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Abstract: This intrinsic case study investigated English as a foreign language (EFL)medical students’
preferences for and perceptions of teacher written corrective feedback (WCF) on their academic writ‑
ing. Chinese‑speaking second‑year first‑semester undergraduate medicine majors (n = 71) enrolled
in an academic EFL “reading towrite” course at a university in northernTaiwanwere recruited as par‑
ticipants. Qualitative content analysis, as well as some descriptive statistics, was used to investigate
data gathered from participants’ responses to an open‑ and closed‑ended questionnaire. The ques‑
tionnaire enquired about their preferences for and perceptions of teacher WCF relating to writing
structure, writing content, andwritingmechanics. Qualitative content analysis of two in‑depth semi‑
structured interviews with the English teacher uncovered why the participants preferred certain
WCF types and perceived them as helpful. Questionnaire data revealed that students showed a pref‑
erence for WCF relating to writing structure over content and mechanics, and direct feedback over
indirect feedback for both writing content and structure. Compared to writing structure and writing
content, the examples given by students of the most (n = 25) and least helpful (n = 14) feedback were
predominantly related towritingmechanics. The interview transcript data underscored the influenc‑
ing factors of EFLmedical students’ preferences and the perceived benefits and challenges related to
feedback. These findings suggest that writing teachers should consider the specialized preferences
of particular learner groups (e.g., EFL medical school students) prior to administering feedback.

Keywords: writing feedback; teacher feedback; direct feedback; indirect feedback; grammar
feedback; content feedback

1. Introduction
Written corrective feedback (WCF) is an important facet of foreign language pedagogy

and has been extensively investigated in the field of EFL writing [1–3]. WCF, a response to
linguistic errors in students’ writing, is frequently provided in pedagogical settings by edu‑
cators, peers, or automated computer systems; it is sometimes provided by native speakers
and foreign language learners in everyday contexts [3].

Since Truscott [4] initiated a debate on WCF’s effectiveness, there has been growing
evidence that WCF can assist writing accuracy improvement, both immediately and over
time [5,6]. However, such improvement seems to be related to linguistic factors, e.g., feed‑
back and error types, and also to learners’ perceptions of and preferences for WCF types,
especially some specific affective factors such as positive emotions [2,6]. Learners’ affec‑
tive engagement with WCF can affect how they perceive and react to it [7]. Previous stud‑
ies have identified different WCF types [1,8,9]. Specifically, indirect WCF appears to be
the most frequently used type in real classroom settings, but is less preferred by students
with lower language proficiency [1,9,10]. Instead, students preferred to receive directWCF
from their teachers [11,12]. Studentswith either high or low language proficiency preferred
WCF on their grammatical rather than lexical or mechanical errors [13,14]. In summary,
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learners can benefit from WCF if teachers’ teaching practices match their preferences [15];
such preferences are often related to WCF types and learners’ language proficiency level.
Therefore, exploring learners’ preference for WCF type may facilitate a better understand‑
ing of the role of WCF in EFL teaching and learning.

In addition to its general EFL relevance, WCF has long been an important topic for
medical educators [16,17]. However, few studies have focused on teacher WCF on EFL
medical students’ English writing. Similar to EFL students, EFL medical students’ percep‑
tions and preferences represent key variables influencing the role of WCF; any disconnec‑
tion between students’ understanding and teachers’ expectations can impair learning ef‑
fectiveness [1,10]. The current literature, particularly relating to WCF, is limited to certain
writing genres (e.g., descriptive, narrative, and journalwriting) [18]. Therefore,WCF in dif‑
ferent instructional contexts needs to be further explored. Furthermore, while researchers
have examined students’ and teachers’ reasons for their WCF preferences and discovered
important discrepancies—in terms of both howandwhyWCF should be provided [1]—the
way inwhich teachers’ and learners’ beliefs aboutWCF converge and diverge needs amore
systematic examination [1]. This intrinsic case study considered how individual factors in‑
teracted with elements in the instructional context as well as the broader social context in
which feedback was provided; this perspective seems to be missing in previous studies.
Therefore, this intrinsic case study will deepen understanding of how and why EFL learn‑
ers respond to WCF in the Taiwanese context. We selected the Taiwan EFL medical school
learning context because this unique population of students are of particular interest to
our research aims, namely, attempting to understand a unique situation in the Taiwanese
EFL learning context. As described above, we are interested in investigating EFL medical
students’ preferences for and perceptions of teacher WCF on their academic writing. Al‑
though attention to writing is increasing in the Taiwanese EFL context, the unique writing
needs of EFL medical students may not be receiving adequate attention. We investigated
this specific group as they face limited writing instruction and their specific future writing
needs were not necessarily being met.

