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Abstract
Despite ample research examining second (L2) and foreign language (FL) teacher feedback, research situated

in French as a foreign language (FFL) contexts is scarce, in particular studies that examine the beliefs and
practices of corrective written feedback (WCF) among FFL teachers. The present study seeks to address this
gap by investigating the WCF beliefs and practices of FFL teachers in an undergraduate program in Costa Rica.
The participants in this study were five teachers teaching in an FFL program in the Modern Languages School
at a large university in Costa Rica. Data were gathered using an online questionnaire, a semi-structured
interview, and samples of students’ writing with teacher feedback. The findings revealed that the participants
held common beliefs concerning writing, teaching writing, feedback provision in an FL, and the interdependent
relationship among teaching, learning, and feedback in an FFL writing class. The results also showed that
participants’ beliefs and practices regarding various aspects of written corrective feedback (CF) tended to be
aligned, specifically in terms of the use of comprehensive indirect error-coded WCF and the use of evaluation
grids. Implications and future research avenues are discussed.
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Introduction

Despite ample research examining second (L2) and foreign language (FL) teacher
feedback (e.g., Brown, 2014; Li & Vuono, 2019; Lyster et al.,, 2013; Nassaji &
Kartchava, 2017), research situated in French as a foreign language (FFL) contexts is
scarce, in particular studies that examine the beliefs and practices of written corrective
feedback (WCF) among FFL teachers. Examining FFL teachers’ beliefs and practices
associated with WCF offers a lens into the principles underlying and guiding their
practice (Huang, 2016; Min, 2011) and sheds light on the role of context in the
relationship between beliefs and practices (Borg, 2012). Such an undertaking would not
only validate but also inform FFL practice and theory. This study aimed to investigate the
WCEF beliefs and practices of FFL teachers in a university undergraduate credit-bearing
FFL program in Costa Rica in order to better understand these beliefs and practices as
well as the individual and contextual factors that shape and influence them.

Teacher Beliefs

Examining FL/SL teachers’ beliefs has become an important area of research; teaching is
no longer seen “merely in a behaviour term but rather as thoughtful behaviour as teachers
are active, thinking decision-makers” (Mulati et al., 2020, p. 1). Researchers have used
different terms to refer to beliefs, including views, perceptions, conceptions, personal
theories, and attitudes, each reflecting nuance in meaning (Pajares, 1992). For example,
Thompson (1992) preferred the term conceptions when investigating literature about
mathematics teachers’ beliefs, claiming it encompassed beliefs, meanings, concepts,
propositions, rules, mental images, and preferences housed within a generalized mental
structure (p. 130), while Borg (2003) defined beliefs as one of the unobservable
dimensions of teaching to be considered under the umbrella of teacher cognition. The
definition adopted in the present study is that of Speer (2005), who defined beliefs as
conceptions, personal ideologies, worldviews, and values which both shape practice and
orient knowledge (p. 365). This definition encompasses a broader perspective on beliefs
that allows for discussion situated in diverse contexts and under a range of conditions.

Research over the past several decades has revealed teacher beliefs to be complex,
dynamic, contextualized, systematic, personal, practical, and often unconscious (Borg,
2003, 2006). Underlying this view is the notion that decisions made by teachers—in this
case, decisions about WCF—are influenced by their prior language learning experience
(e.g., Lee, 2013), previous education (e.g., Ferris, 2014; Lee, 2013), educational contexts,
and personal values (e.g., Lee, 2003, 2008, 2009).

Wu et al. (2021) compared the views of international students of Chinese with the
WCEF practices of their Chinese language teachers. Results revealed that while students
and teachers agreed that WCF should be provided, they disagreed on other issues,
including what, how and when to correct; students more often preferred teachers to
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provide direct, immediate and extensive correction on multiple errors, frequently
delivered throughout a lesson.

In a case study with two EFL teachers, Mulati et al. (2020) investigated teachers’
beliefs in providing WCF as well as the effects of contextual factors on these beliefs.
While the teachers differed in terms of their beliefs regarding the explicitness and amount
of teacher WCF, they agreed that these beliefs were influenced by their academic
background in secondary school and college as well as their practical experience.

Furthermore, beliefs and attitudes about WCF may have a great impact on the
effectiveness of WCF as well as learners’ motivation (Mao & Lee, 2020). In response to
Lee’s (2019) suggestion that teachers should concentrate more on focused feedback
instead of marking every single student mistake, McLellan (2021) suggested that teachers
in Asia in general and in Japan, in particular, should tread carefully when limiting the
amount of feedback they provide, especially for novice learners, because these learners
often feel they need guidance, and until they become more competent and more
confident, it may be more beneficial to provide them with detailed feedback and
correction.

Teacher WCF Beliefs and Practices

Studies of teacher WCF beliefs and practices have been carried out in a range of contexts,
including college-level ESL composition courses (e.g., Ferris, 2006, 2014), intensive
English programs with pre-matriculated ESL learners (e.g., Montgomery & Baker, 2007),
and secondary-level EFL/ESL classes (e.g., Lee, 2004, 2008, 2009). The alignment
between students’ and teachers’ beliefs about WCF and teacher WCF practices has been
a common focus of a number of studies. These studies, however, have not reached a
consensus on the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and their pedagogical practices;
whereas some studies found them to be compatible, others have reported that teachers’
actual practices do not always reflect their stated beliefs (e.g., Aljasir, 2021).

In an investigation of secondary school teachers’ feedback practices and perspectives,
Lee (2009) identified ten main discrepancies between teachers’ beliefs and their
practices, including that teachers use error codes although they think students have a
limited ability to decipher them, and that they continue to use the same marking
approaches despite believing that these approaches do not have an impact. In a study
investigating teachers’ views and practices concerning responding to student writing,
Ferris (2014) found an overall lack of alignment between what teachers reported and
what they practised. Similarly, Mao and Crosthwaite (2019) found that contextual issues,
including time constraints, workload and perceptions of students’ attitude to WCEF,
resulted in a disconnect between teachers” WCF beliefs and their practice.

