 2013; Shao, 2015). 

Although there has been a lot of research done within the field of feedback and in particular 

corrective written feedback, none of the studies have looked at corrective written feedback or 

feedback in general from a Swedish context, as well as a comparison between Sweden and 

China, which this paper aims to investigate. 

 

It is hoped that this paper helps to contribute to the understanding of feedback and corrective 

written feedback within a school context, that is to say how teachers perceive and utilize the 

method in the language classroom. This paper also analyzes how teachers from different 

countries, Sweden and China in the case of this study, use and interpret the method of 

corrective written feedback in their respective language classrooms and through this 

hopefully gain a broader understanding of how teachers perceive CWF. Moreover, this paper 

is expected to contribute to an understanding as to how teachers from different countries, 

such as from Sweden and China, use CWF in the language classroom in terms of grading and 

CWF practice.  

 

Studies such as Montgomery and Baker (2007) and Furneaux et al. (2007) have conducted 

studies within the field of CWF on teachers’ attitudes towards the method and/or feedback 

practices between different countries. However, no studies have looked at these approaches 

at the same time and within a Swedish and Chinese language classroom context. Factors such 
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as educational background, having English as either a first- or second language (L1 or L2) 

have been factors researchers such as Montgomery and Baker (2007) and Furneaux et al. 

(2007) have looked at in their own studies. Other factors that have been motivations for 

Montgomery and Baker (2007:85) and Furneaux et al. (2007:73) within CWF are language 

error tendencies used when giving feedback, the frequency of feedback given to students, as 

well as teachers’ attitudes towards CWF. These factors have also been a motivating factor in 

the current study, in order to fill the gap between the understanding and usage of corrective 

written feedback in Sweden and China. With selecting teachers from Sweden and China, it is 

interesting to see how two very different countries in terms of cultural and educational 

perspectives perceive and use CWF within the common ground, such as the English language 

classroom.  

 

Therefore, the overarching aim of this paper is to analyze what types of feedback  

(local/global and direct/indirect) are dominant for six ESL teachers, three teachers from 

Sweden and three from China, and to see if there are any similarities and differences in the 

way they use this kind of feedback. Another aim for this study is to see what the six ESL 

teachers’ approaches and preferences are towards CWF in the language classroom, and to see 

if these matched their actual CWF practices. The research questions that have been selected 

for this study thus are the following: 

 

1. What similarities and differences are there to be seen between the Swedish and 

Chinese teachers in the local and global feedback provided? 

2. What similarities and differences are there to be seen between the Swedish and 

Chinese teachers in the direct and indirect feedback provided? 

3. What are the approaches and preferences of CWF of the Swedish and Chinese 

teachers? 

4. Does the CWF given by the six teachers on the students’ compositions match their 

approaches and preferences towards CWF? 

 

The current study contains five parts. First, a brief introduction to the topic and aims of the 

study, as well as a presentation of the overarching aims and thesis questions. Secondly, an 

overview of the terminology of second language learning, feedback in language learning, the 

method feedback, corrective written feedback (CWF), as well as the different approaches to 

CWF - local and global feedback as well as direct and indirect feedback are discussed. An 

overview of different researchers’ approaches to CWF are also provided, which this paper has 

taken inspiration from. In the third section, the methods, materials, procedures, as well as 

considerations on validity, reliability and ethics are presented. This paper used a qualitative 



3 

 

analysis of the student compositions and the interviews conducted with the participating six 

teachers from Sweden and China. The fourth section gives an overview of the results found in 

response to the different research questions and material of the current study. The fifth and 

final section of the paper concludes with a discussion of the limitations, as well as the overall 

summary of the study and a description of potential further research areas.  

2. Background 

This section aims to explain the theoretical framework that has been used in this paper. In 

Section 2.1 the term second language learning will be explained, what the term entails and 

why it is used. Section 2.2 will describe and explain the term feedback in language learning 

and the different approaches researchers have taken to such feedback. In Section 2.3 the term 

corrective written feedback (CWF) and its use in education and second language learning 

(L2) is explained. Section 2.4 will define the four types of corrective written feedback used in 

this study; local and global feedback in subsection 2.4.1, and direct and indirect feedback in 

subsection 2.4.3. Finally, in subsections 2.4.2 and 2.4.3, some previous research of the four 

categories will be presented to give a background of the four types of feedback investigated in 

the present study. 

2.1 Second language learning and acquisition 

There are several terms that occur in second language learning. A second language (L2) is a 

language spoken and taught in a specific country, but it is not used as the country’s first 

language or mother tongue (Crystal, 2008:696). Second language acquisition (SLA) refers to 

the acquisition of languages other than a person’s mother language learned both inside and 

outside the language classroom (Ellis, 1998:3). Foreign language refers to languages that are 

spoken and learnt in an environment in which the language does not occur in everyday 

situations (Abrahamsson, 2009:14). In many countries, such as Sweden and China, second 

language learning is a common practice. L2 learning and writing aims to teach students the 

grammatical and structural forms of the specific language being learnt (Jamalinesari et al., 

2015:117). This paper will use the terms English as a second language (ESL) and second 

language (L2) acquisition to describe the English learning contexts in both Sweden and 

China. 
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2.2 Feedback in language learning 

Feedback, whether it is oral or written, and whether it consists of pointing out errors or just 

making overall comments, is used to guide students into various ways of thinking, and to help 

them improve their written and oral performance (Furneaux et al., 2007:70; Shao, 2015:156). 

After a student has finished an assignment, the teacher will normally give feedback on the 

student’s assignment in terms of language and content (Sigott, 2013:9). Feedback aims to 

accomplish a few things according to Ellis (1998) and Race (2005). Firstly, it aims to enhance 

and improve students’ understanding of their own work. Secondly, it should give students 

some clarification by showing them what is expected to be achieved and what the result of 

their work should be. Thirdly, it should motivate students to improve their communicative 

skills in order for their overall development in a language (Ellis, 1998:15; Race, 2005:95). 

Teachers use different strategies in order to provide feedback to their students, both written 

and oral (Lee, 2004:286). Corrective feedback is a term which is often used in education. In 

education, feedback is most commonly given when a student produces something in writing 

or orally and requires a response from the teacher or peer (Shao, 2015:157). 

 2.3 Corrective written feedback 

Corrective written feedback (CWF), which can be either seen as both positive and negative, is 

a form of response to errors committed in a learner’s utterance, oral or written. This form of 

feedback often occurs when a linguistic error has occurred and there is need for correction 

towards the target form (Ellis, 2009:3-4). Corrective written feedback is said to be a way for 

teachers to involve their students in improving their written and oral accuracy in their L2 

(Sheen, 2011:1-3). This helps students to understand the correct forms and meanings of the 

target language (Sheen, 2011:1-3). There are many ways corrective feedback can be given. 

Sheen (2011) argues that teachers should take into consideration that the learners’ individual 

factors may play a major role when giving feedback to students, and CWF should be provided 

in a way that helps the L2 learners develop and improve their language skills towards the 

target form (Sheen, 2011:ix). Sheen discusses different approaches that have been taken to 

help second language learners with their writing. These approaches are the structural 

approach, the process approach and the post-process approach. The structural approach 

focuses on building on the learners’ local errors, such as grammar and lexical errors. The 

process approach aims to take the focus from the learners’ grammar and lexical errors and to 

instead focus on the process behind the student’s writing. The post-process approach 

discusses writing as a form of cultural communication and occurs within different 

educational and social environments (Sheen, 2011: 34-36). 
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Corrective written feedback, according to Ellis et al. (2006:340), is a term used to indicate 

that an utterance in a learner’s language is incorrect and that a change or a correction is 

needed to make it more target-like. Although CWF has been described as a helpful tool within 

the L2 classroom, there are researchers such as Truscott (1996; 2007) and Russel and Spada 

(2006) who argue for the opposite, suggesting that CWF can have a negative impact on 

students’ learning. Researchers argue that CWF can be detrimental to students’ accuracy in 

writing, and also question the need for grammar correction on students’ compositions, if not 

produced in a precise and accurate way. This is to say that CWF must be focused on a specific 

type of error and not given as a general overall form (Furneaux et al., 2007:71; Jamalinesari 

et al., 2015:116-117; Li and He, 2017:63-64). 