Addressing these gaps, this study investigated EFL medical students’ perceptions of
and preferences for teacher WCF on their English academic writing, based on an intrinsic
case study. As an intrinsic case study, the focus is on the case itself rather than an over‑
arching theory—the case presents a unique situation in the Taiwanese EFL learning con‑
text [12]. We have a genuine interest in this case, which helped us address the following
research questions:

RQ1: What types of WCF do EFL medical students prefer to receive?
RQ2: What types of WCF do EFL medical students perceive as helpful?
RQ3: Why do EFL medical students prefer certain types of WCF?
RQ4: Why do EFL medical students perceive certain types of WCF as helpful and

others as unhelpful?

2. Literature Review
2.1. WCF

WCF is highly complex, as reflected in controversies surrounding such issues as
“whether to correct, what to correct, how to correct, and when to correct” [8], p. 26. As
a very researchable field with both theoretical and pedagogical significance, WCF stud‑
ies have increased dramatically over the last three decades [7,19]. Theoretically, cognitive
interactionist theory [20] claims that corrective feedback facilitates language learning by as‑
sisting learners’ establishment of “target‑like form‑meaning mappings” [7], p. 336, when
communicating with other people. Additionally, skill learning theory [21] affirms that
corrective feedback can help learners consolidate their declarative knowledge of the for‑
eign language. Pedagogically, researchers enquire whether WCF helps second language
(L2) learners improve their writing effectiveness [22]; they have also focused on improving
teaching pedagogy [7].
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WCF can be divided into three major types: direct, indirect, and metalinguistic [8].
Direct WCF, the most explicit type, refers to overt correction of errors and provision of
correct forms [23]. Indirect WCF, the least explicit, identifies errors without supplying cor‑
rect forms [23]. Although metalinguistic WCF shares some features with indirect WCF,
they differ because the former explains the nature of the errors to encourage learners’ self‑
correction, while the latter merely identifies errors [7]. Specifically, metalinguistic WCF
can either provide an error code to indicate specific errors or a brief metalinguistic expla‑
nation [24]. Previous literature has shown an increasing interest in investigating whether
more explicit WCF types facilitate language learners’ L2 development (e.g., [24–26]). In
this study, our investigation of EFL medical students’ preferences for and perceptions of
direct and indirectWCF on their academic writing aimed to further explore the complexity
of WCF and contribute to the growing literature in this area.

2.2. EFL Students’ Preferences for and Perceptions of WCF
WCF contributes to both learning and teaching; its effectiveness is related to learn‑

ers’ preferences for and perceptions of WCF types relating to a variety of language errors.
Thus, these preferences and perceptions have been investigated [2,8]. Previous studies
have shown that learners have a strong demand for WCF and that mismatched learner–
teacher perceptions of WCF may obstruct learners’ effective usage of WCF [27]. However,
few studies have explored learners’ preferences for WCF types (e.g., [1,15,28,29]). Specif‑
ically, in comparison to overt correction of lexical errors, learners preferred WCF based
on error codes [29]. Rummel and Bitchener [15] compared the effectiveness of direct and
indirect WCF on grammatical accuracy and found that most learners preferred to receive
indirect WCF. Amrhein and Nassaji [1] investigated the preferences of ESL students and
teachers in terms of WCF for writing accuracy. Although similar opinions were shared by
both ESL students and teachers, the researchers found that ESL students preferred teach‑
ers to provide WCF on all errors, but teachers preferred to offer selective WCF [1]. As in
previous WCF studies, this intrinsic case study focuses on students’ preferences for and
perceptions of WCF; however, unlike previous studies, we investigated the specific con‑
text of EFLmedical students. The findings have the potential to informwriting teachers in
Taiwan about EFL medical students’ feedback preferences, and enrich the WCF literature
with findings about a specific writing genre.

3. Methodology
3.1. The Case
3.1.1. Participants

L1‑Chinese‑speaking second‑year first‑semester undergraduate medicine majors
(n = 71) who enrolled in an academic “reading to write” course (taught by one of the au‑
thors) at a university in northern Taiwan were recruited. We followed the TESOL Inter‑
national Association’s research guidelines https://www.tesol.org (accessed on 8 Septem‑
ber 2020). The research purpose was clearly explained to all participants; they were also
informed about privacy, i.e., that their anonymity would be protected throughout the re‑
search process. Additionally, researchers explained that participation was voluntary and
that participants couldwithdrawat any timewithout penalty. Participantswere aware that
the research results would be used in academic publications and were told to contact the
researchers if they had further questions. Before participation, a signed informed consent
form was obtained from each participant confirming their understanding of these issues.

The teacher possessed the terminal PhD research degree in education and a practitioner‑
oriented master’s degree in teaching English to speakers of other languages. At the time of
data collection, the teacher had accumulated 13 years of experience in teaching academic
English reading andwriting courses. However, only 2 out of the 13 years were in a context
where the students were medicine majors. The “reading to write” course considered in
this study was the second time the teacher had taught this course to medicine majors.

https://www.tesol.org
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3.1.2. The Course
Participants were given two hours of instruction by the same teacher once a week

for 18 weeks, and wrote four essays (between 800 and 1200 words) on topics related to
global health. Regarding lesson design, academic reading and writing skills were usually
taught in a lecture format during the first hour of class and investigative group work was
conducted during the second hour, in which students practiced the skills they learned in
the first hour. The teacher provided WCF on the students’ writing. The course aimed
to improve students’ understanding of written English and receptive and productive aca‑
demic vocabulary knowledge and inculcate academic reading and writing skills, thereby
preparing students for satisfactory performance, at the very least, in English‑taught aca‑
demic courses and cultivating a love of reading and writing. The students practiced spe‑
cific strategies for academic reading and writing.