More recently, Aljasir (2021) compared teachers’ beliefs about different types of WCF as
they transitioned from language students to language teachers and the degree to which
these beliefs aligned with their teaching practice. Aljasir found that the majority of the
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participants expressed positive attitudes towards WCF both as students and as teachers
and teacher candidates. In addition, participants’ beliefs about the use of WCF types were
generally congruent across the various stages. Additionally, the analysis of the
participants” WCF on a student essay revealed that their beliefs matched their practice to
a great extent.

Wei and Cao (2020) examined teachers’ beliefs and the strategies they employ for
providing WCF. The findings showed that the teachers used different types of strategies,
namely, high-demand, which demanded student response, low demand in which all errors
are corrected, and no-demand feedback depending on student proficiency level. Their use
of high-demand feedback strategies seemed to be a result of their pre-service and in-
service experiences, as well as contextual features that included cultural dimensions and
resources; their use of no-demand and low-demand strategies, however, seemed to be a
result of their prior language learning experiences and classroom teaching practice. This
study also revealed some inconsistencies between teachers’ beliefs about the provision of
WCF and their reported WCF strategies.

The Role of Context in the Relationship Between Beliefs and Practices

Although ample studies on teacher WCF have examined the relative efficacy of different
types of WCF, less attention has been paid to how practitioners implement WCF in their
specific teaching contexts (Cheng & Zhang, 2021). This type of research is crucial as the
effect of WCF is mediated by a number of factors, including learner factors (e.g., learner
goals, beliefs, and language proficiency) and contextual factors (e.g., interactional
context and classroom instruction) (Mao & Lee, 2020).

Furthermore, the sociocultural context plays a crucial role in mediating students’
engagement with feedback (Chong, 2021). Winstone and Boud (2019), for example,
compared university students in Australia and in the UK and found that Australian
students were more willing to evaluate the effectiveness of feedback and incorporate
feedback than were students in the UK, suggesting that culture plays an important role in
students’ attitudes to and uptake of feedback. Likewise, Eriksson et al. (2020) found that
culture influences how students understand their role in the feedback process. Their
findings revealed that corrective feedback is only well received by students in countries
where teachers are perceived as figures of authority.

Context is critical consideration when studying the relationship between beliefs and
practices;-it allows us to develop a fuller understanding of this relationship and has the
potential to provide insight into how context mediates it (see Borg, 2012).

Aljasir (2021) highlighted the scarcity of studies investigating teacher and student
beliefs in diverse settings. A review of studies on K-12 French as a second language
(FSL) published between 2000 and 2017 in Canada, for example, identified181 peer-
reviewed studies relating to FSL education, with no reference to teacher beliefs about
WCEF in FSL (Arnott et al., 2019)
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In the context of FFL, two studies that examined teacher CF beliefs and practices were
found: Mohamed (2011) and Teye (2019). Mohamed (2011) investigated teacher and
student beliefs about oral feedback in learning FFL in Egypt, exploring teachers” WCF
practices to determine the extent to which they corresponded to their declared beliefs.
Findings showed both a mismatch between teachers’ and students’ beliefs in terms of the
effectiveness of feedback techniques as well as divergence between teacher beliefs and
practices. Teye (2019) investigated the WCF preferences of 106 Ghanaian students and
five teachers of FFL at the university level. Results showed that both students and
teachers accorded great importance to grammar instruction and feedback on errors and
that students preferred direct feedback. None of these studies, however, considered how
context mediates the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices.

To our knowledge, no research has addressed teachers’ WCF beliefs and practices in
the Costa Rican FFL context. Considering the importance of context, there is a need to
examine teachers” WCF beliefs and practices in a manner that presents characteristics
such as first language, target language, and culture that could have an impact on the
transferability of previous research findings to other contexts. The present study seeks to
address this gap by investigating the WCF beliefs and practices of FFL teachers in an
undergraduate program in Costa Rica. It is guided by the following research questions:
RQi: What are the beliefs and practices of FFL teachers of adults in a university context
concerning WCF?

RQ:: What individual and contextual factors shape and influence these beliefs and
practices?

Method

The study took a multiple-case study design to investigate the beliefs and practices
concerning WCF held by FFL teachers of adults in a university context, as well as the
individual and contextual factors that shape and influence these beliefs and practices.
Adopting a qualitative approach, the current study analyzed data obtained from five FFL
university teachers and 14 samples of their students’ writings.

Research Context

The first accounts of teaching FFL in Costa Rica date back to 1878, when the Costa
Rican government hired ten Catholic nuns arriving from France to teach French at the
school Nuestra Sefiora de Zion (Colegio Sion, n.d.). Later, in 1892, the Costa Rican
president decreed that FFL would be taught six hours per week at secondary public
schools. Since then, French has become the second most widely FL taught (the first being
English) in secondary education in Costa Rica (Cérdoba Cubillo et al., 2005). Currently,
the number of FFL students in elementary and secondary schools represents 8% of the
country’s population. Recently, the Education Ministry (Ministerio de EducacionPublica,
MEP) developed a plan for the transformation of instruction in schools from a teacher-
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centred approach in which the focus is on the transmission of subject content to a student-
centred approach that focuses on students’ learning processes (MEP, 2019). In terms of
FFL, this transformation entails the implementation of a communicative approach and a
greater role for the student in the learning process (MEP, 2019).