  

Despite these negative views, feedback has been perceived as having a positive impact in the 

language classroom. Researchers have found that when applying feedback in the EFL 

classroom it has shown to be both positive and constructive for students, developing learners’ 

error correction and accuracy in L2 writing. Within the past twenty years, researchers such as 

Chandler (2003) and Bitchener (2008), have shown that learners who receive CWF perform 

better in their L2 writing skills than those who do not receive it (Jamalinesari et al., 2015:116; 

Li and He, 2017:63-64). 

  

Evans et al. (2010) discuss similar aspects and stress the importance of understanding and 

interpreting the effects of corrective written feedback. Evans et al. (2010:445-447) argue that 

it is not the actual feedback that should be taken into consideration when discussing CWF, 

rather how, through CWF, teachers can help students improve their writing skills. However, 

there are assumptions that students expect a certain standard from their teachers when 

writing texts and receiving feedback. This includes providing adequate feedback related to 

the task given, as well as the feedback being provided within a certain time frame (Hafernik 

et al., 2002:17). 

  

Evans et al. (2010:448-451) argue that there are external variables that can affect the 

effectiveness of corrective written feedback.  These are learner variables, situational variables 

and methodological variables.  

  

Learner variables are factors that can contribute to or affect the individual’s ability to learn. 

These factors comprise of nationality, the student’s first language, goals and motivations, the 

length of time given to a specific task etc. Motivation and time play a significant role in 

students’ willingness to learn (Evans et al., 2010:448). 
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Situational variables are factors such as social and financial factors, the learning environment 

and the teacher. Evans et al. (2010:450) stress that the situational variables could have a 

higher detrimental effect on students’ motivation and the effectiveness of the teaching 

methodology. 

  

Methodological variables refer to the design and construction of lessons and assignments, 

and how they affect students’ ability to receive CWF. If the instruction of the assignment 

lacks clearness then the CWF will be affected negatively, meaning that the teacher will not 

know what, how, how often and why an assignment should be corrected in a certain way 

(Evans et al., 2010:450-452). 

  

The teacher may give different types of feedback on their students’ work, using global and/or 

local feedback. This feedback may also be given directly or indirectly. These terms will be 

explained in the following section.  

2.4 Approaches to corrective feedback 

2.4.1 Local and global feedback 

There are two main approaches within corrective written feedback which are used when 

correcting students writing errors. The first is local feedback, which addresses lexical, 

grammatical, semantic and mechanical errors, such as punctuation and capitalization. These 

types of errors affect the language structure of an essay. Global feedback, on the other hand, 

consists of style and discourse errors which affect the understanding and organization of an 

essay (Ellis, 1998:19-20; Furneaux et al., 2007:80). Researchers have debated which type of 

feedback should be focused on when giving corrective feedback on students’ writing. Some 

researchers (Burt and Kiparsky 1974) suggest that teachers should mainly focus on giving 

feedback on global errors rather than local errors, as global errors affect the overall 

understanding of a text, which may have an effect on the overall context of the composition 

(Brown, 1987: 194; Pawlak, 2013:122). Other researchers (Krashen, 1982) suggest that local 

feedback should be kept as minimalistic as possible for ease of learning (Pawlak, 2013:122). 

There are some researchers that also discuss the difficulties of making such distinctions in 

feedback (i.e local and global feedback). Pawlak (2013:123-124) argues that depending on the 

amount of time given to correct and the circumstances behind teachers’ error corrections on 

the different types of feedback, teachers may also make mistakes when correcting students’ 

language errors. The overall opinion of researchers seems to be in favor of global CWF as 

opposed to local CWF. 
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2.4.2 Previous research on local and global feedback 

The two studies presented in this subsection were selected for several reasons. The methods 

used in both studies, i.e Montgomery and Baker (2007) and Furneaux, Paran and Fairfax 

(2007), are similar to the current study, as well as the types of participants and the types of 

feedback the researchers focused on - local and global feedback. The research presented in 

this section should give an interesting perspective as to how other researchers have 

approached the different feedback types - local and global feedback. 

  

Montgomery and Baker (2007) conducted a study on teachers and students from an English 

as a second language (ESL) program at Brigham Young University in the United States. Their 

aim was to find out how much local and global feedback teachers gave to their students on 

their texts, if the teachers’ feedback matched the teachers’ own perceptions of the matter, and 

if teachers’ self-assessments matched the students’ views of written feedback. Students from 

the ESL program were given a questionnaire regarding their perceptions of CWF and the 

feedback they received by the teachers. 13 teachers and 284 students from the program took 

part in the study. Teachers were also given the same questionnaires regarding the types of 

feedback they had focused on in the students’ texts during the past semester and how much 

feedback they had given on average on each draft of the students’ texts. This was to gain an 

understanding of what and how much feedback teachers gave on students’ texts. At the end of 

the semester, students’ portfolios with varying grades, a low pass, pass and a high pass, were 

chosen for each teacher to evaluate, to determine what kind of feedback the teachers gave to 

their students. Each teacher received 6 portfolios, two of each grade, to evaluate, making a 

total of 78 portfolios (Montgomery and Baker, 2007:82-83, 86-88, 91). 

  

What Montgomery and Baker discovered from the teachers’ questionnaires was that the 

teachers tended to give more local than global feedback. The teachers expressed in the 

questionnaire that they focused more on correcting aspects such as grammar and mechanics 

(i.e. punctuation and capitalization), both in the students’ first and later drafts. They also 

discovered that the feedback teachers gave to students’ papers made no difference to the 

grade the students were given. From the results of the study, Montgomery and Baker also 

concluded that students’ perceptions of feedback and teachers’ actual feedback were almost 

identical (Montgomery and Baker, 2007:90-91). 

  

However, when assessing their own feedback given to their students, teachers believed 

themselves that they had given more local feedback than what was seen by the researchers. 

The questionnaire also showed that the teachers believed they had given more global 

feedback on first drafts than what was written on the students’ compositions. From the 
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questionnaire the students answered about CWF and the feedback provided from their 

teachers, Montgomery and Baker concluded that the students’ preferences and the teachers’ 

self-assessment of the amount of CWF they provided on their students’ compositions 

matched over 80% of the time. This finding suggested that the amount of CWF provided by 

teachers almost matched the students’ own preferences (Montgomery and Baker, 2007:91-

93). 

  

In conclusion, the teachers provided relevant and adequate feedback for their students. This 

did not, however, match the teachers’ views on their own feedback. The teachers believed that 

they gave more feedback on local issues than what they actually did, as well as giving more 

feedback on global issues on both first and later drafts. However, the actual CWF given 

appeared to match the students’ own preferences (Montgomery and Baker, 2007:92-95). 

  

In comparison to Montgomery and Baker’s study, who concentrated their study on teachers 

from one country, Furneaux, Paran and Fairfax (2007) conducted a study on 110 EFL 

(English as a foreign language) teachers from five different countries (Cyprus, France, Spain, 

Korea and Thailand), who were all working in upper secondary schools. The aims of the study 

were to find out if teachers used different roles while giving feedback on students’ essays, 

what aspects they focused on when providing feedback and if the teachers’ native country 

played a role in the feedback they gave.  All teachers were asked to give feedback on one 

student essay from a school in Japan, where both local (form, grammar etc.) and global 

(content and organisation) feedback was used. The teachers’ ages ranged from 25 to 56. Any 

comments or other marks written on the essay were to be written as an inclusion on a paper 

and sent with the essay to the researcher. The marks on the essay were then coded and 

analyzed into different feedback schemes (Furneaux, et al., 2007: 69, 73-74). 

  

What Furneaux et al. (2007) discovered from their study was that different teachers took on 

different roles when giving feedback to the students’ paper. Many of the teachers tended to 

focus mainly on local aspects such as grammar, which led teachers into taking a provider role 

when giving the student their feedback. A provider role relates to the teacher providing the 

correct form of any kind of grammar fault that may occur in the students’ essay (Furneaux et 

al., 2007:78, 82-83). Another role that was identified in the results of the study was that 

teachers acted as initiators when giving feedback. An initiator role indicates that the teacher 

provides feedback on both global and local aspects on the student’s essay. However, a 

correction for the mistakes is not provided, but instead noted through unclassifiable alerts, 

for example shown through lines under a specific word, question marks or by writing short 
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explanations beside the sentence where the global or local problem occurred (Furneaux et al., 

2007:76, 85-86). 

  

The study showed that the teachers’ different nationalities did not play a significant role 

when counting the number of corrections each teacher from the different countries made. 