The reading skills were imparted to the students using a textbook during intensive
reading lessons. The teacher would name the skill being practiced, then use the textbook
activities and articles to provide examples that would be completed together as a class and
displayed on presentation slides. Thereafter, the teacher would ask the students to put
these skills to practice when reading academic journal articles. The teacher would ask the
students to use highlighting and notetaking in themargins to show proof of the implemen‑
tation of the reading skills. While some of the reading was done in class, the remainder
was finished out‑of‑class. As the teacher had assigned these articles to the students for
reading, the teacher could easily check whether the students were able to adequately ap‑
ply the skills for reading academic journal articles. The reading exercises were necessary
for the subsequent completion of the writing assignments.

For teachingwriting skills, the teacher scaffolded the students through the completion
of incremental writing activities from the textbook. For example, the textbook provided
guidance on how to constructmain idea sentences and support these sentenceswith details.
The textbook also provided activities on how to structure an argument and use academic
vocabulary to express one’s views. The teacher guided the learners to complete these activ‑
ities individually and displayed them on presentation slides. Thereafter, the learners were
asked to get into groups for scaffolded discussions on the topic of thewriting prompts. The
teacher would move the discussion along, asking students to engage in answering specific
questions that aimed to activate their background knowledge and generate opinions on the
topics. During these discussions, the teacher would interact with the different groups to
confirm and, if necessary, clarify their understanding of the writing prompt. The students
were also expected to search academic databases linked from the university library to ob‑
tain journal articles relevant to the topics of the writing prompts. These articles would be
used to support the claims the students made in their academic writing. In other words,
the structure, idea generation, and research stages of writing were completed in groups
during class, while the writing and editing were completed outside the class.

The readingswere accompanied by associated reading,writing, andvocabulary‑building
activities. The students experienced similar challenges in academic reading andwriting as‑
signments as theywould encounter in English‑taught academic courses. The readingmate‑
rialswere both textbook‑based and academic journal articles related to global health. Itwas
expected that by the end of the course, the students would be able to achieve
the following:
• Activate background knowledge relevant to the content of academic texts;
• Preview the content and organization of texts before starting in‑depth reading;
• Read actively by asking themselves questions and monitoring comprehension as

they read;
• Focus on understanding the main ideas in paragraphs;
• Read for details to establish connections among them and the main ideas of texts;
• Practice new reading, writing, and vocabulary‑building skills and strategies;
• Learn academic vocabulary, especially those from the academic word list (AWL);
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• Understand the meaning of unknown words encountered in texts by using their sur‑
rounding context;

• Focus on the meaning of key words in texts by connecting their meaning to familiar
words and phrases;

• Recognize different word forms to quickly and efficiently increase receptive vocabu‑
lary knowledge;

• Paraphrase texts;
• Engage in thoughtful, reflective, and independent thinking to make sense of texts;
• Write main idea sentences and detail sentences to support those main ideas;
• Undertake some research on global health topics;
• Develop a deeper understanding of global health topics and become adept at using

global health vocabulary to write about these topics;
• Critically discuss global health topics;
• Write academic essays on global health topics;
• Engage in dialogue journal writing with the teacher to increase writing fluency;
• Recognize the cohesion of vocabulary, structural features, and organization of global

health research articles.

3.1.3. The Context
In recent years, Taiwanese universities have adopted a policy requiring students to

pass the General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) or an equivalent international examina‑
tion to meet one of the graduation requirements [30]. GEPT is designed and administered
by Taiwan’s Language Training and Testing Center (LTTC); it aims to provide an effective
measurement of competence for English learners (including both students and the general
public) at five levels (Superior, Advanced, High‑Intermediate, Intermediate, and Elemen‑
tary). An increasing number of universities now require their students to demonstrate
their English proficiency by passing either the Intermediate or High‑Intermediate level,
suggesting that the GEPT has positively affected English learning in Taiwanese higher ed‑
ucation. All five levels assess the four language skills of listening, reading, writing, and
speaking; tests contain two sections—the first measures receptive English knowledge (lis‑
tening and reading), while the second tests productive English knowledge (writing and
speaking). As the test levels increase, writing is given increasingweight; thus, writing is of‑
ten highly valued by teachers and students [31]. Nevertheless, “Englishwriting instruction
in Taiwan has not matured and there is much room for improvement” [32], p. 12. Addi‑
tionally, whereas most EFL students only focus on passing the GEPT test and have limited
needs for English writing, EFLmedical students have different learning goals and learning
environments; they need to learn about other types of writing, especially academic writ‑
ing, to further their medical careers. Nonetheless, the teaching of writing is minimized in
Taiwan’s medical EFL university language learning contexts. Therefore, this learning con‑
text is characterized by an imbalance between teaching policy and actual teaching practice.
Against this background, the current study’s findings can make significant contributions,
as they provide suggestions for improving EFLmedical students’ English writing through
WCF and related pedagogical implications.