The first university to offer a bachelor’s degree in French studies was the University
of Costa Rica in the 1950s, followed by a Bachelor degree in teaching FFL in the late
1970s. Today, both degrees are offered in two public (University of Costa Rica and
Universidad Nacional de Costa Rica) and one private university (Universidad La Salle).
The current study took place at a large university in Costa Rica, which offers an FFL
programs part of the university’s Modern Languages School. The FFL program requires
the completion of 144 credits. At the time of the investigation, there were 150 students
and 30 teachers in the FFL program. The academic year is divided into two 16-week long
semesters, and classes meet three hours a week.

In 2017 the school implemented changes to teacher practice by introducing evaluation
grids (see Appendix for an example) and the use of standardized correction codes aimed
at improving teachers’ feedback provision. This change was informed by a research
project examining the development of formative assessment practices, including efficient
WCF provision, among FFL university teachers. The study was carried out by the
program coordinator as his doctoral dissertation.

Participants

The participants in this study were five teachers teaching in the FFL program in the
Modern Languages School at the university. They were among a group of teachers who
participated in a workshop on WCF at the Modern Languages School and came forward
to volunteer for the study. The only selection criteria was teaching FFL in the Modern
Languages School. Demographic information for the five participants, identified by
pseudonyms, is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Participants’ Background Information
Fernando Maria Brenda Marta Cristina
Languages Spanish L1, Spanish L1, Spanish L1, Spanish L1, Spanish L1,
(L1 & additional) French, English, French, English, French, French, English, French
Chinese German English Italian
French language FFL program at Alliance Secondary Secondary College in
study University of Francaise school school French
Costa Rica (Belgium)
Writing courses Grammar Grammar French Written Written
taught Written Integrated Composition  Expression | Expression 11
Expression III French French v Written

Expression III

Years of teaching 20 years 7 years 12 years 18 years 30 years
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experience
Education Ph.D. in Master’s in Master’s in Master’s in Bachelor’s in
Measurement Education French French FFL
and Evaluation Literature Literature
Teacher education Graduate course Undergraduate In-service In-service Undergraduate
for teaching writing on teaching L2 courses on workshops workshops courses on
writing teaching teaching
writing/FFL writing/FFL
Teaching education Part of a Part of a In-service In-service In-service
specific to providing University University workshops workshops workshops
feedback on writing course course

As Table 1 shows, all the participants identified Spanish as their L1 and reported that

they had learned French at different stages in their lives while studying in secondary
school (N=2), a language institute (n=1), college (n=1) and university (n=1). All of them
had the minimum qualification of a bachelor’s degree; additionally, three of the five held
master’s degrees, and one, a doctoral degree. Participants had between 7 and 30 years of
experience teaching FFL. Three of the five participants mentioned “in-service
workshops” as part of their training on responding to student writing, and two reported
having such training as part of their university studies.

Table 2 below shows the objectives of the FFL writing courses taught by the
participants at the time of the study. The three Written expression courses varied in terms
of level, from introducing students to the writing of argumentative essays to applying
compositions techniques in specific writing patterns. The Grammar and the French
composition courses aimed to teach students how to apply the different grammar rules in
short texts and how to apply composition techniques in literary compositions,
respectively. Integrated French is a basic communication course, whereas French V is a
review course that aims to consolidate students’ knowledge of French grammar.

Table 2
Obijectives of the Participants’ Writing Courses
Course Year in the Students’ French Course Objective
Program Proficiency Level
Written expression I 2" year . To introduce students to the writing of
Intermediate .
Semester | argumentative essays
nd . . .
Written expression 11 2" year Intermediate To.a.pply composmon. techniques in the
Semester 11 writing of argumentative essays
. . wd . . .
Written expression 111 3" year Upper-Intermediate To'a.pply compogltlon te.chmques il the .
Semester I writing of portraits, stories, and descriptions
1% vear To communicate orally and in written form
Integrated French Y Beginner using basic structures and vocabulary as
Semester | .
appropriate.
nd : :
Grammar 2" year Intermediate To apply different grammar rules in short

Semester [

texts
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4" year To apply composition techniques in literary

French composition Advanced ]
Semester I compositions
4th year To consolidate students’ knowledge of
French V
Semester 11 Advanced French grammar
Data Collection

Three different data collection tools were adopted from Barkaoui and Valeo (2017): an
online questionnaire, a semi-structured interview, and stimulated recall with samples of
students’ writing with teacher WCF. The online questionnaire consisted of15 questions in
three parts. The first part included questions concerning the teacher’s language
proficiency and background. In the second part were questions related to the professional
background of the teacher. The third part included questions concerning the teaching
context and the FFL courses they were teaching.

The semi-structured interview was conducted in the language of the participants’
choice (French or Spanish). All five participants chose French. The interview consisted of
five sections, as follows:

I: Teacher’s background. This section sought to follow up on the questions posed in the
questionnaire.

II: Teaching context. Questions regarding the participants’ current position and the
program in which they were teaching.

III: Beliefs. Questions regarding teachers’ beliefs about FL writing, including the
teaching and learning of writing and provision of WCF.

IV: WCF Practices. Questions on how teachers typically give feedback on their students’
FL writing in each of their FFL courses.

V: Evaluation of WCF Practices. Teachers were asked how they evaluated the
effectiveness of their feedback.

The third source of data was a stimulated recall with samples of students’ writing with
teacher WCF. Each teacher was asked to bring three such samples that they had
previously corrected to the interview and describe their decisions related to the feedback
they provided. The teachers were free to choose the samples they considered to represent
their WCF practices; no other guidelines were provided.

Data Analysis

After transcribing the interviews, the data were subjected to content analysis. Feedback
the teachers provided on the collected students’ writing samples was coded using a
coding scheme from Guénette and Lyster (2013) (see Table 3). An additional coder who
was a university FFL teacher with a master’s degree in Teaching FFL was invited to code
38% of the textual data independently (one student’s writing sample per teacher). The
inter-coder agreement was approximately 80%, with any disagreements resolved through
discussion until a consensus was reached.
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Table 3
Types of CF (Based on Guénette and Lyster, 2013, p. 139)
Type of CF Description Code
Direct error correction without . . . . D
Including complete rewrites—correct form is provided.
comment
Direct error correction with Next to the error, either in a commentary bubble or outside of DM
metalinguistic explanations text—correct form is provided.