This difference could only be seen with two countries. The Korean teachers made fewer 

corrections than the teachers from the other participating countries. France, on the other 

hand, showed a difference when discussing the different types of roles teachers used when 

giving feedback, as they showed more of an initiator role than the teachers from other 

countries. However, Furneaux et al. argue that these differences did not affect the overall 

findings of the study (the overall findings being that teachers gave more feedback on local 

errors than on global errors), and therefore concluded that the differences between how 

feedback was given by the teachers from the different countries varied but did not play a 

significant role when giving feedback (Furneaux et al., 2007:83-85 & 90-91). 

  

There are certain similarities between the two studies mentioned that are interesting. Both 

studies concluded that the teachers tended to give more local feedback than global feedback. 

However, the studies used different methods to come to this conclusion. Montgomery and 

Baker (2007) used questionnaires for both the students and teachers who took part in the 

study to find out what type of feedback teachers gave the most, and to see if the feedback the 

teachers gave matched their own and students’ preferences. Furneaux et al. (2007), on the 

other hand, used teachers from five different countries in order to analyze what type of 

feedback teachers mostly gave their students and what roles they took upon when giving this 

feedback. The methods used in both studies showed in the results that teachers gave more 

local feedback than global feedback. In the current study, similar methods and participants as 

the Montgomery and Baker (2007) and Furneaux et al. (2007) studies have been selected and 

used to answer similar questions, namely which types of feedback (local/global and 

direct/indirect) the six teachers from both China and Sweden used the most when correcting 

students’ compositions.  

2.4.3 Direct and indirect feedback 

Corrective written feedback can be given directly or indirectly. Direct feedback is when a 

teacher corrects and writes the correct form of the error on the students work. Indirect 

feedback refers to the teacher helping the students figure out the errors themselves. Instead 

of correcting the error straight away, the teacher will instead underline, circle, mark or in 

some other way show that there is an error, so that the students can learn to see and correct 

their own mistakes (Lee, 2004:286; Wang and Dong, 2010:64; Li and He, 2017:63). Direct 
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feedback is more teacher-guided, i.e. the teacher points out the errors straight away so that 

the student can quickly see and understand them. Indirect feedback however, is more student 

guided. This means that the student is more independent in their writing and must be able to 

see, understand and correct their own errors (Lee, 2004:286; Ferris, 2006:83). Like local and 

global feedback, there are arguments both for and against direct and indirect feedback. 

Researchers such as Hyland and Hyland (2006) argue that indirect feedback is more 

profitable for students, as it allows students to engage in a more problem-solving approach 

than other types of feedback. This will enhance a student’s own self-reflection of their 

writing, making them more aware of their L2 writing errors and to be able to correct and edit 

the errors themselves (Pawlak, 2013:146). Other researchers (Sheen and Ellis, 2011) argue 

that students may not always have the required linguistic knowledge of a language in order to 

make such corrections, which may instead damage a student’s learning process rather than 

enhancing it (Pawlak, 2013:150). Although it may seem time consuming and tedious, Pawlak 

(2013:150-151) suggests that a combination of both types of feedback, direct and indirect 

feedback, could be useful in the language classroom, as it may be beneficial for both L2 

learners and teachers. 

  

2.4.4 Previous research on direct and indirect feedback 

The following two studies were selected due to their similarities with the current study. One 

of the studies (Jamalinesari et al., 2015) discusses the effectiveness of direct and indirect 

feedback, and the other (Li and He, 2017) discusses teachers’ and students’ preferences to the 

two types of feedback. What is interesting also with the latter study is that it was based in 

China. This similarity with the current study allows a distinct perspective as to whether the 

Chinese teachers from the current study think and express similar attitudes to the teachers in 

Li and He’s (2017) study towards direct and indirect feedback. 

  

Jamalinesari et al. (2015) conducted a study on teachers’ effectiveness and efficiency in 

providing feedback on students’ writing in an English as a foreign language (EFL) context in 

Iran. Two classes of ten students each from a female lower-intermediate English language 

institute in Ilam, Iran, were selected for the study. The ages of the students ranged from 13 to 

17 years (Jamalinesari et al., 2015:119). 

  

Students were given assignments to write compositions over a period of ten sessions. The 

teachers who took part in the study were asked to focus on specific local errors in relation to 

the third person singular -s ending, plural -s ending, regular and irregular past tenses of the 

verb, subject-verb agreement, parts of speech, present perfect, passive verbs, and the definite 
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and indefinite articles. During the writing period, both classes received feedback, one direct 

and the other indirect. The class who received direct feedback had their errors in their 

compositions marked and/or underlined and were provided with the correct form of their 

errors to help improve further compositions. The second class, on the other hand, were not 

given the correct form of their errors. The teacher simply underlined or circled the error in 

question and provided the students with a comment indicating that an error had occurred. 

The students from both classes were told to revise their compositions and to hand in the new 

revision during the next class (Jamalinesari et al., 2015:119-120). 

  

Jamalinesari et al. concluded from their study that the students who received indirect 

feedback on their compositions and errors improved their writing skills more than those who 

received direct feedback. The linguistic accuracy of the students who received indirect 

feedback improved significantly from their original compositions. Moreover, the study 

showed implications for teachers in general, as they should trust their own observations of 

their students’ behaviors in their writing, but also consider the students’ expectations 

regarding instruction, as well as the students views of written tasks. This will help the teacher 

make conscious decisions about their own methods of teaching and their use of CWF in order 

to promote a higher standard of English in the classroom (Jamalinesari et al., 2015:120-122). 

  

In comparison to Jamalinesari et al.’s (2015) study examining the effectiveness of direct and 

indirect feedback, Li and He (2017) conducted a study in China, where they investigated 

Chinese EFL learners’ and teachers’ preferences of several types of corrective written 

feedback - direct, indirect and metalinguistic feedback. Metalinguistic feedback refers to the 

clues which teachers provide for the students to reach the correct form of the error made, i.e. 

it is between direct and indirect feedback (Li and He, 2017:63). The aim of the study was to 

see which type of feedback EFL learners preferred, and to compare these with the teachers’ 

practices. They also wanted to see if these results were in any way affected by gender and 

language proficiency (Li and He, 2017:63). 

 

111 participants (84 Chinese EFL learners and 27 teachers) took part in the study. The study 

was divided into two parts, based on two questionnaires, one for the students and the other 

for the teachers. The questionnaire for the students contained five statements which they had 

to respond to. Two of the statements referred to the students’ willingness to be corrected and 

the number of errors that would be corrected. The other three statements referred to three 

different types of CWF: direct, indirect and metalinguistic feedback, and which of these the 

students preferred. The teachers’ questionnaire contained three statements. There, the 

teachers were asked to indicate what type of feedback they believed that they gave to their 
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students the most. The teachers were also asked to give reasons as to why they had chosen 

this specific feedback (Li and He, 2017:65). 

  

What Li and He discovered was that the students had a strong willingness to receive 

corrections on their writing. From these results, they could also see that most of the students 

wished to have corrections on all errors of their writing, and only a minor part of the student 

group disagreed with this. Students overall had a positive view towards CWF and receiving 

CWF from their teachers (Li and He, 2017:65). As to the other three statements regarding the 

students’ preferences of the different types of feedback, students expressed that indirect CWF 

was their favorite. Students expressed that they preferred to receive indirect CWF and to 

correct their mistakes themselves using the indirect feedback provided. On the other hand, 

students showed a strong uncertainty to direct feedback, as over 36% marked “undecided” 

when asked about their preferences. Similar results were seen in the students’ views to 

metalinguistic CWF. When measuring gender in this study, Li and He concluded that female 

students preferred all types of feedback whereas male students preferred indirect CWF (Li 

and He, 2017:65-66). 

  

On the second questionnaire, teachers expressed that they gave mostly indirect CWF to their 

students, which was the most common form of feedback used by teachers. When asked to 

give reasons for this, teachers expressed that it was necessary for students to make their own 

corrections with the help of indirect CWF, as it enhanced the students’ ability to think and 

learn for themselves, and revise their mistakes, therefore strengthening their ability to write 

in English. However, from the results of the study, teachers expressed uncertainty as to which 

type of feedback should be given to students who were poor in English, as they questioned 

the students’ ability to revise and correct their English. Li and He concluded that indirect 

feedback was the favorite type of CWF given by the teachers and received by students who 

took part in the study (Li and He, 2017:67-68, 71). 