3.2. Research Instruments
The research instruments (the questionnaire and interview protocol) were developed

based on the typology of WCF [33]. Thereafter, an L2 writing researcher with extensive expe‑
rience in the teaching of L2 writing was consulted for a quality check of the two instruments.

3.2.1. Open‑ and Closed‑Ended Questionnaire
An open‑ and closed‑ended questionnaire (Appendix A) was constructed to collect in‑

formation on learners’ background characteristics (age, gender, English proficiency level,
and learning experience) and preferences for and perceptions of teacher WCF on writing
structure (i.e., topic sentences, supporting sentences, closing sentences, transition, spelling,
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capitalization, punctuation, and formatting), writing content (i.e., organization of ideas,
concepts, tone, vocabulary use, and grammar), and writing mechanics (i.e., spelling, punc‑
tuation, and formatting). As part of this, participants were asked to provide examples
of the most and least helpful kinds of feedback received. However, while there were
71 participants, not all provided answers to all of the questions.

3.2.2. In‑Depth Semi‑Structured Interviews
Two follow‑up in‑depth semi‑structured interviews (Appendix B) were conducted

with the EFL teacher (one of the authors) to investigate why EFL medical students pre‑
ferred and perceived certain types of WCF as helpful. Both interviews were conducted
in English (the EFL teacher’s native language). The aim of the first interview was for the
EFL teacher to elaborate on and interpret some of the students’ responses to the open‑ and
closed‑ended questionnaire. The second interview was conducted after data analysis of
the questionnaire and first interview, to gain an overview of how and why EFL medical
students respond to WCF in the specific Taiwanese context.

3.3. Data Analysis
We employed amixture of top‑down coding, which applies preconceived codes based

on the research focus and research questions, and bottom‑up coding, which extracts codes
from the data [34]. RQ1 and RQ2 were mainly addressed through the questionnaire data,
which were analyzed using focused coding. This involved identifying and re‑examining
specific codes before developing different categories. This enabled us to report some de‑
scriptive statistical results by summing responses to questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 (Appendix A).
RQ3andRQ4weremainly addressed through semi‑structured interviewdata. The researchers
first transcribed the interviews verbatim into NVivo 12 software and cross‑checked the data
for accuracy. Coding was then conducted in three cycles. First, open coding was con‑
ducted; we summarized the raw qualitative data in words or short phrases. Second, fo‑
cused coding was used to re‑examine codes identified in the initial coding and develop
different categories (Appendix C). Third, axial coding was conducted by reconfiguring
the previous coding into three refined themes (Appendix C) based on RQ3 and RQ4 to
search for rules, causes, and explanations in the data. The questionnaire results were trans‑
lated fromChinese (the EFLmedical students’ native language) into English; asmentioned
above, the interviews were conducted in English.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. RQ1: What Types of WCF Do EFL Medical Students Prefer to Receive?

Firstly, the results showed EFL medical students preferred indirect feedback on writ‑
ing content but direct feedback for both writing mechanics and structure (Figure 1). EFL
medical students preferred indirect feedback for writing content as it provided them with
the opportunity to think over and revise the content. Contrastingly, as writing mechanics
and structure are more teachable skills and require less creativity [35], EFL medical stu‑
dents preferred direct feedback. Gass’s [36] theoretical model of second language acqui‑
sition (SLA) explains that the learning process begins when learners attend to the target
feature and notice the mismatch between the WCF input and their output. Then, learners
need to apprehend the WCF input—either implicit or explicit—that has been noticed, in
order for it to function as a noticing facilitator [37]. However, the degree of explicitness of
WCF affects the way feedback is noticed; more explicit WCF types may lead to a higher
level of noticing [37]. Moreover, although some previous studies have found no statisti‑
cally significant differences between direct and indirect WCF [10], other researchers have
asserted that direct feedback ismore helpful in improving the accuracy of students’ writing
over time [25].
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Secondly, the results showed that EFL medical students preferred to receive teacher
feedback on their writing structure rather than their writing content or mechanics
(Figure 2). By providing detail on appropriate structuring of content, writing structure
feedback clarified students’ ideas about effectively articulatingwriting content. In contrast
to Diab [38]—who found that EFL students rated teachers’ writing structure and content
feedback equally—we found that most Taiwanese EFL medical students preferred writ‑
ing structure feedback. As EFL medical students are required to write medical reports
and patient histories, they need to follow specific writing structures; therefore, they may
have valued feedback on writing structure more highly. Table 1 presents examples of the
teacher’s WCF on students’ writing.
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Table 1. Examples of the Teacher’s Written Corrective Feedback.