Teacher asks a genuine question because they do not understand ~ CR

Clarification requests
q what the student means.

. . . . Error is underlined, highlighted, or coloured differently— I
Indirect error identification . .
correct form is not provided.
Indirect error identification Type of error spelled out, either in the text or on a correction IC
with error code chart—correct form is not provided.
Indirect error identification Iwl/c

Next to the error, in a commentary bubble or outside of text—

with comment, question or . .
correct form is not provided.

explanations

As Table 3 shows, the coding scheme included six types of CF. Once the feedback
was coded, the frequency of use of the different WCF techniques was computed. Finally,
results from the analysis of the feedback on students’ writing samples were compared to
the interview data.

Results

This section provides a summary of the participants’ beliefs about writing, learning and
teaching FL writing, feedback, as well as the relationship among teaching, learning, and
feedback in class. The summary presented in Table 4 below highlights both
commonalities and differences among the participants.

Table 4
Overview of the Participants Beliefs Concerning Writing, Learning, Teaching and Feedback

Beliefs Fernando Maria Brenda Marta Cristina
Writing: It must respond to It entails the It implies a strong It implies the It must respond
Expectations the requested capacity to progression of ideas with capacity to share  to the requested
for good writing pattern.  organize the text, the appropriate ideas and reach a  writing pattern.
writing in a using connectors, connectors; avoiding communicative goal.
foreign and avoid spelling errors in
language mechanics particular on verb tenses
(FL) mistakes.
Evaluation It must depend It must depend on It must depend on the It must depend on It must depend on
of writing in  on the students’  the students’ students’ level. the students’ level.  the students’
aFL level. level. level.

. It is a process It is a means to It is related to reading; It is a means to It is a means to

Lear qmg: that requires the communicate reading helps students to communicate one’s communicate
Legm}ng 0 continuous one’s thoughts. write better. thoughts. one’s thoughts.
write in an accompaniment
FL

of the teacher.
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The similarities
between French

The similarities
between French and

The similarities The similarities

between French

The similarities
between French
and Spanish lead
to negative

between French and
Spanish lead to
negative transfer, in

Learning to
and Spanish lead Spanish lead to

negative transfer, in

write in an and Spanish lead

to negative to negative

L1 versus in

an FL transfer, in transfer, in certain cases. certain cases. transfer, in certain
certain cases certain cases. cases.
The teacher The teacher The teacher is a The teacher guides  The teacher is a
guides students  guides the facilitator and guides the students during  facilitator in
through the students by students in the writing  the writing process. learning and
writing process  providing clear process. motivates
Teaching: by providing instructions and students,
CF. showing them persuading them

Teacher and
student roles

“how to write,”
not, “what to

that writing is a
valuable activity.

in an FL write.”
class Students need Students donot  Students need to attend ~ Students need to Students need
to revise their engage with every class. revise the content to revise the
texts and writing during covered in each content covered
provide peer their first year at class. in each class.
feedback. university.
Information that Advice and Information the student  Error identification  Explanation
a teacher or recommendations receives of his/her work and correction. students receive
WCF another student  to help students  in order improvement of their learning
Definition provides about  improve. can be made. progress.
errors.
The teacher The teacher needs The teacher must WCEF should be Its efficacy
Effective needs to ensure  to ensure that provide students the complemented with  depends on
WCF that students use students use opportunity to reflect on oral feedback in students’
WCF. WCF. the WCF they receive.  order to be effective. motivation.
Learning, Learning, Learning, teaching, Learning, teaching, Learning,

. teaching, and teaching, and and WCF are mutually and WCF are teaching, and
Teaching, WCF are WCF are dependent. mutually WCEF are
learning, mutually mutually dependent. mutually
and WCF dependent. dependent. dependent.

Students are After providing ~ While providing WCF  After providing Cristina shows
asked to write WCF on to her students’ copies ~ WCF on students’  her students

a first draft in students’ copies, Brenda takes notes of copies, Marta their progress
which Maria invites the common errors. writes on the board  comparing their
Fernando her students to After giving back the the most common draft in which
Examples of provides WCF.  the board to copies .to her students,  errors students WWCF was
Students then, correct some of  she writes on the board  have made and provided and

WCF
(reported)
practices

have to write a
final version
incorporating
Fernando’s
feedback. The
final version is
graded.

the errors they
received WCF
on. Then she
discussed with
the whole class
the best ways to
correct the
errors.

the list of common
errors and ask the class
to find the best way to
correct each of them.

discuss orally with

them how the
errors can be
corrected

their revised
version. She tells
her students
their strengths
and areas of
improvement in
writing.
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From this data, we see that while the participants had different expectations for good
writing in an FL, they all believed that the evaluation of writing must depend on the
student’s level. They considered writing as a means to communicate one’s thoughts. As
for learning to write in an L1 versus in an FL, the participants shared the common belief
that the similarities between French and Spanish can lead to negative transfer in certain
cases. In terms of the teacher and student roles in an FL class, the participants believed
that the teacher is either a facilitator or/and a guide of the learning process and that the
students play an active role in the process (e.g., attending classes, revising their texts,
etc.). The participants held different definitions of WCF, but all of them seem to agree on
the identification or correction of students’ errors in order to help them improve their
writing. Four of the participants believed that WF efficacy is the teacher’s responsibility,
while one noted that WCF efficacy depended on students’ motivation. Finally, all the
participants agreed that learning, teaching, and feedback are mutually dependent.

Teachers’ Beliefs, Practices and Contexts

In this section, we describe in more detail individual participants’ beliefs and practices
concerning WCF as well as relevant individual background and contextual information
that may have shaped and influenced their WCF beliefs and practices.

