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ABSTRACT

Feedback is a constituent part of three assessment approaches: assessment for/as/of learning.
Feedback about students’ learning and performance differs in the three approaches with respect
to manner and purpose. Feedback associated with assessment of learning is representative of the
traditional way of teaching, its role reduced to mere reporting of a score or grade. However, in
the context of assessment for learning and assessment as learning, feedback plays a more significant
role. It implies having a clear understanding of how, when and why feedback is given in addition
to involving students in giving feedback. This preliminary research on a sample of primary
school English language teachers in Croatia focuses on tendencies in giving feedback and some
general characteristics of feedback given to students within the assessment for learning approach.
Teachers’ estimates of their competence in providing feedback and their needs in this particular
area of assessment are revealed. The results will pinpoint areas which require further research for
the purpose of more closely adhering to the principles of assessment for learning and assessment as
learning in English language teaching.

Keywords: assessment approaches; assessment for learning; feedback; formative assessment

Smernice in znadilnosti dajanja povratnih
informacij pri pouku anglesc¢ine v osnovni Soli
POVZETEK

Povratne informacije so sestavni del treh ocenjevalnih pristopov: ocenjevanje za ucenjelkor ucenje/
ucenja. Podajanje povratnih informacij o ucenju in uspe$nosti se v teh pristopih razlikuje glede
nacina in namena. Povratne informacije v okviru ocenjevanja ucenja so znacilne za tradicionalni
nacin ucenja; njihova vloga je zmanjsana zgolj na toékovanje in ocene. Nasprotno pa je vloga
povratnih informacij v ocenjevanju za ucenje in ocenjevanju kot ucenju mnogo bolj pomembna.
Povezana je z jasnim razumevanjem, kako, kdaj in zakaj so povratne informacije podane, hkrati
pa so v podajanje povratnih informacij vkljuceni tudi Studenti. V predhodni raziskavi, v kateri
je sodelovalo nekaj osnovnosolskih uditeljev angles¢ine na Hrvaskem, smo ugotavljali smernice
in splosne znadilnosti pri podajanju povratnih informacij v okviru pristopa ocenjevanja za ucenje.
Utitelji so ocenjevali svoje kompetence pri podajanju povratnih informacij in predstavili svoje
potrebe pri tej vrsti ocenjevanja. Rezultati so pokazali podro¢ja, kjer je potrebno nadaljnje
raziskovanje za zagotovitev boljSega upoStevanja nalel ocenjevanja za ucenje in ocenjevanja kot
ulenja pri pouku angleskega jezika.

Kljuc¢ne besede: ocenjevalni pristopi; ocenjevanje za ucenje; povratne informacije; formativno
ocenjevanje
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Tendencies and Characteristics of Feedback Given
by Primary English Language Teachers in Croatia

1 Introduction

In 2016, in Croatia, a team of experts created and proposed the document Framework for
the Assessment of Learning Processes and Outcomes [Draft] (2016) (later in text Framework for
Assessment). The document, among other issues related to assessment, presented the three
approaches to assessment and particularly the importance and purpose of feedback in the two
approaches, assessment for and assessment as learning. Furthermore, the Framework for Assessment
refers to feedback as gathered information used to guide learning and improve learning and
teaching. Therefore, the two assessment approaches, assessment for and assessment as learning, have
a very important formative purpose. The purpose of the third approach, assessment of learning
is summative — it evaluates the acquisition of educational outcomes after a particular period.
Within the latter approach, feedback serves as guidance for further learning/teaching, as opposed
to the purpose of feedback in the former assessment approaches, where it is directed towards the
process of learning and teaching at present.

In light of the proposed Framework for Assessment, the aim of this research is to establish the level
and characteristics of feedback prevailing among English language teachers in a primary school
in Croatia, particularly with regard to the assessment for learning approach. It is expected that the
findings will also reveal teachers’ competences in providing such feedback and establish needs
in that particular area of assessment. In that respect, the findings may contribute to improving
formative classroom assessment practices and to providing information relevant for teacher
trainers and institutions responsible for providing teachers with opportunities for effective
professional development.

2 The Formative Role of Feedback within the Assess-
ment for Learning Approach

The term ‘formative assessment’ became popular in the 1990s, when there was concern that
students were over-assessed and too much testing was being carried out (Bennett 2011). This
way of assessing, judging learning by generating and reporting scores and grades, was referred to
as ‘assessment for testing’, or the term used today, ‘assessment of learning.” In a booklet entitled
Inside the Black Box (1998), Paul Black and Dylan William conclude, among other things,
that the function of grading is overemphasised, while the function of learning is neglected.
They thus suggest including feedback into teaching practice, which will serve to guide students
and lead them to progress in learning. Sadler (1998, 120) accepts the definition of feedback as
information about how successfully something has been or is being done, but warns that few
physical, intellectual or social skills can be satisfactorily acquired simply by being told about
them. He emphasizes the effect rather than informational content of feedback: “Feedback is
information about the gap between the actual level and the reference level of a system parameter
which is used to alter the gap in some way” (Ramaprasad 1983, 4, cited in Sadler 1998, 120).
Emphasis on feedback as a method for improving learning and experiencing achievement led to
different interventions in teaching. For instance, in the American educational system, the quality
of feedback which teachers offer their students took on a more dominant role with the initial
implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (U.S. Department of Education 2001). Over
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the years, however, the Act was reviewed and evolved to the present-day Every Student Succeeds
Act (U.S. Department of Education 2015), which is characterised by being open to other
forms of assessment instead of a snapshot test score, and examining student growth in order to
determine how well students are doing and the progress they have made. Formative assessment
thus became a more efficient tool for improving not only student achievement, but also teaching
practice (Dunn and Mulvenon 2009, 3). This is because the goal of formative assessment is also
to provide teachers with immediate feedback, so they can adjust their instruction (MacDonald et
al. 2015, xviii). Teachers can thus determine what to do next instructionally, i.e., what strategies
and methods to apply to improve their teaching in order for students to improve their learning.