Types Examples

Direct feedback for content

“You have written that women tend to have
longer life expectancy than men. You should

provide some details to support this statement
and explain why this might be.”

Direct feedback for structure

“In this paragraph you should have explained
why life expectancy is generally increasing

throughout the world and then in the
following paragraph you should have used
the information from your research article(s)

to explain what is happening to life
expectancy in the country you selected.”

Direct feedback for mechanics

“This is the first use of the acronymWHO,
[and] so you should write it out in full as
World Health Organization (WHO). All

subsequent mentions can use the
abbreviation WHO.”

Indirect feedback for content
“I can’t understand the cause and effect

relationship that you are trying to make here.
Consider rewriting/revising this sentence.”

Indirect feedback for structure “Should this be where you describe the
disease?”

Indirect feedback for mechanics “In 1967, the WHO became concered with the
eradication a of smallpox.”

Note: a This is indirect feedback regarding the spelling of “concerned” and “eradication”.

4.2. RQ2: What Types of WCF do EFL Medical Students Perceive as Helpful?
In response to question 5 (Appendix A), students reported both helpful and unhelpful

teacher WCF (Table 2); examples of the participants’ comments are included in
Appendix D. Compared to the structure and content, feedback on writing mechanics was
perceived by more EFL medical students (n = 22) as the most helpful (Figure 3). Interest‑
ingly, writing mechanics was also chosen by more students (n = 14) as the least helpful.
We speculate that writing mechanics feedback was chosen the most frequently for both
helpful and unhelpful examples due to its relevance to teaching techniques in this con‑
text. Specifically, we attempt to explain the contradictory results as follows. Feedback on
writing mechanics may have been perceived as the most helpful because it can simply be
followed regardless ofWCF type. Students also reported that feedback relating to spelling,
punctuation, and particularly formatting (e.g., American Psychological Association (APA)
style) is useful for their future studies. Contrastingly, feedback on writing mechanics may
have been seen as the least helpful among students already familiar with conventions such
as theAPA style. These studentsmay thinkwritingmechanics feedback is unsophisticated,
easy to correct, and less relevant than other forms.

Table 2. Students’ Perceptions of Writing Mechanics Feedback.

The Most Helpful The Least Helpful

â Direct correction (n = 10)
â Direct corrections with examples or

explanations (n = 3)
â Suggestions (n = 3)
â Encouragement (n = 3)
â Open‑ended questions (n = 3)

â Open‑ended questions (n = 6)
â Indirect feedback or general comments

without details, examples, or
explanations (n = 5)

â Unclear handwriting (n = 2)
â Provide scores (n = 1)

Note: While there were 71 participants, not all provided answers for certain questions.
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4.3. RQ3: Why do EFL Medical Students Prefer Certain Types of WCF?
The interview data revealed three influencing factors of the students’ preferences, in‑

cluding student–teacher interactions, students’ self‑expression, and L2 writing instruction.
Firstly, as excerpt 1 below illustrates, student–teacher interactions may influence EFL

medical students’ WCF preferences because EFL medical students preferred to receive in‑
direct WCF, which requires more student–teacher interactions.

Excerpt 1
Teacher: The only thing the teacher can do is to try to guess or infer what the student

was thinking when they completed the writing. If the teacher goes through the trouble of
rewriting or giving feedback from the wrong perspective, then the practice of giving the
feedback is kind of wasted. This is because it is not actually reformulating the student’s
writing in the way that the student intended it.

Therefore, student–teacher interactions affect the way teachers impart and students
understand feedback. Zhang [13] demonstrated that learners’ awareness of teachers’ feed‑
back intention might influence their perceptions of the effectiveness of particular WCF
types, highlighting the importance of considering learners’ preferences when providing
WCF. Additionally, investigating students’ beliefs about the effect ofWCF types, Diab [38]
compared ESL students’ preferences for WCF and their interactions with teachers, reveal‑
ing a conflict between learners’ and teachers’ views. Diab [38] concluded that teachers
should attempt to understand students’ beliefs about WCF to connect their expectations
with those of the students. In summary, the divergence between students’ and teachers’
preferences for WCF types can lead to inefficient WCF instruction; teacher WCF practices
need to be considered as they may affect students’ perceptions of WCF’s usefulness [24].
Student–teacher interactions should be valued by teachers when providing WCF. For ex‑
ample, teachers should communicate with the students more often to discuss writing and
provide feedback accordingly. More communication would help teachers understand stu‑
dents’ perceptions and beliefs about WCF and create a better connection between
their expectations.

Secondly, EFLmedical students’ self‑expressionmay influence theirWCFpreferences.
As mentioned above, EFL medical students preferred feedback on writing structure over
writing content or mechanics, as it helped them clarify the expression of their ideas.
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Excerpt 2
Teacher: It may be because they are trying to express their own opinions or content. If

the teacher told them exactly what to write, then that’s a direct comment telling themwhat
to do. They might feel they are losing their voices. . . . Students may also prefer [writing
content feedback] because they probably think that content is the thing that teachers can
correct . . . they can try to learn something from that correction.

Excerpt 2 illustrates that EFL medical students’ self‑expression may have influenced
their WCF preferences. Our finding—that feedback on writing structure helped students
clarify the expression of their ideas—suggests that such feedback may further encourage
learner reflection and self‑editing [39]. When providing writing structure feedback, the
teacher tried to give some examples of topic, supporting, and closing sentences to clarify
how the content could be organized. By following this feedback, students could adjust
their writing independently, clarifying and improving the content.

Thirdly, EFLmedical students’WCFpreferencesmayhave been related to the teacher’s
L2 writing instruction.

Excerpt 3
Teacher: I tried to help them get prepared to do the writing. After reading one article

about the topic, I would always get students in groups for different kinds of discussion
activities. They would talk about the topic before I would share my opinions with them.
These brainstorming activities in class aimed at preparing them for the writing.

As excerpt 3 shows, the teacher guided the students in brainstorming about writing
content, which may be why the EFLmedical students preferred indirect WCF. The teacher
ran a student‑centered writing class that emphasized student autonomy. This learner
agency could have familiarized them with processing indirect feedback. Therefore, EFL
medical students’ WCF preferences may be relevant to the teacher’s L2 instruction in writ‑
ing classes. Rahimi [40] indicated that students’ beliefs about different grammatical units
were shaped by the teacher’s practice and his emphasis on certain WCF strategies. Addi‑
tionally, the results showed that students did not consider direct WCF very helpful when
essays did not need to be revised subsequently [40]. Students also thought that self‑editing
and indirectWCFwere illogical andunhelpful strategies [40]. Séror’s [41] findings revealed
that students preferred longer WCF comments on their ideas, thoughts, arguments, and
content, not just WCF focusing on grammar. Séror [41] also described how learners found
handwritten indirect WCF difficult to decipher. Furthermore, students reported that this
style ofWCF neither addressed their writing problems nor provided specific solutions [41].

4.4. RQ4: Why do EFL Medical Students Perceive Certain Types of WCF as Helpful and Others
as Unhelpful?

Explainingwhy EFLmedical students perceived certain types ofWCF as helpful, both
perceived benefits and challenges were detected in the interview data (Table 3). Perceived
benefits included language development, writing improvement, peer comparison, and
emotional satisfaction. Specifically, EFL medical students perceived certain WCF types
as helpful because they facilitated an improvement in their English writing ability, encour‑
aged healthy competition, and provided positive emotional support (e.g., [24–26]. Per‑
ceived WCF challenges included heavy workload, inadequate comments, unclear policy,
and ineffective communication. Specifically, EFL medical students perceived certainWCF
types as unhelpful because they increased theworkloadwithout improving students’ writ‑
ing. Additionally, inadequate teacher comments added to their confusion about correct
writing. The other two reasons were related to unclear school policy regarding EFL med‑
ical students’ learning of English writing and ineffective communication between medi‑
cal teachers and language teachers. A clear school policy and effective communication
among teachers facilitates students’ learning and teachers’ teaching. However, this medi‑
cal school’s current policy is unclear in terms of medical students’ English writing require‑
ments. The English language curriculum required satisfactory completion of four credits
of general English language classes and two credits of academic English. English language
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education was seen as a part of general education, but had no specific curriculum. There‑
fore, English teachers were only required to follow basic guidelines for teaching and eval‑
uation. Additionally, there was almost no communication between the medical school
professors and the English language teachers; this was part of two perceived challenges to
English writing improvement among EFL medical students.

Table 3. Students’ Perceived Benefits and Challenges Related to WCF.

Benefits Challenges

â Language development
â Writing improvement
â Peer comparison
â Emotional satisfaction

â Heavy workload
â Inadequate comments
â Unclear policy
â Ineffective communication

Previously, Bailey [42] found that participants preferred more extensive help over
small condensed WCF, such as exclamation symbols in the margin; learners perceived
elaborate WCF as offering a superior learning experience that increased their general and
essay‑writing skills. Furthermore, Bailey [42] revealed that learners were dissatisfied not
only with insufficient WCF, but also with the teachers’ inadequate comments. Moreover,
Zhou [43] investigated ESL students’ motivations and strategies for improving their writ‑
ten grammar and vocabulary in a pre‑university English for Academic Purposes course;
the findings suggested teachers raise their learners’ awareness of achievable goals and
help identify learners’ grammar difficulties. Aridah et al. [28] also investigated learners’
WCF‑type preferences and found some discrepancies between students’ preferences and
teachers’ practices. Although Aridah et al. [28] revealed that both student and teacher par‑
ticipants preferred direct WCF, students preferred to have more direct unfocused WCF,
whereas teachers provided more indirect WCF than students expected. These findings led
the authors to develop a preference‑basedWCFmodel to profile students’ preferences and
teachers’ practices; our findings lead us to agreewith the suggestion for a preference‑based
model of WCF.