  

What is interesting about these two studies is that both conclude that indirect feedback was 

the favorable type of feedback to be used when correcting students’ compositions. However, 

both studies used different methods in order to come to the same conclusion. Jamalinesari et 

al. (2015) measured the effectiveness of direct and indirect feedback, and used classroom 

compositions and revisions, which they then quantified, as their materials and methods of 

choice. Li and He (2017), on the other hand, examined the preferences to the different types 

of CWF with questionnaires answered by both teachers and students.  
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3. Methods 

This section will present the participants, materials and methods used in this study. In 

section 3.1, the overall design of the study will be discussed. In 3.2, the teachers who took 

part in the study will be presented, followed by a discussion of materials and instruments 

used for data collection in section 3.3. Sections 3.4 and 3.5 will present the procedure for data 

collection and the data analysis. In the final two sections, 3.6 and 3.7, the validity and 

reliability as well as the ethical aspects of the study will be discussed.  

3.1 Overall design of the study 

The method that has been used in the current study is a qualitative analysis of the feedback 

given on the student compositions and semi-structured interviews. These interviews are then 

used to investigate the six participating teachers’ approaches and preferences to CWF.  

 

First, the participants were selected for the study. Three teachers from China and three 

teachers from Sweden were asked to participate in the study. The reason for there being 

teachers from both countries was due to the overall purpose of the study, that being to 

investigate the potential similarities and differences in the way Chinese and Swedish teachers 

give CWF, as well as to see if their approaches and preferences match their actual teaching 

practices on the subject. 

 

Secondly, the student compositions that were used for the current study were selected from 

an upper secondary school in Sweden. These texts were selected with the help of the teacher 

(and supervisor) during an internship period at the current school. The composition grades 

had a varied range of grades from the English 6 criteria for English at upper secondary school 

in Sweden. These compositions were selected due to the type of composition, being an 

argumentative essay, as well as being chosen for the various responses given by the students 

in their own essays, therefore giving a potential broader variation of correction on the 

compositions from the participating teachers. 

 

Thirdly, scheduled interviews were planned with all six teachers after they had finished 

correcting the students’ compositions. Each interview was to take no more than 60 minutes 

and followed the structure of a semi-structured interview. The teachers were asked questions 

about their approaches and preferences towards CWF. These answers were then compared 

with the data taken from the corrected compositions. 
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Finally, the data taken from both the corrected compositions from the six participating 

teachers, as well as the interview data were analyzed and compared. The data were 

calculated, coded and categorized into four major CWF categories: local/global and 

direct/indirect feedback. The interview data was transcribed and analyzed qualitatively.  

3.2 Participants 

The participants who took part in the study were three teachers from China and three 

teachers from Sweden, all were female. The participants were selected through two schools. 

The six teachers selected were working or had been working in upper secondary school for 12 

to 41 years, and their ages ranged from 27 to 60 (see table 1). 

 

Table 1. Participants’ ages, educational backgrounds and work experience 

Teachers Ages Educational backgrounds Work experience 

Teacher 1 China 27 Master’s degree in applied 

linguistics 

12 years 

Teacher 2 China 30 Master’s degree in applied 

linguistics 

14 years 

Teacher 3 China 40 Master’s degree in applied 

linguistics 

14 years 

  

Teacher 1 Sweden 50 Secondary and upper secondary 

school 

33 years 

Teacher 2 Sweden 65  Secondary and upper secondary 

school 

41 years 

Teacher 3 Sweden 40 Secondary and upper secondary 

school 

15 years 

 

The three teachers from China were selected during an exchange study at a university in 

China. All three teachers who took part in the study from China had a master’s degree in 

applied linguistics with the qualifications to teach and had been teaching within an ESL 

context for between 12-14 years. They were not, however, teaching in upper secondary school 

when taking part in this study, as they all worked at a university in China as ESL teachers. 

Their ages ranged from 27 to 40 years. The three teachers from Sweden were selected 

through an internship period at an upper secondary school in Sweden. The teachers who took 

part in the study from Sweden all had teaching degrees in English for both secondary and 

upper secondary school and had been teaching within ESL contexts for between 15 to 41 
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years. Their ages ranged from 40 to 65 years. Due to the time frame of the study, only three 

teachers from each country could and were willing to participate in the study.  

 

One limitation of choosing teachers with different educational backgrounds and from 

different countries is that they come from different teaching traditions and practices. The 

Chinese teachers do not have a teaching degree in English per se, rather they have a degree 

within applied linguistics with the qualifications to teach. This could jeopardize how teachers 

grade and assess student compositions, as they have not necessarily been exposed to the 

didactic and pedagogical traditions and practices a teaching degree may contain.  Another 

limitation could be that neither set of teachers has been exposed to the other’s teaching 

system. This could mean that the Swedish teachers have an overall better understanding of 

the Swedish curriculum and hence the grading criteria used to grade the compositions, which 

were based on the curriculum. One further limitation that can be seen from the selected 

participants are the age and gender of the teachers. Only female teachers were selected for 

the study, as it was only female ESL teachers that were available to participate in the study. 

The age gap, on the other hand, could affect their knowledge and participation in the current 

study, as the Swedish teachers have more overall teaching experience than the Chinese 

teachers. This could affect the results of the study, as the Swedish teachers have more 

working experience than the Chinese teachers, and hence presumably more experience in 

providing CWF.  

3.3 Materials and instruments for data collection 

The materials selected for this study comprised eight student compositions (typed versions) 

collected during an internship period from a second-year upper secondary school in Sweden. 

From the beginning, there were 30 student compositions to select from for this study. All the 

compositions were graded by the teacher (who was also the supervisor for the teacher-

trainee) and the teacher-trainee during the internship period. Of the 30 compositions, two 

high, four medium and two low-graded compositions, making a total of eight, were selected 

with grades ranging from B-F. These grades were not shown to the participating teachers. 

The grading was based on the curriculum for English at upper secondary school and its 

criteria in English 6, containing grades A-F (F being that the criteria have not been met for 

that particular assignment). The type of composition the students were asked to write was an 

argumentative essay.  It was felt that by using eight compositions that most of the grade 

criteria would be met. This type of essay was chosen for the current study as it reflects the 

type of task an English 6 group is able to write, as well as challenges their English academic 

abilities in writing. The topic of the argumentative essay was chosen freely. It allowed the 

students to write about a subject they were familiar with, as well as writing at a level they felt 
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comfortable with. The feedback given on the eight compositions was analyzed in both a 

quantitative and qualitative matter, which will be discussed in the following section. It could 

be seen as a disadvantage for the Chinese teachers, as the materials were generated based on 

the Swedish school system and at the level of English that is required in Sweden.  

3.4 Procedure for data collection 

3.4.1 Corrective feedback data 

When writing the argumentative essay, each student was given instructions on what and how 

to write an argumentative essay (see appendix 2). After the texts were selected, the six 

teachers who had been chosen for the study were given a portfolio with an introductory letter 

explaining the purpose of the study, the instructions for their task, the eight compositions, 

the students’ instructions for their essay and a copy of the curriculum for English 6 in upper 

secondary school. These documents were also sent by email. They were also given a form to 

fill out with each composition. On each form, the teachers were asked to fill in the name of 

the composition, their own name, educational background and work experience (see table 1). 

The teachers were given roughly a month to correct the students’ compositions, before taking 

part in an interview. They were asked to give local and global feedback on the students’ 

compositions, and to explain any markings or notes written on the forms they were given in 

regard to the students’ feedback. They were made aware of local and global feedback, as well 

as direct or indirect feedback because it was felt necessary to define these types of feedback to 

the teachers. Once the teachers had corrected all eight compositions, the corrections were 

collected and analyzed. The errors marked on each of the compositions were calculated and 

put into a coding schema and analyzed together with the interview data. The structure of the 

data collection in this essay follows a similar structure as Furneaux et al. (2007:73-74). Like 

Furneaux et al.’s study, the teachers participating in the study did not meet or know the 

students who wrote the compositions, and the compositions only consisted of one draft. 

However, unlike Furneaux et al.’s study, the three Chinese teachers had very little or no 

experience regarding the Swedish curriculum for upper secondary school, which could affect 

the validation of the results.   

