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THE ROLE OF TEACHER FEEDBACK: ANALYZING ORAL AND WRITTEN FEEDBACK
IN EFL WRITING

Saparova Mohigul Ramazonovna,
Senior teacher, Bukhara State University
Uzbekistan, Bukhara
m.r.saparova@buxdu.uz
Orcid:0009-0008-9941-6482

This paper delves into the multifaceted role of teacher feedback in enhancing English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) students' writing skills. Specifically, it investigates the differential effects of oral and
written feedback modalities, analyzing their strengths, weaknesses, and contextual influences. A
comprehensive review of existing literature will be undertaken to synthesize current research findings,
exploring the impact of various feedback types on different aspects of writing proficiency, such as grammar,
vocabulary, organization, and coherence. The analysis will consider learner characteristics, feedback
delivery methods, and technology integration, aiming to offer insights into best practices for maximizing the
effectiveness of teacher feedback in EFL writing instruction. The studies by Kkali (2017), Hamtaei and
Rahimy (2015), and Peungcharoenkun and Waluyo (2024) provide foundational frameworks for this
investigation.

Keywords: teacher feedback, oral feedback, written feedback, peer feedback, direct and indirect
feedback, focused and unfocused feedback.

POJIb OBPATHOM CBSI3U YUUTEJA: AHAJIN3 YCTHOM U MMCbMEHHOM
OBPATHOM CBS13U B OBYYEHUHU IUCbMY HA AHTJIMMCKOM KAK HTHOCTPAHHOM
A3BIKE

B Oannoti cmamwe paccmampusaemcs MHO20ZSPAHMAS PONb OOPAMHOU CEA3U C YYUMeNIMU 6
COBEPULEHCTNBOBANU NUCOMEHHBIX HABLIKO8 YYAWUXCS HA AH2IUICKOM A3bIKe. B wacmunocmu, on uccaedyem
oughghepenyuanvrvie d¢hgexmol YCMHOU U NUCLMEHHOU 0OPAMHOU C853U, AHATUZUPYSL UX CUTbHbLE U Cllabble
CMOPOHDL, a4 MAaKdICe KOHMEKCmyanvHvle ¢nusnus. byoem npoeeden ececmoponnuii 0030p cywecmsyioujell
aumepamypul, ymodvl 0600WUMb pe3yTbmamvl MEKyWUx UCCIe008AHUL U UYYUMb GIUSHUE DA3TUYHBIX
MUNno8 0OPAmMHOU C653U HA PA3TUYHbIE ACNEKMbl HABLIKOG NUCLMA, MAKUe KAK SPAMMAMUKA, CLOB8APHDBII
3anac, opeaHusayus U C8A3HOCMb. B ananuze 6y0ym yuumvleamvcs Xapakmepucmuky yHawuxcs, Memoobl
npedoCmaesieHuss 0OPAMHOU C8S3U U UHMe2Payusi MexXHoL02Uul, 4moodvl 0amv NpPeoCmasieHue O JIYHUUX
NPAKMUKax Onsi MaKCumMuzayuu d¢hexmugnocmu 0Opamuou Cea3u ¢ yuumensimMu npu o0y4eHuu nUcbMy Ha
anenutickom azvike. Mccneoosanus Kranu (2017), Xammau u Paxumu (2015), a maxoce Ilyneuapoenkyna u
Banyiio (2024) obecneuusaiom ochoonorazaiouyio OCHO8Y 0Jisi 3M020 UCCACO08AHUSL.

Knwouesvie cnosa: Om3svigbl yuumeneil, ycmHas oOpamHas c6513b, NUCLMEHHAs. 0OpAMHAsL CB513b,
obpamuas ced3b CO CBEPCMHUKAMU, HPAMAsi U KOCBEHHAs OOpAMHAs C653b, YEICHANPABIEHHAsS U
HecghoKycuposantas 06pamuas céssv.