5. Conclusions
In conclusion, the results showed that students preferred WCF on writing structure.

Additionally, they preferred direct over indirect feedback for both writing mechanics and
structure. Compared to structure and content, specific instances of feedback on writing
mechanics were perceived as both the most and least helpful. Two in‑depth interviews
uncovered the factors influencing EFL medical students’ preferences and perceived WCF‑
related benefits and challenges.

In light of EFLmedical students’ specialized perceptions and preferences, we nowdis‑
cuss the pedagogical implications, with a focus on L2writing teachers’ feedback‑providing
strategies related to students’ writing content and structure. Specifically, we suggest teach‑
ers providemore effective comments on students’ English academic writing. Furthermore,
EFL medical students expected to receive more emotional support, especially positive en‑
couragement, from their teachers and to establish effective communication. WCF offers
teachers an opportunity to examine, through reflection and practitioner research, a specific
aspect of their own instructional practices, and, in so doing, to contribute to our general
understanding of how WCF can be most effectively executed to promote language learn‑
ing. Overall, the findings support pedagogical approaches that systematically incorporate
teacher WCF for EFL medical students. We suggest L2 writing teachers use automated
writing evaluation for writing mechanics and grammar feedback, freeing up their time to
provide in‑depth feedback on writing content and structure.

Handling the complexities of WCF is a key pedagogical issue. Clearly, simplistic ped‑
agogical proscriptions and prescriptions no longer reflect the reality of either the process
by which WCF is enacted or its student performance outcomes. Accordingly, this study
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suggests that teacher education programs present teachers with a set of guidelines that
can serve as a basis for reflection and teacher‑led research into WCF. Teachers need to be
guided by research but also need to establish the extent to which its findings are applicable
to their own classrooms.

Several limitations to this intrinsic case study need to be stated. First, the participants
were recruited from a largemedical university in Taiwan; thus, the findingsmay only have
direct relevance for the EFL medical English program at this university or other universi‑
ties with a similar institutional context. Second, as this study only involved EFL medical
students, the results may not represent the learning situations of EFL students in other
majors. Third, another limitation is that we did not conduct follow‑up interviews with the
students. Thus, we suggest that future studies continue to shed light on this research area
with a larger sample size in a variety of institutional contexts.
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Appendix A
Written Corrective Feedback Questionnaire (English version)
Name:
Teacher feedback refers to the teacher providing comments, corrections, suggestions, and questions for students to revise
and reflect on their writing. This questionnaire includes questions on three aspects of feedback: mechanics (grammar and
vocabulary), structure (structure, transitions, and paraphrasing), and content (ideas, arguments, and concepts).

1. Please explain how you feel about the writing feedback given by the teacher. Do you like it or dislike it? Do you
think it helped? Please think about what kind of feedback you like and which kind of feedback you dislike. Please
express your feelings in as much detail as possible.

2. Please answer the following questions based on your preferences for teacher written corrective feedback.

2a. Writing mechanics: please circle your preference
Direct feedback
I were was going to the store.
Indirect feedback
I were going to the store. How do you form the past progressive? Consider your auxiliary verb.
2b. Writing structure: please circle your preference
Direct feedback
You need to break your paragraph after the fifth sentence.
Indirect feedback
Take a look at your third paragraph and read over it. Do you notice where your tone changes? Could this be a para‑
graph break?
2c. Writing content: please circle your preference
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Direct feedback
This idea is not strong enough. It should be replaced with research.
Indirect feedback
Consider how your audience might react to this conclusion. Does your evidence support it? How could you make your
supporting points stronger?

3. Based on your opinions and experience, please rate the importance of the following feedback types:

1 = You think the feedback is the most important; 2 = You think the feedback is second most important; 3 = You think the
feedback is the least important
1. mechanics structure content
2. mechanics structure content
3. mechanics structure content

4. Please explain your choice based on the above question, or give other comments about writing feedback.

4a. What kind of feedback is most helpful to you? Please explain in detail.
4b. What kind of feedback is least helpful to you? Please explain in detail.
4c. For the following questions, please circle the response that best represents your opinion.

5. Do you value teachers’ feedback on concepts or ideas? Yes/No/No comment
6. Do you value teachers’ feedback on grammar? Yes/No/No comment
7. What kind of feedback do you value? Content or Idea/Grammar/Both
8. Have your thoughts about written corrective feedback changed after taking this course? If so, please explain.

寫作回饋問卷 (Chinese Version)寫作回饋問卷 (Chinese Version)寫作回饋問卷 (Chinese Version)
姓名：

教師回饋是由老師給予評論、糾正、建議以及問題來讓學生進行修改以及反思。該問卷包含三項回饋的範疇：技巧(文法
及字彙)、架構(結構、轉折及改寫)以及內容(想法、論證及概念)。
一、請說明你對老師所給予的寫作回饋有何感受呢？你喜歡還是討厭呢？你覺得有沒有幫助呢？請你想想哪種回饋是你

喜歡的，而哪種是你討厭的？請盡可能發表你的感受。

二、請根據你對於寫作回饋的喜好，回答下列問題。

1. 技巧回饋：請圈選你喜愛的回饋
清楚糾正

I were was going to the store.
問題/建議
I were going to the store. How do you form the past progressive? Consider your auxiliary verb.
2. 架構回饋：請圈選你喜愛的回饋
清楚糾正

You need to break your paragraph after the fifth sentence.
問題/建議
Take a look at your third paragraph and read over it. Do you notice where your tone changes? Could this be a paragraph break?
3. 內容回饋：請圈選你喜愛的回饋
清楚糾正

This idea is not strong enough. It should be replaced with research.
問題/建議
Consider how your audience might react to this conclusion. Does your evidence support it? How could you make your supporting
points stronger?
三、根據你的看法及經驗，請根據下列回饋種類評定其重要性：

1 =你認為最重要的回饋；2 =你認為次重要的回饋；3 =你認為最不重要的回饋
1. 技巧 架構 內容

2. 技巧 架構 內容

3. 技巧 架構 內容

四、根據上題請說明你的選擇，或是針對寫作回饋給予其它評論。

五、請參照你在課堂上所接收的回饋。根據你自己的意見回答下列問題。

什麼種類的回饋對你來說最有幫助？請詳細說明。

什麼種類的回饋對你來說是最沒有幫助的？請詳細說明。

六、請根據下列問題圈選最符合你意見的回應。
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你重視教師在概念或想法上的回饋嗎？是否沒意見

你重視教師在文法上的回饋嗎？是否沒意見

你重視哪種回饋呢？   概念/想法文法两者
七、在經過本學期的課程後，你對於寫作回饋的想法有所改變嗎？如果有，請說明。

Appendix B
First semi‑structured interviews questions

1. Could you please introduce the academic “reading to write” course that you taught?
2. Did you provide writing feedback to your students?
3. When and how did you provide writing feedback to your students?
4. What types of writing feedback did you provide in the course?
5. Why did you provide certain types of writing feedback?
6. What types of writing feedback did the students prefer to receive?
7. Why did they prefer certain types of writing feedback?
8. When receiving teacher feedback in the classroom, what aspects did the students like most and why?
9. When receiving teacher feedback in the classroom, what aspects did students dislike most and why?
10. Do you think students’ thoughts about WCF changed after taking that course? Why or why not?

Second semi‑structured interviews questions

1. Could you provide some basic information about the school’s English program?
2. How do you feel about the school’s policy about English language education?
3. How do you feel about the school’s curriculum and instruction about English language education?
4. Do you think this group of students are involved in a unique English language learning situation?
5. Why did the EFL medical students prefer certain types of WCF?
6. Why did the EFL medical students prefer indirect feedback on writing content?
7. Why did the EFL medical students prefer direct feedback over indirect feedback for writing mechanics?
8. Why did the EFL medical students prefer direct feedback over indirect feedback for writing structure?
9. Why did the EFL medical students perceive certain types of WCF as effective or ineffective?
10. What kind of feedback was most helpful or effective for EFL medical students?
11. What kind of feedback was least helpful or ineffective for EFL medical students?
12. Did the EFL medical students show you positive or negative feelings about the WCF?

Appendix C

Coding categories Abbreviation

Category 1: Student‑teacher interactions STI
Category 2: Students’ self‑expression SS
Category 3: Second language writing instruction SLWI
Category 4: Language development LD
Category 5: Writing improvement WI
Category 6: Peer comparison PC
Category 7: Emotional satisfaction ES
Category 8: Heavy workload HW
Category 9: Inadequate comments IC
Category 10: Unclear policy UP
Category 11: Ineffective communication ICN

Coding themes Abbreviation

Theme 1: Influencing factors of students’ preferences IFSP
Theme 2: Perceived benefits from the WCF PB
Theme 3: Perceived challenges from the WCF PC
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Appendix D
Examples of Students’ Comments on Writing Mechanics Feedback
The most helpful feedback on writing mechanics

1. Direct correction (n = 10) Example: “Direct pointing out the grammatical and content faults.”
2. Direct corrections with examples or explanations (n = 3) Example: “Direct corrections of our problems with some

examples as references.”
3. Suggestions (n = 3) Example: “The teacher provides us many suggestions on the grammar and sentence. During

high school time, we practice the diversification of sentences by English writing exercises, for instance, inversion
of a sentence and participle clause etc.. But it is not the same in academic English writing. It takes long to refine
complicated sentences and prepositions.”

4. Encouragement (n = 3) Example: “In the way of encouragement.”
5. Open‑ended questions (n = 3) Example: “The feedback in the way of reflection to our ideas and rhetorical questions

are of great help, which can inspire me to think more deeply.”

The least helpful feedback on writing mechanics

1. Open‑ended questions (n = 6) Example: “Open‑ended questions confuse me a lot.”
2. Indirect feedback or general comments without details, examples, or explanations (n = 5) Example: “General de‑

scriptions without details.”
3. Unclear handwriting (n = 2) Example: “I cannot figure outwhat the teacherwrites because of the unclear handwriting.”
4. Provide scores (n = 1) