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Typology and Focus of EFL Teachers' Written 

Feedback on Egyptian Students Writing Proficiency 

Abstract 

This thesis ventures to explore teachers’ comments on students’ 

writing. Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) is a reactive customized 

focus-on-form approach to direct learners’ attention to form while 

performing a writing task, without breaking down the communicative 

mode. However, although there is a considerable amount of empirical 

research on the efficacy of WCF on Second Language (L2) students’ 

writing accuracy, the results thereof are inconclusive, contradictory, 

and lacking theoretical base. Also there is limited research of WCF in 

the Arab region. The theoretical framework that informed the current 

study on the use of WCF in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

writing context is Schmidt’s (1990) Noticing Hypothesis. The sample 

consists of three types: 42 argumentative essays from an English for 

Specific Purposes (ESP) course, two EFL Egyptian teachers of similar 

teaching experiences, and 21 EFL Egyptian intermediate students 

from the German University in Cairo (GUC) class 2011. The analysis 

investigates the foci and types of the teachers’ WCF on students’ 

argumentative essays, and the efficacy of such foci and types on the 

writing accuracy of the students using the Researcher-Devised 

Taxonomy Tool (R-DTT), and the Number of Feedback Tokens Tool 

(NFTT). The study   further highlights the teachers’ beliefs behind 

their WCF practices and any potential mismatches thereof using the 

Teacher Questionnaire Tool (TQT). Finally, the students’ responses 
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and preferences towards their teachers’ WCF practices are also 

examined as potential factors affecting the aforementioned 

relationships using the Student Questionnaire Tool (SQT). Results 

show that the teachers use a comprehensive mixture of direct and 

indirect WCF. One teacher tends to use direct uncoded feedback, 

while the other tends to use indirect coded feedback. In relation to the 

foci of the teachers’ WCF, the participating teachers provided 

feedback on all aspects of their students writing namely form, rhetoric 

and content.  In relation to the efficacy of WCF, the results show the 

guardedly positive effect of direct comprehensive uncoded WCF on 

the students’ writing accuracy and the inefficacy of the indirect 

comprehensive coded WCF on the students’ writing accuracy. Direct 

uncoded WCF proved to be more accessible and easily assimilated by 

the cognitive processing of the Egyptian EFL students because they 

can notice their errors and correct them in the subsequent essays. In 

relation to teachers’ beliefs, several mismatches appeared between 

their beliefs and their actual practices. In relation to students’ 

responses, the students’ preference of comprehensive direct feedback 

matched their teachers’ practice, although the students are not always 

aware of their teachers’ actual practices. The findings of the study 

have pedagogical implications for WCF practice, especially for EFL 

contexts. 

Search terms used: ‘cognitive linguistics’; ‘second language 

acquisition’; ‘feedback’; and ‘writing’.
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