Fernando

Of the five participants, Fernando held the most advanced academic degree. His doctoral
dissertation examined the development of formative assessment practices such as WCF
provision among FFL university teachers and included the participation of several of his
colleagues in the FFL program. The use of evaluation grids and codes to provide WCF in
the FLL program was implemented by the school as a result of recommendations made in
his research project.

Fernando reported that he provided WCF using codes and writing comments when
necessary; “When I provide feedback, I use codes, for example, S for the syntax errors, A
for agreement.” However, when he deemed the errors to be too complex or the students’
comprehension too weak, he said that he would provide a direct correction.

Fernando chose one piece of student writing from his Grammar class and two from his
Written expression III class to share in the interview. The samples showed that he
provided comprehensive feedback, correcting all his students’ linguistic errors and,
consistent with his stated beliefs, he provided feedback using codes in all his students’
pieces of writing. An analysis of the feedback types used by Fernando, shown in Table 5,
however, shows that no direct corrections were used in the samples provided. Fernando
seems to exclusively use indirect error identification with error codes.
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Table 5
Fernando: Types of Feedback
Writing Number of words Type of Feedback
Indirect error identification with error code
810 49
754 25
3 572 13

Figure 1, provides a sample of student work provided by Fernando. This
sample shows how Fernando, consistent with his beliefs, used codes when providing
feedback on linguistic errors.

Figure 1
Sample of Fernando’s Feedback Provision

En effet, |a jeunesse [Costaricienne|dispose [des autres/moyens technologiques

la pauvreté.

Il faudrait faire attention aux structures calquées de I'espagnol et a l'utilisation des .
prépositions qui signifient une autre chose en frangais ou qui ont un autre sens en E | H g“‘e“'
francgais. P

Although Fernando reported that the evaluation criteria must depend on the student’s
level, there was no evidence of this in Fernando’s practice: the writing documents
showed no difference in the way Fernando responded to students’ errors with different
proficiency levels (Written expressionIll = wupper intermediate; Grammar =
intermediate). What we noticed is that the task complexity varied according to the level;
students in the Grammar class were asked to write a paragraph describing a portrait,
whereas in the upper-intermediate group, they were asked to write a research paper and
an argumentative essay.

Fernando’s background revealed some interesting professional experiences that may
have influenced his WCF beliefs and practices. He described how the courses he took as
part of his PhD program, as well as his own research, shaped his feedback beliefs and
practices: “It was after taking various assessment and evaluation courses that my beliefs
regarding feedback drastically changed from an evaluation of learning perspective to an
evaluation for learning perspective.” Fernando described how his WCF provision before
his doctoral studies was focused on grading students’ texts. Even if he provided direct
correction on his students’ writings, he did not give them the opportunity to revise their
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texts. In other words, Fernando realized that he did not use WCF as a tool to help
students identify the areas (linguistic errors) that they need to work on to improve their
writing accuracy: “I realize that before doing my PhD, I did not guide students properly
experiencing difficulties. I didn’t give my students the chance to revise their writings. |
only used to give direct corrections and grade my students on their first draft.”

Fernando stated that he would continue changing the way he provided WCEF,
constantly reflecting on what type of WCF was most effective, “I am always questioning
and reflecting on the most effective way to provide feedback.”

Maria

Maria was the participant with the fewest years of teaching experience. She completed a
bachelor degree in FFL and a master’s degree in Education at the University of Costa
Rica.

Maria reported that she provided WCF by using codes (e.g., Voc=vocabulary) as well
as underlining or circling errors using different colours. Like her colleague Fernando, she
mentioned that when she considered codes, underlining, or circling insufficient, she
would provide a direct correction.

Maria chose three pieces of student writing from her Integrated French course. In
these documents, she used both direct correction and indirect correction through codes,
which is consistent with the practice she described in the interview (see Table 6 and
Figure 2).

Table 6
Maria: Types of Feedback
Writing Number of words Type of Feedback
Direct error correction without Indirect error identification
comment with error code
130 6 0
170 11 7

3 240 1 9
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Figure 2
Sample of Maria’s Feedback Provision

During the interview, Maria reported that the way she provided WCF depended on her
knowledge of each student, “some of my students are able to correct just by coding or
underlining, while other students have more difficulty in that case, either I talk with them
and explain what they should do, or when this is not possible, I add comments to their
text.” She also described how she started her feedback by using the first name of her
student followed by positive remarks about his/her writing in order to motivate them: “I
do this because that is the way my students feel more motivated, it is the socio-affective
part of my teaching.” In addition, Maria believed that good writing in an FL entails the
capacity to organize the text, using connectors, and avoid mechanics mistakes; therefore,
she also provided feedback on the clarity of the message. Figure 3 shows another

example of Maria’s comments on a student’s paper; the comments are consistent with her
beliefs.

Figure 3
Sample of Maria’s Comments

Note: Erick, your ideas are really good and clear. Pay attention to spelling and agreement
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Maria reported that she had begun reflecting on her CF practices after attending a
workshop on WCF given by Fernando three years earlier.

Before I attended Fernando’s workshop, I used to think that giving a grade was
enough; now, I know that it’s not only about the grade but to help my students to identify
and correct their errors every time they write something.

Another factor that appears to have shaped Maria’s WCF practice was the use of
standardized codes adopted in the FFL program three years earlier. She mentioned that
the use of standardized codes in the FFL program had been a good change because “it
facilitated fair grading.” One of the goals of using standardized codes might be to support
students’ learning, but we did not collect data on the effects of this practice on student
learning in this study.

As was the case with Fernando, Maria thought that her WCF beliefs and practices
would continue to change because there was always room for improvement: “I want to
keep learning about feedback so that I can improve my way to do it in class.”

Brenda

Brenda had 12 years of teaching experience. She completed both a bachelor’s degree in
FFL, and a master’s degree in French Civilization at the University of Costa Rica.
Brenda, reported that she used indirect feedback (underlining or circling errors, codes,
and comments when providing feedback:

I use the codes, but I also circle the verb endings so that the student can identify where
the problem is, I also write at the bottom of the page what each code means, because
sometimes they forget, and sometimes I will also add a comment if necessary.

Brenda chose three pieces of writing from her French composition course. She
provided comprehensive feedback correcting all the errors in her students’ texts. Brenda
used the largest variety of feedback types, including indirect correction in the form of
underlining the errors and clarification requests, but most of the time she provided
indirect correction through codes and direct correction (see Table 6 and Figure 4).

Table 6
Brenda: Types of Feedback
Writing Number of words Type of Feedback
D CR I IC Iw/e
1 280 2 1 8
2 416 2 1 4 2
3 520 3 1 7 2

Note: D= Direct error correction without comment; CR= Clarification requests; I = Indirect error identification (underline); IC=
Indirect error identification with error code; Iw/c= Indirect error identification with comment, question or explanations
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Figure 4
Sample of Brenda’s Feedback Provision

1l reconnaissait que son attitude de suivre toutes les activités ponctuellement pouvait parfois

étre un peu exagé@ mais au moins il cherchait toujours a avoir d’itinéraires qui puissent
s’adapter aux goiits de chaque personne. Je me rappelle que I’année derniére,dans notre (g
voyagg'f’anamé,@eﬁhm%z il nousmmené dans un restaurant typique parce que T, ¥
mon frére voulait goiiter les repas locaux, mais honnétement la nourriture n’était pas trés

bonne. Le repas fini, mon pére et moi, nocar nous avions mal au coeur,..r- 4

N la seule chose gjfe me rappelle c¢’est de revenir rapidement a I’hétel.

In addition, Brenda reported that occasionally she used peer feedback in class: “I tell
my students that they will correct their peers’ writings but that their correction will not
have any impact on their grades.”

Brenda also described how good writing in an FL implies that students’ ideas “must be
expressed in a logical way.” However, we did not observe any feedback on logic in the
students’ copies that she brought to the interview.

As with the rest of her colleagues, Brenda’s WCF beliefs and practices had been
impacted by the incorporation of the use of standardized codes in the FFL program.
Before coding became a standardized correction practice in the program, she used to
provide direct correction, “I used to provide the right answer to my students’ errors in
writing, but since I started using codes, I’ve noticed that my students can reflect on their
mistakes.” Also, as part of the changes implemented in the program, the standardized
evaluation grids had an impact on Brenda’s WCF beliefs and practices. She reported that
before using the grids, she only gave students their grades without further explanation.

Brenda described how she would like to provide individual feedback through
discussions with each student more often, but this was not possible both because of time
constraints during class and because students would not ask for an appointment during
office hours

I would like to have the possibility to discuss with each of my students what their
errors are and what difficulties they have but this is quite impossible with all the content
we need to cover in a semester and the large number of students in each class.

Brenda was convinced that her WCF practice would continue to change based on
teaching context: “I teach different courses every semester, so I will have to keep
reflecting on my feedback practises and adapt them to my students’ context and needs.”

Marta

Martha had 18 years of teaching experience and held a Masters in French Literature. She
was the only teacher to have lived in a French-speaking country (France) and had a
French speaking spouse.
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During the interview, Marta reported using indirect feedback to correct her students’
work

I circle my students’ errors so that they can notice that there is something wrong in
that word ... in some other cases I will underline the error and sometimes I will cross it
out, it depends on how I think the student will better understand what I want him/her to
do.

Marta believed that WCF should be complemented with oral feedback; during the
interview she mentioned, “I write on the board the most common errors students have
made and we discuss orally how the errors can be corrected.”

Marta chose the writings of two different students in her French V class. She
explained that, at the time of the interview, she had only given these two writings to her
students. Table 7 shows that in both writings, Martha provided direct feedback with
comments. She underlined her students’ errors, but she also gave the correct answer next
to each one and, in some cases, added a comment to the direct correction.

Table 7
Marta: Types of Feedback
Writing Number of Type of Feedback
words Direct error correction Direct error correction with
without comment comment
1 100 2 2
2 198 4 0
Figure S

Sample of Marta’s Student Text
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Marta described two experiences as being significant to the evolution of her CF
practices. She talked about being a participant in Fernando’s doctoral study and reported
how this had influenced her beliefs and practices concerning feedback: “it was when I
participated in Fernando’s study that I started to realize the importance of feedback
provision.” She also mentioned that her WCF practices had changed due to the
incorporation of evaluation grids in the FFL program in 2017. She reported that using the
grids contributed to her feedback provision: “using these grids was a new experience for
me, a very positive one because they have also helped me to clarify my expectations
towards my students’ writing.”

Marta believed that her WCF beliefs and practices would continue to evolve because
of the opportunities the university gave her to continue learning: “there are always areas
of improvement and I try to apply what I learn in the training workshops the university
offers us every year, like the one [the first author] gave us this summer.”

Cristina

Cristina was the participant with the most teaching experience (30 years and the only
one who had studied at an undergraduate level in a French-speaking country (Belgium.
Cristina reported that she provided both individual and group feedback, as well as
different types of feedback, including direct, indirect, and metalinguistic feedback.

When my students are working in groups, I joined them and if I find they are having
difficulty with an error, either I provide the right answer or I give them the right answer
and I explain the source of error, sometimes I ask them to identify the error, or I offer
clues as to what was wrong.

Cristina chose the writings of three different students in her written expression III
class. In Table 8, the analysis of her students’ texts showed that Cristina provided direct
feedback most of the time, followed by indirect correction using codes with comments,
and in some cases, she used direct feedback and asked clarification questions, which
coordinates with what she expressed doing in the interview (see Table 8 and Figure 6).

Table 8
Cristina: Types of Feedback
Writing Number of words Type of Feedback
D DC CR IC w/e
1 77 5 1 3
2 56 1 1

Note: D= Direct error correction without comment; DC= Direct error correction with comment CR= Clarification requests; IC=
Indirect error identification with error code; I w/c= Indirect error identification with comment, question or explanations
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Figure 6
Sample of Cristina’s Student Corrected Text

Cristina reported that she used feedback to explain to her students their progress in
writing: “I show my students their progress comparing their draft and revised version; I
tell them their strengths and areas of improvement in writing.”

Cristina shared her colleagues’ beliefs in terms of the negative transfer from Spanish
to French due to the similarities of these two languages: “my students use false friends,
expressions that are used in Spanish but shouldn’t be used in French.” However, we did
not identify any specific instances in which feedback was provided in response to
students’ use of false friends in the samples provided by Cristina, nor by her colleagues.

Cristina reported that her interest in feedback started three years earlier when
Fernando gave a presentation on the subject. She believed that the standardization of
feedback codes, as well as evaluation grids, helped to provide feedback in a more
systematic way: “now, I realize that my feedback provision is more transparent and
consistent based on the criteria in the evaluation grids.”

Figure 7 shows a sample of evaluation grid used by Cristina and the rest of her
colleagues which contains five criteria:(1) pertinence of the ideas in relation with the
writing subject and the writer’s intention, (2) the coherence and organization, (3)
appropriate vocabulary, (4) language accuracy, and (5) punctuation.
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Figure 7
Sample of Evaluation Grid

Cristina also explained how the constraints of working in the university context had a
negative impact on her practice: “with so many students per class, a lot of content to
cover in a restricted time it is not always possible to provide feedback as we should.” All
in all, however, Cristina felt at ease with her WCF practice because she understood it as a
learning process in which she can “identify what is not working and make the necessary
changes or ask for help if needed.”

Discussion

This case study aimed to investigate the WCF beliefs and practices of FFL teachers in a
university undergraduate credit-bearing FFL program in Costa Rica. In response to the
first research question which examined the beliefs and practices of FFL teachers of adults
in a university context concerning WCF, a number of beliefs were found to be shared
among the participants. Findings show that all five participants believed that the
evaluation criteria must depend on the students’ proficiency level. All of them also shared
the belief about the possibility of negative transfer of L1 because of the similarities
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between Spanish (L1) and French (FL). This concern was reflected in their feedback
practices. For instance, Fernando wrote a comment encouraging the student to pay
attention to calques (see Figure 1), but this was the only example in our data.

Another commonly expressed belief was that it is the teacher’s responsibility to ensure
that students use the WCF provided by the teacher. This belief might be mediated by the
role of “authority”, and the teacher-centred approach still present in many South and
Central American countries (Badilla-Saxe, 2011). Likewise, Sakrak-Ekin and Balgikanl
(2019) found that the participants in their study support the idea that it is the teachers’
responsibility to correct students’ mistakes, especially in EFL contexts. This also aligns
with Eriksson et al.’s (2020) finding that culture influences how teachers and students
understand their role in the feedback process and that WCF tends to be well received by
students in countries where teachers are perceived as figures of authority.

On the other hand, findings also show that the participants share beliefs concerning the
teacher role as either a guide or a facilitator of students FL learning and they also agree
on a more active role for learners in their own learning as in the case of Brenda who
reported using peer feedback in her class. While this may seem a contradiction, it is inline
with the complexity that is acknowledged in other research on teacher beliefs and
practices (see, e.g., Borg, 2003). In this study, it could be related to the direction of the
Education Ministry to substitute a teacher-centred approach with a student-centred
communicative approach in the FFL classes that emphasizes a more active role for
students in their learning, as mentioned earlier (MEP, 2019).

Concerning the types of feedback, teachers believed, as in Mao and Crosthwaite
(2019), that the use of codes was both effective and efficient. In fact, all the participants
incorporated the use of codes in their practice, suggesting that they see the use of indirect
codes as part of the University evaluation requirements as positive. These findings
contrast with Lee’s (2008), where the teachers had doubts regarding the students’ ability
to make revisions using error codes.

The second research question addressed individual and contextual factors that may
shape and influence teachers” WCF beliefs and practices. The results of this study reveal
how a number of factors influenced the teachers” WCF beliefs and practices, in particular
their participation in a research project on WCF and the adoption of a recommendation
from that project to use codes to provide WCF to students in the FFL program. In this
study, the influence of research by one colleague (Fernando) caused the other participants
to reflect on their WCF practices which, in turn, changed the program policies and the
participants’ practices. It is not clear to what extent Fernando’s position as coordinator of
the program contributed to the involvement of the other participants in his research and
the adoption of the recommendations of the study by the program. As opposed to Lee
(2009), where approximately half of the teachers believed that the institution expected
them to provide a certain manner of feedback and the other half were not sure about these
expectations, all teachers in the current study clearly adopted the use of codes as part of
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the university evaluation policy. However, the interesting point to be made here is that
the change in policy might be an effect of changes in the participants’ beliefs which had
emerged from their participation in a research project carried out by a colleague and that
had led to the recommendation of this policy. In Lee’s (2009) study, the institution
imposed a policy dictating practice, while in this study, institutional policy responded to a
drive from teachers. Finally, it is worth noting that the reflection the teachers engaged in
as part of their professional learning and their participation in the training programs
provided by the institution. This aligns with Van Ha and Murray’s (2021) finding that
participation in professional development programs on corrective feedback can reshape
teachers’ beliefs concerning corrective feedback.

The results also indicate that teachers’ WCF practices are limited by the constraints of
the teaching context. During the interviews, the participants mentioned that they would
like to have time to provide more individual feedback (Brenda) or to complement WCF
with oral feedback in class (Maria), but that this was not possible due to the amount of
content to cover, the number of students per class, and the limited number of class hours
(Cristina). Indeed, a full-time teacher in the program teaches between four and five three
hour classes per semester, with 30 students per class on average, and, in addition to this,
must attend coordination meetings. These concerns align with the lack of time to provide
a more balanced WCF mentioned by the teachers in Lee (2008, 2009), with time
constraints impacting how teachers respond to essays (Guénette & Lyster, 2013).
Struggles with time constraints are a notorious challenge faced by composition teachers
in general and L2 writing teachers in particular (Ferris, 2010; Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Implications and Future Research
The findings support the argument that a greater understanding of contextual factors is
critical to deeper insights into the relationships between teachers’ beliefs and practices
(Phipps & Borg, 2009; Li, 2013). An understanding of this dimension of teacher practice
has a number of implications for teacher education and development. In our study, the
teachers reported that the use of codes and evaluation grids to provide WCF was a
learning experience not only for their students but also for themselves. For this reason,
teachers agreed that the WCF workshop they received from Fernando prior to the
implementation of the new WCF practices had a positive influence on their practice since
their participation in this workshop prepared them for the implementation of the new
practices. In this program, it appeared that this workshop, as well as other training
programs offered by the university, represented significant professional development
opportunities for the teachers. Professional development opportunities may promote not
only changes in teachers’ practice but also provide occasions for critical reflection with
the potential to (re)shape teachers’ beliefs.

Participating in a research study on WCF seems to have changed the teachers’ beliefs
and, by extension, practices too. Prospective and in-service teachers may benefit from
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professional training on the provision of WCF. Like Lee (2013), we believe that “teacher
preparation in WCEF is crucial to help teachers keep abreast of recent developments in
WCF research, reflect on their practice, and bring improvement to teaching and
learning.” (p.117)

The results also indicate that teachers’ WCF practices are limited by the constraints of
the teaching context. Lee (2009) questioned if the differences found in her study between
teachers’ beliefs and practices and attributed to teaching constraints were, in reality,
excuses teachers used to justify their practices. Although this might be the case, teachers
need not only professional training on the provision of WCF but also the appropriate
conditions (time, resources, number of students per class, etc.) to apply what they learn in
training and continue to develop as professionals. Teachers are empowered to direct their
own development when educational institutions are involved in the process of change by
providing resources and support for in-service development. Involving the teachers in the
process, as illustrated by the involvement of the participants in this study in a research
project on CF, could also facilitate the acceptance and implementation of new policies by
teachers.

As mentioned earlier, the teachers in this study share the belief that it is the teacher’s
responsibility to provide WCF. Nevertheless, as in Mao and Crosthwaite (2019), we
suggest that students and teachers cooperate to achieve synergy for effective WCEF.
Teachers should help learners build autonomy and promote personal responsibility for
locating and correcting their own errors, even in low language proficiency groups.

There are limitations to be acknowledged in a discussion of the findings. Given the
small number of cases and the exploratory nature of case study research, one should be
cautious about generalizing the findings to FFL teachers in other contexts. Another factor
that may have played a role in these findings is the different classes from which the
teachers chose the writing samples. For example, Maria’s samples came from a grammar
course, while Fernando provided samples from a writing course. The different focuses of
these courses may have had an impact on the way teachers provided WCF, specifically
their use of indirect and direct feedback. Another limitation is that teachers chose a
limited number of their students’ writings to show their WCF practice. Future studies
could consider involving a larger sample of FFL teachers and students’ writings.

To date, most research on the topic of teachers’ beliefs has been in the form of case
studies. While case studies aim to describe a phenomenon or generate hypotheses, future
research might consider other research designs (e.g., survey, classroom ethnography) in
which they compare teachers’ WCF beliefs and practices in different contexts, such as
L1, L2, FL and explore the implications of differences and similarities across contexts for
teacher WCF beliefs and practices.

A unique feature of the context of this study is that the participants had been engaged
in a research study on WCF, carried out by the program coordinator just before this study
took place. Findings from the study showed that teachers’ beliefs about WCF changed as



Maria-Lourdes Lira-Gonzales, Antonella Valeo & Khaled Barkaoui 24

a consequence of their participation in that research. Their participation seems to have
encouraged the teachers to reflect on their WCF practices and to implement policies
recommended by that study for more efficient ways of providing feedback. Likewise,
Fernando’s beliefs concerning WCF changed as a result of his research which led him to
reflect on WCF and consequently not only change his practice, but also influence the
policy of the institution he was working for as a program coordinator. While the finding
that participation in Fernando’s study affected the participants’ WCF beliefs and
practices show the potential benefits of involving teachers in research on WCF, we are
aware that other contexts may not share this feature. Finally, all the participants in this
study indicated that their WCF beliefs and practices will continue changing. Further
research is needed to help us understand the relationship between individual factors (e.g.,
reflection) and institutional factors (e.g., WCF policies) and the evolution of teachers’
WCEF beliefs over time.
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Appendix

Grille d’évaluation
Nombre de mots:

A B C D E
Tres Satisfaisant | Partiellement Peu Insatisfaisant
satisfaisant satisfaisant satisfaisant

Pertinence des idées /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
liées au sujet et a
P’intention
Cohérence de /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
Porganisation
Justesse du /5 /4 /3 2 /1
vocabulaire
Qualité de la langue /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
Total
Remarques : Points : /20 Note. /10

Evaluation Grid (translated version)

Number of words:

A B C D E

Very good Good Average Poor Very poor
Pertinence of the ideas related /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
to the subject and intention
Organization coherence /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
Accuracy of vocabulary /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
Quality of language /5 /4 /3 /2 /1
Total
Comments : Score : /20 Grade /10
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