3.4.2 Interview data  

Each teacher participating in the study was asked to take part in an interview after they had 

finished correcting the student compositions. They were contacted by email to arrange an 

appointment for when they could meet face to face. The three Chinese teachers were 

interviewed during an exchange period abroad at the university they were currently working 

at, while the Swedish teachers were interviewed at the upper secondary school that they 
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worked at after the exchange period in China. The participants were made aware that the 

interviews would be individual, would take around one hour and were to be recorded. Each 

interview was arranged on different days, making sure that none of the participants knew 

who else was taking part in the study. The interviews actually took around 30 minutes for 

each participant, all interviews were taken in English and followed a semi-structured format. 

The questions were open-ended. Any unclear answers made by the participants were followed 

up on, to be further clarified or re-explained. Follow-up questions were also included in the 

interviews if further discussion regarding the interview questions were needed. All of the 

answers from each of the participants were recorded and notes were taken during the 

interview process to complement the recordings. After all the interviews had been conducted, 

the recordings were transcribed into a typed document, together with the interview notes, 

and analyzed qualitatively.  

3.5 Data analysis 

3.5.1 Coding schema for CWF 

A coding scheme was used to be able to find out what type of feedback the six teachers 

focused on the most. Like Furneaux et al.’s study (2007:79-81), the two types of CWF - local 

and global feedback - were divided into eight subcategories: five for local feedback (grammar, 

vocabulary, spelling, punctuation and sentence structure), two for global feedback (content 

and organization), and one “unidentified” category. The unidentified category was used when 

an error corrected by the six teachers could not be identified as belonging to one of the other 

categories. Examples of this were when a teacher had underlined or put a question mark 

beside the paragraph and did not explain the error marked, or if a teacher had circled or 

underlined one or more words and had wrote the word “change” beside the error, and had 

not explained what it was the student had to change. When problems occurred in selecting 

the right categories for these unexplained errors, the errors were coded into the unidentified 

category. The global feedback categories were minimized to only two categories due to the 

comments and feedback given in the students’ compositions by the teachers. The comments 

were more general and either related to either content or organizational errors. The local 

errors given were more specific and detailed in relation to each of the local error categories.  

 

Once the categorization of the CWF had been finalized, the data was then coded and analyzed 

qualitatively. The categorization and results should match the aims of the study. The aims of 

a qualitative study are to examine and identify different variations, structures or processes 

that may occur in the identified data (Malmqvist, 2007:122-124).  
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3.5.2 Qualitative analysis of interviews 

After the interviews had been conducted, the recordings were transferred to a laptop to be 

transcribed. In the transcriptions, any noted pauses, notes and explanations were noted.  

Once the interviews had been transcribed, the answers were then compared within the two 

sets of groups; first, the Swedish and Chinese teachers were compared with one another, then 

both groups’ answers were compared at the group level. Once the transcriptions were 

completed, the transcriptions were also categorized in relation to the research questions and 

analyzed qualitatively. This was to see what the six teachers’ approaches and preferences 

were towards CWF. The teachers’ answers were then compared with the results of the data 

analysis of the feedback given on the student compositions.  

3.6 Validity and reliability 

When it comes to reliability and validity of this type of study, there are a number of aspects to 

take into consideration. A way of securing the reliability of the analysis of the semi-structured 

interviews used in this study was by recording and taking notes during the interview process. 

This allows the researcher to go back and listen to the recordings to make sure they did not 

miss out on any valid information (Dimenäs, 2007:231-32). Another way of ensuring 

reliability and validity with the data analysis is to use more than one method to investigate 

the same research questions. In this essay, both data coding and thematic interview analysis 

were used in order to achieve the required results (Dimenäs, 2007:249-250). Another 

important factor which may affect the reliability of the study is the amount of time the 

teachers were given to correct the students’ assignments. The teachers were given over a 

month to correct and hand in the students’ compositions, as most of these teachers were 

teaching at the same time. It was therefore important to take that aspect into consideration, 

hence why the teachers were given over a month to make corrections (Dimenäs, 2007:249-

251). 

3.7 Ethics 

For this study, there were a number of ethical considerations to take into account. Firstly, the 

compositions were anonymized. This work was supported by the teacher from the upper 

secondary school who helped provide the compositions for the current study. As there were 

six teachers from two different countries taking part in the study, all sensitive data needed to 

be secured and all material anonymized. Each of the participants were given a portfolio 

(which was also sent by email) with the compositions, instructions for the argumentative 

essay, along with an information consent form they had to have read and signed before 

correcting the compositions. The consent form stated the purpose of the study, the 
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instructions for correcting the compositions and the interview process. The form also stated 

that the teachers should agree to the use in this study of their individual information and 

answers in the interviews. They were also assured that all sensitive data such as personal 

information (name, place of work etc.) and the recorded interviews and notes would be used 

for research purposes only and would be destroyed after the research was finished. After the 

study had been conducted, all recorded files and documents that were used would be 

discarded in a proper manner.  

4. Analysis and results 

4.1 Corrective written feedback (on students’ compositions) 

The overall results of the six participating teachers’ corrective written feedback on the 

students’ compositions will be presented in the tables below. The data from the corrected 

compositions were coded and counted (see table 2 below). In table 3, the CWF from the 

groups of teachers from both China and Sweden were collectively calculated, to see the 

average number of errors marked by the different groups of teachers within the different 

categories (see table 3 below). These results have been analyzed in relation to the research 

questions for this paper and will be discussed in the subsections below. 

 

Table 2 Error corrections in CWF 

Local error 

categories 

Teacher 1 

China 

Teacher 2 

China 

Teacher 3 

China 

Teacher 1 

Sweden 

Teacher 2 

Sweden 

Teacher 3 

Sweden 

Grammar 17.56% 

(23) 

27.43% 

(48) 

19.71% 

(27) 

26.06% 

(49) 

23.15% 

(50) 

17.39% 

(20) 

Word 
formation 

9.16% 

(12) 

12.57% 

(22) 

16.79% 

(23) 

12.77% 

(24) 

13.89% 

(30) 

15.65% 

(18) 

Spelling 13.74% 

(18) 

13.14% 

(23) 

14.6% 

(20) 

15.96% 

(30) 

10.19% 

(22) 

16.52% 

(19) 

Punctuation 9.16% 

(12) 

2.29% 

(4) 

3.65% 

(5) 

2.66% 

(5) 

4.17% 

(9) 

1.73% 

(2) 

VOC 
(Vocabulary) 

30.53% 

(40) 

31.43% 

(55) 

26.28% 

(36) 

35.11% 

(66) 

38.43% 

(83) 

40.86% 

(47) 

Local errors 
total 

80% 

(80.15%) 

(105) 

86.8% 

(152) 

81% 

(81.02%) 

(111) 

92.5% 

(174) 

89.8% 

(194) 

92.1% 

(106) 
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Global 

error 

categories 

      

Content 6.1% 

(8) 

1.14% 

(2) 

3.65% 

(5) 

1.59% 

(3) 

3.7% 

(8) 

2.6% 

(3) 

Organization 10.69% 

(14) 

8% 

(14) 

11.68% 

(16) 

3.19% 

(6) 

5.09% 

(11) 

5.21% 

(6) 

Global 

errors total 

16.7% 

(22) 

9.14% 

(16) 

15.3% 

(21) 

4.7% 

(9) 

8.7% 

(19) 

7.8% 

(9) 

 

Unidentifiable  3.05% 

(4) 

4% 

(7) 

3.65% 

(5) 

2.66% 

(5) 

1.39% 

(3) 

0.86% 

(1) 

 

Total error 

corrections 

(131) (175) (137) (188) (216) (115) 

 

Table 3 Total average number of errors by group 

Local error categories China Sweden 

Grammar 98 (22.1%) 119 (22.8%) 

Word formation 57 (12.9%) 72 (13.8%) 

Spelling 61 (13.8%) 71 (13.6%) 

Punctuation 21 (4.7%) 16 (3.07%)  

VOC 131 (29.6%) 196 (38.6%) 

Local errors total 368 (83.1%) 474 (90%) 

 

Global error categories China Sweden 

Content 15 (3.3%) 14 (2.6%) 

Organization 44 (9.9%) 23 (4.4%) 

Global errors total 59 (13.3%) 37 (7.1%) 

 

Unidentifiable 16 (3.6%) 10 (1.9%) 

 

Total error corrections 443 (100%) 521 (100%) 

 

4.1.1 Similarities and differences between Chinese and Swedish teachers in the local 

and global feedback provided 

When analyzing the Chinese teachers’ error corrections, all three teachers focused their 

comments more on local feedback than global feedback. In general, the three Chinese 
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teachers focused their error corrections on local errors such as grammar, having an average 

of 22.1% of the errors corrected, and vocabulary, having an average of 29.6% of the errors 

corrected (see table 3). The other categories in both the local and global error corrections, 

although marked less in the compositions, showed similarities between at least two of the 

teachers’ error corrections. Such categories that had similar averages amongst the Chinese 

teachers were word formation (an average of 12.9% marked errors) and spelling (an average 

of 13.8% marked errors), along with punctuation (an average of 4.7% marked errors) and 

content errors (an average of 3.3% marked errors) (see table 3.)  

 

Looking in more detail into the Chinese teachers’ error correction markings, one can see that 

in most categories the three Chinese teachers have given varied amounts of CWF error 

corrections on the students’ compositions. This could be interpreted as the teachers having 

individual marking preferences in each category. For example, teacher 1 of the Chinese 

teachers in the category of word formation had 9.16% error corrections whereas teacher 3 

had 16.79% error corrections. In the local error category of punctuation, teacher 1 gave 9.16% 

errors whereas teacher 2 gave 2.29% of error corrections (see table 2). In the local error 

category of spelling, the differentiation between the three teachers marked error corrections 

is 1.46%, showing a more coherent marking style in CWF error corrections. This can also be 

said of the global error category of organization, where the differentiation is only 3.68% 

between all three teachers. One can also see from the local error categories of spelling and 

vocabulary that teachers 1 and 2 have similar percentages of CWF error corrections, having a 

differentiation of only 0.6% in spelling and 0.9% in vocabulary. In the Global error category 

of organization, teachers 1 and 3 have similar marking preferences, with a difference of only 

0.99% (see table 2).  

 

When analyzing the Swedish teachers’ error corrections, one can see that they focused their 

comments on grammar, having an average of 22.8% of the errors corrected, and vocabulary, 

having an average of 38.6% of the errors corrected. Other categories that were similar in the 

average percentage of errors corrected were word formation, having an average of 13.8%, and 

spelling, having an average of 13.6% (see table 3). This shows a coherence between at least 

two of the error correction categories.  

 

Looking in more detail into the Swedish teachers’ marked error corrections, one can see that 

all three Swedish teachers differed quite significantly in most of the categories. For example, 

in the local error category of grammar, all three teachers had various marking strategies. 

Teacher 1 marked a percentage of 26.06% on grammar errors, whereas teacher 2 had marked 

23.15% and teacher 3 marking 17.39% on grammar errors, giving an overall differentiation of 
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8.67% between the three teachers (see table 2). There were, however, instances where at least 

two of the three teachers had marked similarly in the local and global error categories. For 

example, teachers 1 and 2 had marked very similarly in the local error category of word 

formation, having marked 12.77% (teacher 1) and 13.89% (teacher 2) of the errors corrected, 

giving an overall differentiation of 1.2%. Teachers 1 and 3 had marked similarly in the local 

error categories of spelling, with a difference of 0.56%, and punctuation (0.92%) (see table 

2). In the global error category of organization, teachers 2 and 3 provided similar amounts of 

correction errors, with a differentiation of only 0.13% (see table 2). However, there are 

instances of the three Swedish teachers having individual marking preferences. For example, 

in the local error category of grammar, teacher 1 and 3 had a discrepancy of 8.67% (see table 

2).  

 

The Swedish teachers’ local and global error corrections on the students’ compositions 

differed quite substantially from the Chinese teachers’ error corrections. Overall, the Swedish 

teachers marked more errors in the students’ compositions than the Chinese teachers, having 

marked a total of 521 errors together against the Chinese teachers’ 443 marked errors (see 

table 3). Looking in more detail into each set of teachers’ average error corrections, one can 

see that Swedish teachers made more corrections on local errors than global errors, whereas 

the Chinese teachers marked more on global errors than the Swedish teachers. Also, the 

Chinese teachers had a higher average percentage on unidentifiable errors (3.6%) than the 

Swedish teachers’ (1.9%) (see table 3). Looking at the average percentage of both sets of 

teachers, we can see that the categories that were focused on most by both sets of teachers 

were that of the local error categories of grammar and vocabulary. The Chinese teachers total 

average markings were 22.1% (grammar) and 29.6% (VOC), and the Swedish teachers total 

average markings were 22.8% (grammar) and 28.6% (VOC) (see table 3). However, the 

percentage of errors noted by the individual teachers have a marked discrepancy. For 

example, teacher 2 of the Chinese teachers had marked 27.43% on grammar errors, whereas 

teachers 1 and 3 had marked considerably less (17.56% and 19.71%) (see table 2). In the 

global error category of organization and content, teachers from both China and Sweden 

focused more on the organizational errors than the content errors, having a higher 

percentage rate throughout the organizational category, in terms of the average- and 

individual percentage rates.  

 

4.1.2 Similarities and differences between Chinese and Swedish teachers in the direct 

and indirect feedback provided 

When analyzing the Chinese teachers’ error corrections on direct and indirect feedback, the 

three teachers from China gave more direct feedback than indirect feedback. However, one of 
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the teachers gave a mixture of both types of feedback, depending on the composition in 

question. When analyzing the direct feedback, the three teachers gave comments on language 

or structure, and marked or underlined the errors on the composition. They also wrote the 

correct form of the error made either above the error or at the side of the text. Two of the 

teachers also gave descriptive comments on some of the compositions, describing the 

problems of the essay and demonstrating through graphic pictures or descriptive notes on 

how an argumentative essay should be structured and what should be included. Overall, 

teachers from China focused on giving relevant and instructive feedback on students’ 

compositions, guiding them to be able to write cleaner and more comprehensive texts.  

 

When analyzing how the three Swedish teachers gave their feedback on the students’ 

compositions, the teachers gave a mix of direct and indirect feedback on the compositions. 

For example, teacher 1 gave mostly indirect feedback when summarizing the comments on 

content and overall organization of the compositions. However, when marking grammar and 

word formation errors on the compositions, she used direct feedback – she underlined or 

circled the error that had occurred and wrote the correct form beside the edge of the text or 

above the error. Teacher 2, on the other hand, gave only direct feedback on the students’ 

compositions. This also included any comments on the actual content of the composition. 

Teacher 2 gave tips on what the student needed to think about the next time when writing an 

argumentative essay at the end of the compositions. Teacher 3 gave a mix of both direct and 

indirect feedback, depending on the quality of the text. If the text was of low quality, she gave 

more direct feedback, and the opposite for the high-quality texts. Here one can see that the 

three Swedish teachers marked variedly on the students’ compositions depending on the 

quality of the text.  

4.2 Interviews: Approaches and preferences to the several types of 

corrective written feedback 

In this subsection, the analysis of the different types of feedback will be compared with the 

responses from the six participating teachers’ interviews to see if their actual teaching 

practices match their approaches, attitudes and preferences to CWF. 

 

When asked if they gave individual or general feedback to their students, all six teachers from 

both China and Sweden answered very similarly. All the teachers from China expressed that 

they gave individual feedback to their students. This, they believed, gave an insight into their 

students’ learning and that they could also express their thoughts and opinions on their 

students’ writing. However, they gave general feedback to their students if similar errors  



24 

 

occurred multiple times. By discussing errors in a larger sense, the teachers believed that the 

students could help each other with their error corrections in L2 writing. 

 

In the interviews, the teachers from both China and Sweden were asked about their 

preferences to corrective written feedback, or in other words, which type of feedback they 

gave their students. The teachers from China expressed that they gave both global and local 

feedback on their students’ compositions in an equal amount. However, two of the three 

teachers did also express that depending on the type of writing the students were doing, for 

example writing exams, they would focus more on global aspects than local. This they 

believed to be helpful when grading and comparing students’ texts with each other. By 

comparison, the teachers noted that they used this method to help students understand and 

improve their writing abilities. 

 

By looking at the data provided from the Chinese teachers’ error corrections in table 2, one 

can see that there is a marked discrepancy between how the teachers give their CWF and 

their actual teaching practices. For example, one can see from the table that all of the Chinese 

teachers gave more than 89% of their CWF error corrections in local error categories than 

global error categories, focusing more explicitly on vocabulary and grammar.  

 

All the teachers from the Swedish upper secondary school stressed the importance of CWF 

when working with language. The teachers expressed the importance of connecting with their 

students and being able to express what they think of their students’ work, reflecting and 

working with errors they believed would help their students to become better writers in L2 

writing. Two of the teachers also stressed the importance of being clear, supportive and 

constructive with their students when giving CWF, as this would give the students’ 

confidence in their L2 writing. 

 

The teachers from Sweden gave various answers when asked about their preferred types of 

feedback. One Swedish teacher explained that she gave more global than local feedback to her 

students, as she felt that students struggled more with content, ideas and the overall purpose 

of writing. Another teacher expressed that she gave mixed feedback to her students. When 

giving this feedback, the teacher explained that she would categorize her feedback. This 

meant that she gave one-part local feedback, one-part global feedback and then a summary of 

points she thought the student should work on. Another one of the teachers mentioned that 

they gave different types of feedback, depending on the assignment the student was writing. 

The third teacher, however, gave mostly local feedback, depending on the level of English the 

student was studying. 
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When comparing the Swedish teachers actual teaching practices to their preferences towards 

CWF one can see from the data that all teachers gave over 80% of their error corrections on 

local error categories (see table 2). One can see that one of the Swedish teachers appears to 

have a similar approach to their CWF practices and their preferences, whereas the remaining 

two teachers’ preferences did not match their approaches when giving CWF to their students. 

However, all three Swedish teachers gave more local error CWF than the Chinese teachers.  

 

When asked if the teachers gave CWF directly or indirectly on students’ compositions, the 

two sets of teachers from Sweden and China gave quite different answers. Two of the teachers 

from China expressed that they gave both direct and indirect feedback on their students’ 

compositions depending on the quality of the text. These teachers commented that they 

would mark or underline errors for example with spelling, but with grammar, they would 

cross out the incorrect grammatical term and replace it with the new term, as well as leave a 

comment or description at the edge of the paper explaining why the term used was wrong. 

The third teacher, on the other hand, expressed that they only gave indirect feedback on their 

students’ compositions. This, they believed, was an effective way for students to learn and 

understand their errors in L2 writing. 

 

From the analysis of the CWF (direct and indirect) given on the students’ compositions, one 

can see that two of the teachers appear to give a similar type of feedback as stated in the 

interviews. However, the third teacher expressed that she only gave indirect feedback, 

whereas from the analysis she gave both direct and indirect CWF. 

 

The teachers from the upper secondary school in Sweden gave various answers to this 

question. Teacher 2 expressed that they would give mostly direct feedback to their students. 

In this case, she would circle, mark and change the errors directly, and tell her students to 

work on these changes for the next assignment. Teacher 1 did the opposite and did not give 

the right answers to their students. She believed that by giving students indirect feedback, the 

students would have to think more for themselves to be able to learn from their L2 writing 

errors. The third teacher, on the other hand, gave both direct and indirect feedback to their 

students, depending on which student they were giving the feedback to. 

 

One can see from the analysis of the data and the Swedish teachers’ interviews that their 

preferences when giving CWF on students’ compositions matched their actual teaching 

practices in all cases.  
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5. Summary of the results  

The purpose of the study was to analyze what types of feedback (local/global and 

direct/indirect) were predominant for the six ESL teachers, three teachers from Sweden and 

three from China, and to see if there were any similarities and differences in the way they 

used this kind of feedback. The other aim of this study was to see what the six ESL teachers 

approaches and preferences were towards CWF in the language classroom, and to see if these 

matched their actual CWF practices.  

 

From the analysis of the Chinese and Swedish teachers’ error corrections made on the local 

and global feedback errors, one can see that there are some clear similarities and differences. 

The similarities that have been noted are that both sets of teachers have focused their error 

corrections mainly on the local error categories of grammar and vocabulary, and the global 

error category of organization. On an individual level, there is a tendency for a very similar or 

identical percentage rate of error corrections between two of the three teachers in each group. 

Both sets of teachers also had a low percentage rate of error corrections made on the local 

error category of punctuation in comparison to the other categories. There are however some 

noted differences between the Chinese and Swedish teachers error corrections in both 

categories. In the overall total amount of errors corrected the Swedish teachers had a higher 

number than the Chinese teachers (see table 3).  Also, when analyzing the average percentage 

of the local error categories, one can see that the Swedish teachers marked more local errors 

percentage wise in all but two categories than the Chinese, those being spelling and 

punctuation. In the global error categories, the Chinese teachers, on the other hand, marked 

more on global errors than the Swedish teachers. When analyzing the direct and indirect 

CWF given, one can see that the Swedish teachers matched their CWF given on the students’ 

compositions with their own teaching preferences and approaches to CWF. However, the 

Chinese teachers’ approaches and preferences differed somewhat from the actual direct and 

indirect CWF given on the students’ compositions.  

 

The Swedish teachers’ approaches and preferences to CWF are generally more varied, as in 

their use of both local and global as well as direct and indirect CWF. This is clearly seen in 

terms of the Swedish teachers’ own preferences and approaches expressed in their interviews 

and the data collected, which corroborated this. The Chinese teachers’ CWF was also varied 

in terms of the four types of CWF, but as seen by the data collected, their approaches and 

preferences did not match the CWF given on the students’ compositions.  
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The results of this study have highlighted that Swedish teachers might have an overall 

broader understanding of the different types of corrective written feedback, local and global 

as well as direct and indirect, the usage of these on L2 learners’ writing and their own 

thoughts on their approaches and preferences to CWF. This shows that the Swedish teachers 

have a better understanding of the requirements and criteria for English in the Swedish 

curriculum for upper secondary school in Sweden and are therefore better equipped to give 

relevant CWF. The Chinese teachers, on the other hand, show a lesser understanding of the 

curriculum for upper secondary school in Sweden, and therefore have shown a more limited 

approach to giving CWF on Swedish students’ compositions. This should not however affect 

their overall ability to give CWF on students’ written compositions. 

5.1 Limitations to the study 

There were some limitations regarding the current study. One limitation that should be noted 

are the number of participants who took part in the study. As there were only three teachers 

from each country who could participate in the study, the results of this study cannot be 

generalized to a broader perspective. Another limitation of this study is that the six teachers 

who took part in the study came from different educational, cultural and social backgrounds, 

factors that may have had an effect on the results of the study. This applies especially for the 

educational backgrounds of the six teachers. The Chinese teachers had little or no experience 

regarding the Swedish school system and the curriculum for upper secondary school in 

Sweden. Having used the English 6 curriculum for upper secondary school, this meant that 

the Swedish teachers had an overall better understanding and awareness of the requirements 

of English 6 from the beginning of the study, which the Chinese teachers lacked. A further 

limitation is the selected material of the study. The compositions chosen were from a second 

year L2 upper secondary school class in Sweden. The material, argumentative essays, were 

selected due to the limited availability of texts before the exchange period in China. For the 

Chinese teachers, it may have been difficult giving feedback on students’ compositions from a 

foreign country, as the instructions for the argumentative essay were based on the criteria for 

English 6 at upper secondary school in Sweden. It may have been better to find a text which 

did not come from either of the two countries for the teachers who participated in the study. 

The results of the study may also have been affected by the actual instructions the six 

teachers were given at the beginning of the study, explaining the task in hand. In the 

instructions, the teachers were told to give both local and global feedback on the 

compositions. Instead, the teachers should have been told to just give “feedback”, without 

hinting the types of feedback that could or would be analyzed. A final limitation that could be 

noted is deciding the categories that were used for local and global feedback. Some of the 

categories, such as word formation, may have been looked at in a more general sense, instead 
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of being specific. The categories could have been tested by using a pre-test first in order to 

determine if they were the right categories chosen for the study.  

 5.2 Further research questions 

Further research that can be conducted on this subject could include a comparison of 

students’ attitudes towards CWF, specifically in a Chinese and Swedish context to see if their 

opinions match the opinions of the teachers. Other research that could be conducted is along 

the lines of the current study, but with a larger group of teachers participating in the study. 

For this to work it would require a larger participant group, where factors such as age and 

educational background need to be more controlled, and to focus more on the CWF given, 

and not on the specific curriculum. Also, testing the categories involving the categorization of 

CWF would help validate the results by making the categories more specific.  
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Appendix 1: Instruction letter for the participating teachers’ 
in the study 

Dear teacher, 

 Thank you for wanting to take part in my study! I appreciate you taking the time and 

effort to take part in my study, and your willingness to help! I have now prepared some 

instructions for the correcting and giving of feedback for the students’ compositions. I have 

also prepared a little introduction on what feedback is and how I, as the researcher, understand 

corrective written feedback.  

Instructions: 

For this study, eight student compositions from an upper secondary school in Sweden have 

been carefully selected to be analyzed, corrected and given feedback by you. I would like you 

to read through all eight compositions, correct and give written feedback using the two 

aspects: 

 Local (spelling, grammar, punctuation) 

 Global (ideas, content, organization) 

With the essays, you will also be given the instructions for the composition. This gives 

information on the task the students were given, how long the composition should be and 

what aspects should be included in the essay. There will also be a few small questions I wish 

you to answer while correcting and giving written feedback on each of the compositions, 

which will give me a more in depth look on how you as a teacher give feedback. There will 

also be grading criteria given to you for assessing the students’ compositions. After you have 

finished correcting the students’ compositions, I would also like to conduct an interview with 

you, asking a few questions about corrective written feedback. This interview should not take 

any longer than one hour. I will contact you personally about this. 

 

General information on corrective written feedback: 

Corrective feedback is a common practice within the field of education and other types of 

learning. Corrective feedback involves a student receiving either formal or informal feedback 

on his or her performance on various tasks by a teacher or peer.  As a teacher, one often gives 

both written and oral feedback. This study will be focusing on corrective written feedback. 

Written feedback is more commonly used when a student has performed written assignments 

in a class. Here, there are also different ways of giving written feedback to a student. One way 
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is in the form of sentences, which describes the work’s merits and weaknesses. Normally, a 

teacher will lift out three good aspects and strengths and one aspect which could/needs to be 

worked on for future improvement.  

 

Another way of giving feedback is to do what is called a “mark-up” on the student’s work. 

The teacher will then underline or circle errors and insert or note corrections in the margins. 

Another type of feedback is to give a letter grade. Grades can be based on the teacher’s 

overall view of a student’s work. Assessment is also a common way of giving feedback to a 

student. 

 

Teachers can also give feedback in certain ways; direct and indirect feedback is two ways. 

Direct feedback is when a teacher writes the correct form of the error on the student’s 

composition straight away, while indirect feedback allows the student to try and figure out the 

errors by themselves by the teacher underlining, circling, highlighting or noting the errors in 

the composition but not giving the correct form themselves. 
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Appendix 2: Instructions for the students’ composition 

Argumentative essay: 
Your task is to write an argumentative essay on a topic of your choice. You should pick which 

side you support, and CLEARLY show this in your essay. The essay should be around 300-

400 words (a page), and should be handed in on “Itslearning” by the end of the lesson! 

Remember to look in your textbooks for the list of words to help you write in a more formal 

language! 

 

I have briefly written about the 5 parts that should be included in your essay.  

 

1) The Introduction: -Starts off with a few lines that catches the reader’s attention. 

   -Provides the readers with necessary background information, 

   explaining the important facts of your case. 

   -The Thesis Statement: (your opinion) this will be the main  

   governing idea of your essay. Max 1-2 sentences, stating your  

   opinion to the argument. 

 

2) The Body:  -Paragraphs to show your arguments! 

   -This is where you support your thesis statement with evidence. 

   -You should try to have at least 3 arguments that support your  

   point of view, each paragraph should have one argument. 

   (firstly, secondly, thirdly) 

 

3) Counter arguments: -You should also try to include at least one possible counter  

      argument in one of your paragraphs. This shows that you are 

      aware of the opposing side’s arguments. 

      -Do this by bringing up a counter argument for discussion, and then refute it. 

     -Use words like “Of course…/to be sure…/ opponents of this  

     position argue that…/critics of this point of view argue that..” 
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4) Conclusion:  -This rounds off your essay, in the conclusion you should briefly 

   repeat your opinion/main idea and present your best arguments  

   briefly. 

   -Take a stand! 

 

 

 



36 

 

Appendix 3: Written form for each composition for the 

participants in the study 

Questions about each composition: 

Dear teacher, 

 Thank you for taking part in my study! I appreciate you taking the time in correcting 

the students’ compositions for my study. Here is the second part of the instructions for the 

students’ compositions. For each composition, I would like you to answer the following 

questions. These questions will help me understand more about how you approach each 

composition. Please answer them as detailed and fully as possible.  

 

Name:__________________________ 

 

Educational background:_________________________________ 

 

How long you have been teaching:__________________________ 

 

 

Name of the composition:__________________________________ 

 

 

1. What do you think of the student’s composition in terms of local aspects (grammar, 
spelling, punctuation etc.)? 
 

2. What do you think of the student’s composition in terms of global aspects (ideas, content, 
organization etc.)? 
 

3. What were the major flaws in the student’s composition in terms of local aspects 
(grammar, spelling, punctuation etc.)? 
 

4. What were the major flaws in the student’s composition in terms of global aspects (ideas, 
content, organization etc.)? 
 

5. Please give some written feedback on the student’s composition. 
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Appendix 4: Knowledge requirements for English 6 for the 

participants in the study 

Knowledge requirements for English 6 

These are the knowledge requirements for English 6 for Upper Secondary School 

(Gymnasieskola). The knowledge requirements have been taken from the curriculum of “The 

Swedish National Agency for Education” (Skolverket), and are based upon the requirements 

for written English.  

 

Grade E 

 

Grade D 

 

Grade C 

 

Grade B 

 

Grade A 

 
Students can 
understand the 
main content 
and basic details 
in written English 
in various genres, 
and in more 
formal contexts. 
Students show 
their 
understanding by 
in basic terms 
giving account of, 
discussing, 
commenting, and 
drawing 
conclusions on 
content and 
details, and with 
acceptable 
results act on the 
basis of the 
message and 
instructions in the 
content. 
 
In written 

 
 
 
Grade D 
means that the 
knowledge 
requirements 
for grade E 
and most of C 
are satisfied. 

 
Students can 
understand the 
main content 
and basic details 
in written English 
in various genres, 
and in more 
formal contexts. 
Students show 
their 
understanding by 
in a well-
grounded way 
giving account of, 
discussing, 
commenting, and 
drawing 
conclusions on 
content and 
details, and also 
with satisfactory 
results act on the 
basis of the 
message and 
instructions in the 
content. 
 

 
 
 
 
Grade B 
means that the 
knowledge 
requirements 
for grade C 
and most of A 
are satisfied. 

 
Students can 
understand both 
the whole and 
details in written 
English in various 
genres, and in 
more formal 
contexts. 
Students show 
their 
understanding by 
in a well-
grounded and 
balanced way 
giving account of, 
discussing, 
commenting, and 
drawing 
conclusions on 
content and 
details, and with 
good results act 
on the basis of the 
message and 
instructions in the 
content. 
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communications 
of various genres, 
students can 
express 
themselves in a 
way that is 
relatively varied, 
clear, and 
relatively 
structured.  
 
 
Students can also 
express  
themselves with 
fluency and some 
adaption to 
purpose, recipient 
and situation.  
 
In written 
interaction in 
various, and more 
formal and 
complex contexts, 
students can 
express 
themselves 
clearly with 
fluency, and with 
some adaption to 
purpose, recipient 
and situation.  

In written 
communications 
of various genres, 
students can 
express 
themselves in 
ways that are 
varied, clear and 
structured. 
 
 
Students can also 
express 
themselves with 
fluency and some 
adaption to 
purpose, recipient 
and situation. 
 
In written 
interaction in 
various, and more 
formal and 
complex contexts, 
students can 
express 
themselves 
clearly, relative 
freely and with 
fluency, and with 
adaption to 
purpose, recipient 
and situation. 

In written 
communications 
of various genres, 
students can 
express 
themselves in 
ways that are 
varied, balanced, 
clear and 
structured. 
 
 
Students can also 
express 
themselves with 
fluency and 
adaption to 
purpose, recipient 
and situation. 
 
 
In written 
interaction in 
various, and more 
formal and 
complex contexts, 
students can 
express 
themselves 
clearly, freely, 
and with fluency, 
and with adaption 
to purpose, 
recipient and 
situation.  
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Appendix 5: Interview questions for the participants in the 

study 

- What type of corrective written feedback would you as a teacher give mostly to 
your students?  
 

- How would you give this feedback to your students? Would you give them 
direct feedback, indirect feedback, or a mix of both? 
 

- Is the feedback you give to your students adapted to the individual or do you 
give also general feedback?  

 
- What do you think is most important when giving students corrective written 

feedback? 
 

- What is your personal view on corrective written feedback? 
 

- How much time do you spend on giving corrective written feedback on each of 
the student’s compositions? 
 

 