In Croatia, feedback in teaching is mentioned in the document Croatian National Educational
Standard (Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 2005) and the Zeaching Curriculum for
Primary School (Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 2006). These documents refer to
feedback in the context of constructive information on the summative assessment of students
and their progress, development and behaviour in a way that “students and parents/guardians
understand the need for educational intervention and ways of further development and progress.”
Although there is mention of teaching that is interactive, problem oriented and constructivist, the
joint work of students and teachers and joint assessment of achievement, the use of constructive
feedback and its application in formative assessment is not explained. Only in the document
Framework for Assessment (Drafi) (Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 2016) are the
concepts of feedback and formative assessment defined. This document states that feedback to
students based on the two approaches to assessment, for learning and as learning, does not result
in a grade, but in an exchange of information on learning and the results of learning. Feedback is
a means of recognizing where students are at in their learning with respect to the set outcomes,
and the effectiveness of the application of certain learning strategies.

In short, feedback within assessment for learning is a constituent part of the teaching process that
is usually given by the teacher while teaching in the form of information on the ways in which a
student has acquired and interpreted the focal learning material. Feedback in this approach is the
channel which teachers and students adopt in the attempt to answer three questions, Where am [
going? (What are the goals?), How am I doing? (What progress is being made towards the goal?), and
What next? (What activities need to be undertaken to make better progress?) (Hattie and Timperley
(2007, 86). From a temporal perspective, these can be expressed as the present, linked with
assessment of student learning up fo now, and activities that will be undertaken for the purpose
of improvement from now on.

3 About Levels, Timing and Effect of Feedback

Hattie and Timperley (2007, 90), define four levels of feedback as follows: feedback about the
task — FT (whether the task was completed, whether the answer was correct or incorrect); feedback
about processing of the task — FP (involves construction of meaning, relates to strategies for error
detection); feedback about self-regulation — FR (which affects self-eflicacy, provides insight into one’s
knowledge, implies autonomy, self-direction, self-control and self-discipline, all directed to better
understanding or completion of a task); and feedback about the self as a person — FS (the level of
feedback directed towards the student as a person). The authors claim that the last level, feedback
about the self as a person, characterised by feedback in the form of “Youre an excellent student”
or “That is an intelligent answer, great!” is the least efficient in terms of referring to the task itself.
Still, it should be kept in mind that feedback in the form of praise can have a positive effect on
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learning, but only under the condition that it leads to changes in student effort, involvement in
learning or the feeling of efficiency with respect to learning or the strategies used for understanding
a task (ibid.). According to Gass and Selinker (2001), motivation is a social psychological factor
and predictor of success in second language learning. Since there are various types of feedback that
motivate language learning, feedback can be a means for motivating students’ learning of a foreign
language (Petchprasert 2012, 1113). Therefore, it is necessary to differentiate between feedback as
praise, which is directed to the student and diverts from the task (as it gives insufficient information
on the value of learning and achievement), from feedback directed towards effort, self-regulation,
involvement or processes related with the task and achievement (FR), e.g., “You used appropriate
phrases, and the sentences are grammatically correct.” (ibid).

The timing of feedback, more precisely, the efficiency of giving immediate or delayed feedback,
has also been subject of numerous studies. Giving immediate or delayed feedback can be efficient
depending on the level of feedback in question. For instance, Clariana, Wagner and Roher
Murphy (2000) established that immediate feedback is more efficient when it provides feedback
about the task (FT), while delayed feedback is more efficient when it refers to the process of
task completion (FP). In her book on effective feedback, Brookhart (2008) offers teachers some
general advice on timing feedback, such as “put yourself in the student’s shoes,” i.e., they should
ask themselves When would students like to hear some feedback?. The answer suggested by the
author is While they are still thinking about the task and I can step in. The timing of feedback also
needs to adhere to the principles of practicality in the teaching and learning process. Fluckiger et
al. (2010, 140) offer strategies (shared revisions of student-generated questions and statements,
using collaborative technology, mid-term conferencing, and so on) which give feedback sufficient
time for revisions to occur, providing scaffolding for learners, inform instruction, and most
importantly, involve students as partners in assessment.