O‘QITUVCHI SHARHINING ROLI: CHET TILI SIFATIDA INGLIZ TILIDA YOZISHNING
OG*‘ZAKI VA YOZMA SHARHLAR TAHLILI

Ushbu magolada o'quvchilarning ingliz tilida yozish ko'nikmalarini oshirishda o'gituvchining fikr-
mulohazalarining roli ko'rib chigiladi. Xususan, og'zaki va yozma fikr-mulohazalarning fargli ta'sirini
o'rganadi, ularning kuchli va zaif tomonlarini, shuningdek, kontekstual ta'sirlarni tahlil giladi. Joriy
tadgiqot natijalarini umumlashtirish va har xil turdagi fikr-mulohazalarning grammatika, lug'at, tashkiliy va
izchillik kabi yozish ko'nikmalarining turli jihatlariga ta'sirini o'rganish uchun mavjud adabiyotlarni har
tomonlama ko'rib chigish o'tkaziladi. Tahlil ingliz tilida yozishni o'rgatishda o'gituvchilarning fikr-
mulohazalarining samaradorligini oshirish bo'yicha ilg'or tajribalar hagida tushuncha berish uchun
o'quvchilarning xususiyatlarini, fikr-mulohazalarni yetkazib berish usullarini va texnologiya integratsiyasini
ko'rib chigadi. Kkali (2017), Hamtai va Rahimi (2015) va Pungcharoenkun va Waluyo (2024) tomonidan
olib borilgan tadgiqotlar ushbu tadgigot uchun fundamental asos bo'lib xizmat giladi.
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Kalit so’zlar: o'gituvchining fikr-mulohazasi, og'zaki fikr-mulohazalar, yozma fikr-mulohazalar,
tengdoshlarning fikr-mulohazalari, to'g'ridan-to'g'ri va bilvosita fikr-mulohazalar, yo'naltirilgan va
yo'naltirilmagan fikr-mulohazalar.

Introduction. In the context of teaching writing in English as a Foreign Language (EFL), efficient
feedback systems are essential for influencing students' writing growth. One of the most important ways for
students to see their areas of strength and growth is through teacher feedback. It promotes student interest
and engagement in addition to helping them acquire new skills.

Literature review. Oral feedback, typically delivered through individual conferences, small group
discussions, or even brief interactions during class, offers a unique advantage: immediacy. This real-time
interaction allows for immediate clarification of doubts, negotiation of meaning, and personalized guidance
tailored to the specific needs of each learner. Kkali's (2017) mixed-methods study [1,24] found a significant
positive effect of oral feedback on overall writing performance and various subscores, including
organization, lexis, grammar, and coherence. The study attributes this success to the opportunity for
meaningful interaction, clarification, and negotiation between students and the teacher. This interactive
nature of oral feedback enables teachers to address misconceptions promptly, provide targeted explanations,
and guide students toward more effective writing strategies. The ability to adapt feedback based on a
student's immediate response is a key strength of this approach. The use of nonverbal cues, such as tone of
voice and facial expressions, further enhances the effectiveness of oral feedback, as highlighted by Race &
Brown (1993) in Hamtaei and Rahimy's (2015) literature review [2,46]. Nassaji's (2007a) research, also cited
in Hamtaei and Rahimy (2015), underscores the positive impact of negotiation feedback on successful error
correction, demonstrating that interactive feedback leads to more effective learning outcomes.

Challenges in Implementing Oral Feedback: Time Constraints and Scalability Issues

Despite its advantages, the implementation of oral feedback faces significant challenges, particularly
in large class settings. Time constraints often limit the extent of individual attention each student can receive.
The sheer number of students necessitates a more efficient allocation of time, which can compromise the
depth and personalization of feedback. Susanti, Mallya, and Indawan (2020) [4,128] note the challenges of
providing comprehensive feedback in large classes, highlighting the tension between individual attention and
efficient use of instructional time. Astrid and Manalullaili (2021) [5,113] further complicate this issue by
emphasizing the need to consider student personality traits when selecting feedback methods, suggesting that
extroverted students might respond differently to oral feedback compared to introverted students. The
practical limitations of oral feedback in large classes are further underscored by Tursina, Susanty, and Efendi
(2021) [6,86], who discuss the difficulties in providing sufficient time for individual oral feedback. These
studies collectively point to the need for strategic approaches to oral feedback delivery that balance
individual attention with the demands of large class sizes.

Materials and Methods. Written feedback, typically provided in the margins of a student's paper or
through online commenting tools, offers a distinct advantage: permanence. Students can refer back to written
comments at their convenience, allowing for repeated review and reflection on teacher suggestions. This
feature is particularly valuable for students who require additional time to process feedback or may benefit
from revisiting comments over time. Hamtaei and Rahimy (2015) [2,54] highlight the importance of written
feedback as a permanent record, emphasizing its role in facilitating self-directed learning and revision.
Furthermore, written feedback permits teachers to provide a more comprehensive and detailed account of
their observations, addressing multiple aspects of the writing simultaneously. Susanti, Mallya, and Indawan
(2020) [4,130] and Astrid and Manalullaili (2021) [5,115] both acknowledge the capacity of written
feedback to offer more extensive comments compared to oral feedback. This allows for a more thorough
analysis of strengths and weaknesses and provides a more detailed roadmap for improvement.

Despite its strengths, written feedback presents certain limitations. The lack of immediate interaction
may hinder the clarification of misunderstandings and reduce the opportunity for dynamic dialogue between
teacher and student. ER and Kkali (2024) [7,66] found that while written feedback had a positive effect on
writing skills, face-to-face feedback was more effective due to enhanced communication, negotiation, and
immediate clarification. The potential for misinterpretations is higher with written feedback, especially for
students with limited language proficiency or those unfamiliar with academic writing conventions. Putri,
Lestari, and Wafa (2024) [8,45] found that only a small percentage of students experienced negative
emotions when unable to comprehend lecturer feedback, but this still highlights the potential for frustration
and discouragement if written feedback is not clear or easily understood. Smyth (n.d.) [9,167] further
emphasizes the role of student perceptions and beliefs about the feedback process, noting that a perceived
lack of usefulness or relevance can significantly impact the effectiveness of written feedback.
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Results. The advent of technology has opened up new avenues for delivering feedback, offering
opportunities to enhance both the efficiency and effectiveness of the feedback process. Peungcharoenkun and
Waluyo (2024) investigated the efficacy of technology-mediated feedback using writeabout.com, finding that
the experimental group showed significantly better writing skills compared to the control group. The use of
screencasting, where teachers record video feedback incorporating both oral and written elements, has gained
traction. Xie, Che, and Huang (2022) [10,22] explored the impact of screencast feedback on Chinese
secondary school students, finding that it strengthened student-teacher interaction and promoted student
confidence. Alvira (2016) [11,134] also supports the use of screencasting as a motivating strategy that
enhances feedback quality and student uptake. Alvira Quiroga (2013) [12,54] further demonstrates the
positive impact of a screencasting-based methodology on improving paragraph writing skills. These studies
suggest that screencasting can effectively combine the benefits of oral and written feedback, catering to
diverse learning styles and preferences.

Automated writing evaluation (AWE) systems, such as Grammarly, represent another technological
advancement in feedback provision. These systems offer rapid feedback on grammar and mechanics,
potentially reducing the teacher's workload and providing students with immediate feedback on technical
aspects of their writing. Han and Sari (2022) [13,78] found that combined automated teacher feedback was
as effective as full teacher feedback in improving analytic writing scores and more effective in reducing
grammar and mechanics errors. However, AWE systems have limitations. They often fail to address higher-
order writing concerns such as organization, argumentation, and style. Kawashima (2023) [14,95] found that
while students appreciated automated feedback (Grammarly), they valued human feedback (direct and
indirect) more highly for its appropriateness and reliability. Govindasamy (n.d.) [15,44] compared teacher-
written feedback with online automated feedback, revealing student preference for teacher feedback but
acknowledging improvement in essay writing with both feedback modes. Alam and Usama
(2023) [16,176] similarly found that online written peer feedback was significantly more helpful than
automated written corrective feedback in improving writing. These studies highlight the need for a balanced
approach, using AWE systems as a supplementary tool rather than a replacement for human feedback.

Discussion. Peer feedback, where students provide feedback to each other, presents a collaborative
learning approach that can significantly enhance both writing skills and critical thinking abilities. Susanti,
Mallya, and Indawan (2020) found that while students preferred teacher feedback, peer feedback enhanced
their L2 writing skills. Lu, Zhu, and Cheong (2021) [17,55] compared self- and peer feedback, finding that
peer feedback had a greater effect on writing improvement. Phe (2023) [18,90] found that collaborative peer-
written corrective feedback motivated students and improved their business English writing performance.
Kuyyogsuy (2019) [19,33] also demonstrated the significant positive effects of peer feedback on
undergraduate students' English writing ability, emphasizing the value of social interaction and collaborative
learning. Tian and Li (2018) [20,22] investigated Chinese EFL students' perceptions of peer feedback,
finding that students enjoyed providing and receiving both oral and written feedback. Nguyen
(2017) explored a combined peer-teacher feedback model, showing its success in terms of student attitudes
and overall scores. Guasch et al. (2013) investigated feedback in an online environment, finding that
epistemic feedback, or a combination of epistemic and suggestive feedback, best improved collaborative
writing. These studies collectively demonstrate the significant potential of peer feedback to enhance EFL
writing but also emphasize the need for careful implementation.

The effectiveness of peer feedback is strongly contingent on providing adequate training and guidance
to students on how to offer constructive and helpful criticism. Without proper training, peer feedback may be
superficial, unhelpful, or even counterproductive. Sritrakarn (2018) and Sritrakarn (2018) compared teacher
and senior student feedback, finding that metalinguistic corrective feedback from both sources was most
effective, but also highlighting the limitations of teacher feedback. Tian and Li (2018) [20,24] noted that
students preferred giving positive oral feedback and receiving negative written feedback, suggesting a need
for training in providing balanced and constructive criticism. Amin (2014) investigated the impact of peer
response groups, finding significant improvements in grammar and vocabulary, but also emphasizing the
importance of training students in the peer review process. These studies highlight the crucial role of teacher
intervention in ensuring that peer feedback is a valuable and effective component of EFL writing instruction.

Different Types of Feedback

Direct and Indirect Feedback:

The literature reveals a significant debate surrounding the relative effectiveness of direct versus
indirect feedback. Mohammadnia Alfruzi, Vaez-Dalili, and Hadian (2022) compared direct, indirect, and
metalinguistic written corrective feedback, finding that direct feedback with revision was most effective in
improving the use of present and past perfect tenses. Nusrat, Ashraf, and Narcy-Combes (2019) investigated
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the effect of oral meta-linguistic (direct), indirect, and no feedback on ESL students' writing accuracy,
finding that meta-linguistic feedback led to fewer errors. Agustiningsih and Andriani (2021) explored the
impact of direct corrective feedback on students' writing performance and motivation, finding positive
results. Mekuriaw Wondim, Shifere Bishaw, and Teklesellassie Zeleke (2023) similarly found that direct
written corrective feedback with metalinguistic explanations enhanced writing performance more than
indirect feedback. Carambas et al. (2024) found that direct feedback was the most frequently used strategy
by teachers and that students valued reflective learning facilitated by written corrective feedback.
Westmacott (2017) conducted action research shifting from direct to indirect coded feedback, finding that
students perceived indirect feedback as more useful, promoting deeper cognitive processing. These studies
suggest that while direct feedback can be effective, particularly when combined with revision, indirect
feedback may also be beneficial, promoting deeper learning and learner autonomy. The optimal approach
likely depends on factors such as learner proficiency, error type, and the overall learning context.

Focused and Unfocused Feedback:

Another crucial distinction lies in the focus of feedback: whether it is targeted at specific errors or
addresses a broader range of issues. Deng et al. (n.d.) compared coded focused and unfocused written
corrective feedback, finding that focused feedback significantly outperformed unfocused feedback in
improving writing accuracy for specific grammar errors. This suggests that prioritizing specific areas for
improvement can lead to greater learning gains than attempting to address all errors simultaneously. The
study also highlights the importance of considering learner proficiency, suggesting that focused feedback
combined with metalinguistic support is particularly beneficial for students with limited language skills. This
finding aligns with the broader principle of providing targeted instruction, focusing on specific learning
needs rather than attempting to cover all aspects of writing at once. The approach of prioritizing specific
errors reflects a more strategic and efficient use of feedback, maximizing the impact of teacher intervention.

Conclusion. This literature review reveals a complex and nuanced picture of the role of teacher
feedback in EFL writing development. While both oral and written feedback offer distinct advantages, the
optimal approach is not a one-size-fits-all solution. The most effective strategy depends on a multitude of
interacting factors, including class size, learner characteristics, error types, available resources, and specific
learning objectives. Technology-mediated feedback holds significant promise for enhancing feedback
delivery, but its successful integration requires careful planning and consideration of learner needs, avoiding
over-reliance on automated systems. Peer feedback, when implemented effectively through appropriate
training and guidance, can foster collaborative learning and enhance critical thinking skills. Finally, the
choice between direct and indirect, focused and unfocused feedback necessitates thoughtful consideration,
with evidence suggesting that a targeted, strategic approach can maximize the impact of feedback on learner
progress.

References:

1. Kkali, E. (2017). The effect of oral vs. written feedback in EFL writing. None. https://doi.org/None

2. Peungcharoenkun, T. & Waluyo, B. (2024). Writing pedagogy in higher education: the efficacy of
mediating feedback with technology. None. https://doi.org/10.4102/rw.v15i1.487

3. Hamtaei, B. & Rahimy, R. (2015). The effect of oral versus written error feedback on the paragraph
writing ability of Iranian low-intermediate EFL learners. None. https://doi.org/None

4. Susanti, R., Mallya, M., & Indawan, (2020). The effective feedback practices in a large EFL writing
class in Indonesia. None. https://doi.org/None

5. Astrid, A. & Manalullaili, (NaN). Implementing teacher written feedback and oral writing
conferences. None. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210715.072

6. Tursina, P., Susanty, H., & Efendi, Z. (2021). Teacher corrective feedback vs Cambridge English
Write and improve (cewi) in improving EFL students writing performance. None.
https://doi.org/10.32672/elaste.v2i1.3337

7. ER, H. K. & Kkali, E. (2024). The effects of face-to-face vs. digital feedback in an EFL writing
context: comparison of two Turkish state universities. Abant Izzet Baysal University.
https://doi.org/10.17240/aibuefd.2024..-1340007

8. Putri, W. A., Lestari, I. W., & Wafa, K. (2024). Exploring English students' perception of lecturer's
corrective feedback in writing class. None. https://doi.org/10.31605/ilere.v1i1.3893

9. Smyth, P. (NaN). Contextual influences on student perceptions of teacher written feedback: the case
of a legal research and writing (Irw) course in Hong Kong. None. https://doi.org/None

78


https://doi.org/None
https://doi.org/10.4102/rw.v15i1.487
https://doi.org/None
https://doi.org/None
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210715.072
https://doi.org/10.32672/elaste.v2i1.3337
https://doi.org/10.17240/aibuefd.2024..-1340007
https://doi.org/10.31605/ilere.v1i1.3893
https://doi.org/None