With respect to the effects of feedback on learning, along with motivational feedback, there is
feedback of a corrective nature, referred to as negative feedback. There are two types of corrective
feedback: explicit or direct, and implicit or indirect feedback. Varnosfadrani and Basturkmen
(2009; cited in Petchprasert 2012, 1115) define explicit feedback as “the process of giving direct
forms of feedback.” In a writing task, for example, explicit or direct feedback would comprise
marking and correcting errors, or as Bitchener and Ferris (2013) propose correcting grammar/
errors, (the wrong word is crossed out and the right word is given). In a written script, forms
of indirect feedback can be symbols or codes for correcting. In spoken tasks, direct feedback
would imply interrupting and correcting students, while implicit feedback would be defined as
identifying the type of error without correcting it (Bitchener et al. 2005; cited in Petchprasert
2012). Various strategies can be applied in a spoken context, such as asking for clarification by
repeating the student’s sentence with a rising intonation (She goed shopping yesterday?) or indicating
the type of mistake (irregular verb) and giving the student sufficient time for correction. In their
seminal work, Lyster and Ranta (1997, 44) developed a model of error treatment sequence
and identified six different types of feedback in communicatively oriented classrooms: explicit
correction, recasts, clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and repetition.
They also identified ‘uptake’, i.e., students’ utterances immediately following teacher’s feedback
as uptake that results in repair of the error or uptake that results in an utterance that still needs
repair. Their findings show that the feedback—uptake sequence engages students more actively
when there is negotiation of form (not provided by recasts and explicit correction) and that
students’ turn in error treatment (through peer or self-repair or in need of repair) does not
break the communicative flow. However, the authors caution that for such a negotiated form
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to take place, learners should possess an adequate proficiency in the L2. There are many second
language acquisition theories relating to corrective feedback and its implications for learning,
and they are far from being unanimous in their conclusions. According to El Tatawy’s (2002)
review of the related literature, they extend from nativist theories advocated by Chomsky (1975)
and Krashen (1982), where negative evidence has a minute effect on language acquisition, to
advocates of the noticing hypothesis, who argue that a degree of noticing must occur in SLA for
input to become intake in L2 learning (Schmidt 1990, 1995; Schmidt and Frota 1986). This
view is challenged by Gass (1988, 1990), who claims that without direct or frequent corrective
feedback in the input, which would permit learners to detect discrepancies between their learner
language and the target language, fossilization might occur, in other words, mere presentation
of comprehensible input does not lead to intake and output Long’s ‘interaction hypothesis’
(e.g., 1983) states that providing learners with both positive and negative evidence facilitates
language acquisition, i.e., interaction that includes implicit corrective feedback is facilitative of
L2 development. Furthermore, in content-based and communicative language classes, students
show major improvements in accuracy if communication tasks are accompanied by negative
feedback and other types of focus on form (e.g., Lightbown and Spada 1990; Doughty and
Varela 1998; Doughty and Williams 1998)."! Kuo (2003, 10) claims that a primary task for
language teachers is to “discern the optimal tension between positive and negative feedback,”
striking a balance that offers enough encouragement to motivate the learner, but not so much
that errors are overlooked.

Giving feedback is an important link in determining the students’ quality of work and in
assessing their performance and achievement. With this research, we wanted to gain insights into
the characteristics of feedback that primary school English language teachers tend to give their
students. Furthermore, the opinions of teachers as to how their students experience feedback,
and as to whether they are competent in providing feedback, will shed light on the needs that
teachers may have in this area of assessment.

4 Methodology
4.1 Research Aims

Considering that the documents Croatian National Educational Standard (2005), Teaching
Curriculum for Primary School (2006) and Framework for Assessment (Draft) (2016) encourage
the use of formative assessment, the aim of this research was to gain insights into the level and
nature of feedback prevailing among English language teachers in primary school in Croatia.
More precisely, we sought answers to the following research questions:

1. When and how frequently do English language teachers in primary school provide
feedback?

2. What is the nature of the feedback they provide, and which strategies do teachers use in
giving feedback?

3. How, according to teachers’ opinions, does feedback affect their students?

4. Do teachers find themselves competent in providing feedback to students?

! For a more comprehensive review of the literature related to the theories and research behind corrective feedback, see El

Tatawy, 2002, “Corrective feedback in second language acquisition”. Working Papers in Applied Linguistics & TESOL 2 (2).
Columbia University.
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The research conducted was of a preliminary nature aimed at assessing the current situation
regarding tendencies in giving feedback by primary English language teachers. The results should
reveal teacher awareness of their use of feedback in teaching, areas that are possibly mismatched
in terms of task and feedback, i.c., providing feedback that adheres to the principles of assessment
Jfor learning. The results should encourage further research that will more precisely detect issues
related to assessment and feedback in teaching practice.

4.2 Sample of Participants

The sample of participants included English language teachers in the city of Zagreb and
surrounding counties who teach English in primary school (grades 1-8). A total of 161 English
language teachers responded to the survey. The teachers were not selected according to specific
criteria, and therefore the sample is random.

4.3 Instrument and Data Collection

The research was conducted using the survey method, where the instrument was an anonymous
questionnaire for English language teachers in primary school. The questionnaire contained 20
items in the form of closed-ended questions and Likert-type scale questions (1 — strongly agree,
2 —agree, 3 — neither agree nor disagree, 4 — disagree, 5 — strongly disagree). The questions were
grouped into five categories: A — frequency and time of feedback, B — feedback content, C —
strategies used in giving feedback, D — effect of feedback on students, E — assessment of teacher’s
competence in providing feedback and need for further training. The survey was conducted from
September to October 2016 in an online environment, where the participants selected their
answer by clicking one of the provided options. Data were analysed using the SPSS statistical
program and the descriptive analysis method.

5 Results and Discussion

5.1 Frequency and Time of Giving Feedback

The first statement in the questionnaire asked teachers to estimate in general the frequency
of providing feedback to students by selecting one of four options (always, sometimes, rarely,
never). According to their answers, 83.9% of the participants always provide feedback to students
about their performance, while the remaining 16.1% give feedback occasionally. Considering
the timing of feedback about student performance, i.e., whether it is immediate or delayed,
Table 1 shows that 61.5% (99) of teachers give immediate feedback, i.c., right after the student’s
performance, while 38.5% (62) provide such feedback sometimes. Half of the participants in
the sample, 50.9% (82), sometimes give delayed feedback, while 29.2% (47) offer such feedback
rarely, and 13% (22) never do so. A rather small percentage of the participants 5.6% always give
delayed feedback.

Immediate feedback, also known as “on-the-spot” correction is efficient and even desired when
solving “easy tasks” which do not require cognitive processing about the task itself. It is often
used in oral tasks where recall of information and accuracy is called for. According to Brookhart
(2008), immediate feedback is useful when factual knowledge is desired. If students are engaged
in thinking about a task and working on it, feedback should be given without much delay so
as to answer their How am I doing? questions and direct them to Where am I going? Delayed
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feedback, on the other hand, is useful with tasks that are focused on thinking and processing. If
feedback refers to a written task, the student should be given such feedback in the next lesson.

TasrLE 1. Frequency of providing immediate and delayed feedback to student performance.

Immediate feedback Delayed feedback
f % f %
Never 22 13.7
Rarely 47 29.2
Sometimes 62 38.5 82 50.9
Always 99 61.5 9 5.6
*No answer 1
Total 161 100 161 100

The choice of feedback type depends largely on the type of task the students are working on.
Considering that the sample of participants in this study comprises English teachers in primary
education, where emphasis is placed on oral communicative skills, delayed feedback should be
somewhat more frequent. Providing immediate feedback in communicative situations whose
aim is to develop fluency can lead to weaker performance or slower acquisition of the language.
Furthermore, as immediate feedback is more frequent among this sample of participants, we can
conclude that teachers tend to use tasks which ask for factual knowledge, or to apply what Jones
and William (2008, 6) term as initiation-response-feedback (IRE elaborated by Sinclair and
Coulthard 1975), which is characteristic of the early stages of pattern practice where predictable
answers are required (e.g., vocabulary sets). However, for the purpose of initiating meaningful
communication, such ritualised and rather limiting classroom interactions should be reduced.
To address this issue, Harmer (2015, 157) suggests gentle correction during oral tasks which
imply working on fluency as an intervention that encourages better communication. Awareness
of when to provide feedback can be summarised as follows — immediate feedback is useful
when referring to factual knowledge (correct/incorrect), while slightly delayed feedback is more
appropriate with tasks that ask for thinking and processing. Feedback should not be delayed
when it can prompt a student to better achievement. Finally, feedback, as with any other aspect
of assessment, must meet the principle of practicality.

5.2 Feedback Content

Within this category, the teachers were offered two opposing statements immediately following
one another in order to analyse them against each other. The first statement referred to the
frequency of providing feedback of a summative character (e.g., good, very good, not correct).
According to Wong and Waring (2009), if uttered in a falling intonation such feedback does not
invite communication with the teacher, as this intonation indicates an end to any conversation,
after which students, in general, will not have the need to say anything. As can be seen in Table 2,
47% (76) of the teachers said that their feedback is somewhat characterised by such statements,
‘very little’ was selected by 23% (37), while around 11% (18) of the teachers stated that that
this is not characteristic of their feedback. However, 18% (29) of the teachers stated that their
feedback is characterised by this to a great extent.
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The next item in the survey referred to the frequency of giving targeted feedback (targeted praise),
or according to Scrivener’s (2012) term “work-specific praise,” which does not end in a falling
intonation (e.g., “Great choice of vocabulary in your composition. You only need to check
the use of articles with proper nouns.”). According to the results (see Table 2), 52.8% (85) of
teachers often use such feedback, indicating what is good or could be improved in the students’
work. This is also somewhat characteristic of the feedback given by 41.6% (67) of participants,
with 5% (8) of the teachers saying that they use this approach very litte. To conclude, the
teachers’ responses show that feedback which is more detailed, and of a formative nature, is more
commonly used by our participants.

TaBLE 2. Teacher estimates of the frequency of giving summative and formative feedback.

Summative Formative

f % f %
Not at all 18 11.2 1 0.6
Very little 37 23 8 5
Somewhat 76 47.2 67 41.6
To a great extent 29 18 85 52.8
No answer 1 .6
Total 161 100 161 100

Providing feedback of a formative character requires meticulous work and can initially be rather
time-consuming. The teacher must consider the content of the feedback in terms of whether
it is productive, clear and useful. The benefit of feedback is in guiding student progress and
development, while at the same time improving the teaching process. Instead of feedback such as
“well done” or “you can change that,” which can be vague for students, more precise feedback such
as “try to change the word order in the sentence,” “use a synonym,” or “check the punctuation,”
can be more effective, i.e., a combination of the two levels of feedback, FP with regard to the
processing of a task, and FR directed at better understanding of a task. Furthermore, effective
feedback information can be set in the form of reflection questions for students, such as “Can you
use a different word to present your idea more clearly?”, “How can you divide this sentence into two or
three shorter ones?”, “Can you rearrange the paragraphs for better text flow?”, or “Can you use adverbs
to describe how people worked?” At the same time, asking such questions must be aligned with the
level of student ability. Reflection questions imply a degree of student responsibility for their own
learning, with the aim of increasing the ownership of learning, responsibility, and motivation.

In defence of summative feedback, it should be noted that summative assessment can be used
for a formative purpose. In other words, feedback provided by a test or examination can be
formulated in such a way that it can provide guidance for future learning (feeds forward), and
consequently future results in learning. Test results can be discussed, and students can use them
as a source for determining new learning goals or for planning future learning. To the extent that
it is possible, information gathered through assessment of learning should be used by the teacher
for formative purposes, and to potentially increase student motivation for learning. It is clear
though that feedback from assessment of learning will not be as influential for student learning as
feedback based on the two other approaches — assessment as learning and assessment for learning.
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Nevertheless, evidence of student achievement gathered through assessment of learning can also
serve as relevant information within the system of ensuring quality education at the level of
particular schools, or the entire system of education (Framework for Assessment 2016).

5.3 Feedback Strategies

When asked to decide whether they give individual, group feedback or both, the great majority
of participants (81.4%; 131) answered that they use both types (Table 3). Almost 15% (24) of
the participants reported that they give only individual feedback, while just 3.7% (6) stated that
they give only group feedback. It can thus be said that the teachers included in the survey seem
to balance between giving individual and group feedback, and see the benefits of both types.

TasLE 3. Teacher reports on giving individual and group feedback

f %
Individual feedback 24 14.9
Group / class feedback 6 3.7
Both individual and group feedback 131 81.4
Total 161 100

From a student’s point of view, individual feedback is perceived as a message that “the teacher
values my learning” (Brookhart 2008). It is also more effective when directed toward specific
aspects of student performance or work. Group feedback is efficient when errors can be compiled,
as they are common to a certain number of students in a class. However, frequent group feedback
is often a strategy that is used when faced with time constraints or having too many students in
a class. Alcthough the teachers in our sample use both individual and group feedback, we find it
useful to note some issues teachers have with respect to giving adequate individual feedback to
their students. Here we provide an excerpt from a teacher’s report on this issue:

I feel guilty for not giving much individual feedback to my students. So why can’t I? My
excuse is that it is extremely time consuming to think of feedback to write at the end of
the students’ written tasks. I don’t want to use just stock phrases, but thinking of different
feedback for 30—40 students in 35 different courses during one teaching module just
feels beyond me. So normally I only resort to it if there is a clear and exceptional case (e.g.
somebody has a clearly noticeable problem, or they have improved considerably). I try to
alleviate this lack of feedback to some extent by giving oral feedback when handing the
written tasks back, though I only have time to do it for some. Students are more or less
OK with this (perhaps because they don't know any better!), since they get the grade and
can ask if they want more feedback, but it does make me feel inadequate.

(A professor in a centre for foreign languages, from an online E-Teacher Scholarship
Program Discussion Board 2011 http://umbc.uoregon.edu/eteacher/)

One possible solution to this problem is giving individual feedback to a number of students relating
to one task, followed by a different group and different task, and so on. Between such individual
feedback, group feedback can also be given. In this way, the teacher alternates giving informative
feedback to a group of students for each task (Pavi¢ 2013). Moreover, a teacher’s feedback can have
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more meaning if heard in its entirety, regardless of whether it is directed to an individual or group.
In addition to word choice, time, content, and the amount of feedback, there are also strategic
guidelines that teachers can follow (ibid.). There are situations when a teacher estimates whether
a student is ready to receive feedback and times when the teacher can ask “Would you like to hear
my review of your work?” or “Could you use some feedback at this point?”

The following information relates to the amount of feedback, which is also a relevant characteristic.
In the literature there is the notion of the “Goldilocks principle,” or not too much and not too little,
and it is not necessary to comment every error. Table 4 shows the teachers’” degree of agreement with
the statement 7z is necessary to comment on all of the students errors. While the majority (65.2%; 105)
do not agree or strongly disagree (9.3%; 15) with the statement, almost 12% (19) of the teachers
agree or strongly agree. A smaller percentage (13.7%; 22) did not express an opinion towards
the statement. In examining the participants’ answers in this research, we can conclude that the
majority adhere to the principle of moderation depending on the task and level of feedback. Still,
there is a tendency among teachers, particularly when dealing with written tasks, that they should
inform students (highlight or underline) of everything that is not correct in the text, or correct
students’ oral responses. Error correction is a common concern among teachers. According to
Mackey, Park and Tagarelli (2016, 501) after decades of research practitioners would agree that
correcting all errors is not useful, realistic or possible, but that appropriate corrective feedback is
likely to facilitate L2 developmental processes. Learners, it has been established, actually appreciate
and welcome corrective feedback, both direct and indirect— however, the type of feedback, and
when and how it is given, may determine its usefulness and uptake.

Further research, which would include learners’ opinions, could show students’ preferences in
terms of the amount of error correction in both oral and written tasks and its effects on their
learning and motivation. A more detailed study of practices among induction and experienced
teachers could also reveal tendencies in providing corrective feedback to students.

TaBLE 4. Teachers’ estimates of the need to correct all errors. (/z is necessary to comment on / correct
all of the student’s errors).

f %
Strongly disagree 15 9.3
Disagree 105 65.2
Neutral 22 13.7
Agree 16 9.9
Strongly agree 3 1.9

Closely related to error correction are notions of positive and negative feedback. Nordal (2014)
established that the terms negative evidence, negative feedback, error correction, and corrective
feedback have essentially been used to describe the same phenomena by SLA researchers. In
the current research, teachers were asked to give their opinions on the effectiveness of positive
and negative feedback. The results show that overall the teachers are not in favour of giving
positive feedback. As seen in Table 5, almost half the participants, 49.4%, do not agree with the
statement that only positive feedback is effective. Only 18% of participants completely agree
with the statement, while 30% could determine whether positive feedback is effective or not.
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Furthermore, more than half the participants (67.7%) agree with the statement that negative
feedback, i.e., information of corrective characteristics, is also effective, and a very small
number (3.1%) disagree with this notion. Again, as with the previous statement, there are some
participants (26.7%) who could not express agreement nor disagreement with the statement.

TaBLE 5. Teachers” opinions on the effectiveness of positive and negative feedback.

Elt.rongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
lsagr cc agr cc
fce):é{) i‘fi‘i%emve 3.1% 48.4% 30.4% 17.4% 0.6%
i:fitf}zifiieedb“k s 3.1% 26.7% 67.7% 2.5%

It can be said that in general the participants do not feel that giving only positive feedback is
effective. However, there is a significant number of participants (30.4% and 26.7%) who could
not express agreement nor disagreement with these statements. We conclude that there is a
degree of uncertainty and insecurity related to this issue, and possibly vagueness with regard to
what is implied by positive and negative feedback. As such, we offer explanations of negative
or corrective feedback and the form that it may take in a classroom (introduced above in About
levels, timing and effect of feedback). In writing tasks, explicit feedback can be used in marking
errors, which implies that that the students cannot correct themselves. A very common example
in teaching English is with collocations or sentence structures. Written corrective feedback is
direct when we cross out the error and provide the correction explicitly near or above the error, or
when we insert the correct word, morpheme, or phrase (Bitchener and Ferris 2012, 65). Indirect
correction is made when the error is only marked (circled or underlined), or the number of errors
is recorded in the margin at the end of a given line. Coding can also be considered as indirect
correction (Nagode, Pizorn, and Jurievi¢ 2014). Jones and William (2008,14) offer a suggestion
that instead of marking every error, the teacher can place a dot in the margin reflecting an error
which students then have to identify and correct.

Recently, metalinguistic corrections of students’ work have become more common, along with
a grammatical rule or example of correct usage and an additional oral explanation (Nagode,
Pizorn, and JuriSevi¢ 2014). According to Lyster and Ranta (1997, 46-48), the types of
corrective feedback in oral tasks can take on the following forms: explicit correction, recasting,
clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation, repetition, and multiple feedback. In
their research, recasting was most widely used in the language classroom. However, although
corrective feedback provides negative evidence by signalling that a learner’s utterance contained
an error, it can also provide positive evidence if the feedback contains the target form (as seen in
recasting) (Mackey, Park and Tagarelli 2016, 500).

To differentiate positive feedback from praise, Reigel (2005) offers an expanded definition of
oral positive feedback which not only has a metalinguistic component (praise) taking the form
of evaluative feedback such as “fine,” “good,” and “excellent” (Vigil and Oller, 1976), but also
a linguistic component (affirmation) and a paralinguistic one (laughter). The latter refers to
“Normal conversational responses that one gives in face-to-face situations. Such responses as uh
hub or head nodding convey agreement or that the message has been received and is understood
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. can be seen as forms of feedback” (Seliger and Long 1983, 258), while the former include
a “personal response” (Imai 1989, 17) — a mechanism of interpersonal communication that
includes a speaker and hearer, as manifested by affirmation. Reigel (2005) proposes that teachers
issue more affirmation to students, i.e., affirmation of correct utterances.

Regardless of whether feedback is of a positive or negative nature, it should be specific, transparent
and effective, meaning it should include instructions as to what to improve and how to do so.
Indicating that something is “good” or “bad” without some affirmation and the paralinguistic
aspect is neither corrective nor motivational feedback. One can easily imagine a student reflecting
on such feedback by asking “What exactly should I do better next time?” Students cannot know
what is “good” or “not so good” in their work if this approach is used, and yet according to our
research more than 18% of teachers give such feedback.

The results of our research show that more than half the participants in our sample (60%)
maintain that students should have opportunities to improve their work after feedback and
prior to marking (scoring or grading). Still, there are teachers, although a small percentage
(2%), who do not agree with this approach and those who have no opinion on it (25%).
According to Black et al. (2004), students react better to assessments if marks are not involved.
More precisely, students are prone to ignore comments after being marked. The results of this
survey show that teachers are aware of the effect of feedback and are willing to improve their
practices, assuming that English language teachers may be inclined to changing their routines
and not marking papers immediately but only after giving feedback (oral or written,) which
demands further work by the student (and consequently the teacher as well). This is also in
agreement with the principles of formative assessment, where, in terms of written work, the
exposure of students to the experience of writing is considered a creative process. In that case,
we could give feedback which will help students produce a better product — “numerical marks
or grades do not inform a student in terms of how to improve their work, and that implies a
lost opportunity for progress” (ibid). Students learn while working and after getting feedback.
If, on the other hand, the teachers mark work without the students being able make any further
corrections, perhaps the teachers can provide the students with the opportunity to do better
at another time. This view of assessment is elaborated by Vizek-Vidovi¢ et al. (2003, 442) in
their book Educational Psychology. The authors state that “When it comes to motivation, a
good score comes like reinforcement for students. If a student is assigned a bad grade, he/she
should be given an opportunity to improve his/her grade. Such an opportunity and feedback
on how much they have learned, motivates them to learn more in order to be more successful
S
next time.

This research also uncovered teachers’ opinions relating to peer assessment, an essential part of
assessment as learning, i.e., the formative approach to assessment. According to MacDonald
et al. (2015, 42), formative feedback can come from many sources, the most common being
teachers, peers and students themselves through self-reflection and self-assessment. The results
of the current study’s survey show that 68.3% of the teachers agree and 13.66% strongly agree
that if given guidance then students could give effective feedback to peers. A smaller percentage
of teachers remained neutral on this issue (15.53%), while only 2.48% disagreed with the
statement that peer feedback is useful for student learning. It is thus evident that teachers realize
the potential of involving students in giving feedback, i.e., peer assessment prior to giving
a summative evaluation. The more experience students have in assessing their own or peers’
learning and achievement, the more they will be able to regulate their own learning based on
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the information they have generated in the self-assessment process. Initially, the teacher models
feedback offering support for independent learning and understanding and in applying strategies
that will promote progress in learning. Later, students gradually create their own feedback
according to the teacher’s guidelines.

5.4 How Does Feedback Affect My Students?

If given in a way that students recognize as effective in terms of invoking change and progress,
feedback is effective and motivating. According to the results of this research, more than half
of the participants 53.4% (86) find that students sometimes experience anxiety when receiving
feedback, while 31.1% (50) consider this to be a frequent occurrence. However, for 15.5% (25)
of the participants this is never the case. Around a quarter of the participants (26.7%; 43) find
that feedback always has a motivational influence on students, with most of the respondents
(71.4%, 115) claiming this is frequently the case. A small number of the participants said that
feedback has no motivational influence on their students. Furthermore, most of the participants
feel that feedback does not encourage peer competition, but often encourages students to improve
themselves. According to the results, the English language teachers surveyed in this work agree that
feedback improves learning. That is in agreement with research (Gass and Selinker 2001) which
says that motivation, as a social psychological factor, is a predictor of success in foreign language
learning. Furthermore, according to Cacinovi¢ Vogrinéi¢ (2008, as cited in Nagode, Pizorn, and
JuriSevi¢ 2014), the rules of supportive and positive communication can and should be generally
applied when working with people, and hence also in the teacher-student relationship. It is only
communication of this kind that leads to a supportive, cooperative, equal, and at the same time
very active student/teacher relationship. The teacher’s positive approach is also most important
in the case of giving (written) corrective feedback, regardless of the approach applied. We can
perhaps ascribe rather the frequent presence of anxiety in receiving feedback to teacher-student
communication that lacks some of the characteristics of supportive positive communication. Or
perhaps we can take this a step further. If feedback is frequently of a corrective and summative
nature, and students do not have the opportunity to improve their performance after receiving it
(the results show that 25% of the teachers are not sure whether or not such opportunities should
be given), then it is not surprising that students experience anxiety when receiving feedback.
However, here we must take into consideration that the teachers’ answers to this set of questions
express their opinions, implying that further research should include also student’s responses,
as this would provide a more objective view of the effects of feedback in a language classroom.

TaBLE 6. Teacher opinions on how feedback affects their students

Anxiety Motivation |Encourages peer| Encourages Improves
% (f) % (f) competition personal learning
% (f) improvement % (f)
% (f)

Never 15.5% (25) 6% (1) 59.01% (95) 1.86% (3) .62% (1)

Sometimes 53.4% (86) 1.2% (2) 31.68% (51) 10.56% (17) 1.86% (3)
Frequently 31.1% (50) | 71.4% (115) 4.35% (7) 70.81% (114) 172.05% (116)
Always 26.7% (43) 4.79% (8) 13.15% (26) | 25.47% (41)
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5.5 Assessment of Teacher Competence and Need for Improvement

The results in Table 7 show that 90.7% of the participants expressed concern regarding their
competence in giving feedback to students. Only 10% of the teachers assessed themselves as
relatively competent in providing effective and useful feedback, and more than half (67.1%)
reported that this is an area in which they could use more training and professional development.

[aBLE 7. Teachers’ estimates on their competence in providing feedback and need for further
p p g
professional development.

YES NO
Competence in giving feedback to students 9.3% 90.7%
Need for professional development 67.1% 32.3%

The participants’ responses show that English language teachers are open and willing to improve
their effectiveness in providing feedback. What is more, they also express a need for further
learning and training in the area of assessment. This finding is consistent with the results of
a previously conducted research in Croatia in 2010 (Cindri¢) where 74 primary school
English language teachers reported having received no or limited formal education in the area
of assessment or self-assessment during their pre-service teacher training. What is more, the
participants, regardless of work experience, also reported having had few opportunities for in-
service training and professional development in this area (ibid). The need for improvement in
assessment practices and feedback resurfaces in the present study, urging for measures to be taken.
Since 2005, the Faculty of Teacher Education, University of Zagreb has been offering a course
English Language Teaching Methodology: Assessment within the Programme for the Undergraduate
and Graduate Study of Primary Teaching and the English Language (2005), introducing topics
of assessment to pre-service teachers. In-service training offered by the teacher training agency
occasionally focuses on assessment issues; however, these attempts only partially remedy concerns
teachers have relating to assessment. What is lacking is a comprehensive assessment system and
a developed assessment policy for primary schools aligned with the curriculum art the state level.
Once the curriculum and complementary assessment framework are in place, coordination
with pre-service teacher training institutions and the teacher-training agency can be established
in order to offer more structured, applicable, and progressively more challenging continuing
professional development. That would be a start for effectively meeting foreign language teachers’
recurring needs in the area of assessment and feedback.

6 Conclusion

The research conducted on a sample of 161 primary school English language teachers revealed
general information on the feedback used in foreign language teaching, and more specifically
on the related tendencies, characteristics and needs. Based on the participants’ responses to
the survey, we were able to answer the first research question, and thus established that the
English language teachers in this sample frequently give feedback to their students. Moreover,
they generally describe their feedback as immediate. This indicates that feedback is given for
examining or checking at the level of remembering, or if referring to level of feedback — at the
task level (FT). Although initial foreign language teaching relies on students’ ability to recognize,
show, identify, name, list, and so on, it is also necessary to gradually include communicative
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language tasks that ask for understanding, comprehension, analysis, and application, since
communicative competence is emphasised in language teaching. Such tasks do not necessarily
demand immediate feedback, but delayed feedback or intervention from the teacher. In the
research conducted in this study, only half of participants give delayed feedback regularly, while
others give it occasionally or never. Here we point to research by Yoshida (2010), which shows
that learners tend to prefer receiving feedback such as clarifications or elicitations in order to
work out the correct answers themselves, rather than receiving the correct forms immediately
after their erroneous utterances. Therefore, with respect to this research, we can say that the
results do not necessarily speak about whether teachers give appropriate feedback, but instead
indicate that the tasks that encourage thinking and processing are somewhat less represented in
their teaching than tasks at the level of remembering. The results indicate that more training
should be given to teachers at both pre-service and in-service levels with respect to aligning task
and assessment, i.e., feedback in foreign language teaching.

«

Feedback in the form of a short answer (“good,” “bad,” “very good”) uttered in a falling
intonation is used by the participants sometimes or rarely, indicating that teachers are aware
of the rather negative and vague effects of such feedback. The answer to the second research
question indicated that targeted feedback of a formative character is much more frequent in the
sample. However, the research revealed an area where teachers expressed insecurity, i.e., they
could not provide an answer as to whether positive and negative feedback is useful for students.
In that respect, it is necessary to clarify what the two notions imply, and when and how they
can be implemented in order to be most effective. Almost all the participants offer both group
and individual feedback. They also estimated that feedback mostly has a motivational effect on
their students. However, what is of concern and must be addressed is that the teachers observe
anxiety among students when they receive feedback, and not only occasionally, but frequently.
This can perhaps be linked with the answer to the second research question, which showed that
students receive mostly corrective, immediate feedback, or that they do not have time to follow
up on the feedback. Another aspect which should be looked at in more detail is teacher-student
rapport when feedback is given and received, which if not positively uttered can cause anxiety
for students. The English language teachers in this sample seem to be aware of the usefulness
of feedback, and show an awareness of the need to include peer feedback into the assessment
process, but are also cautious about this issue, as seen in those participants who did not have a
clear opinion, indicating insecurity or perhaps lack of experience in carrying out peer assessment.

Lastly, almost all of participants expressed the need to improve their competence in giving
feedback. We conclude that more training, information, and opportunities for applying formative
assessment in classroom practices are necessary. That implies introducing and practicing the
principle of formative assessment in pre-service teacher education and targeted professional
development that closely follows changes in the curriculum.

This research showed that English language teachers have recognised the responsibility they have
in carrying out effective assessment, including feedback not only in the assessment of learning
approach, as is often the case, but in the other two approaches as well. It also revealed areas where
teachers are lacking in confidence or otherwise insecure (corrective feedback, peer feedback, and
communicating feedback to students). Properly addressing these needs, and doing more detailed
research into the issues raised here, would perhaps enable teachers to carry out more valid and
appropriate assessments of student abilities and achievements, in ways that are aligned with the
assessment for learning approach advocated in the educational strategy.
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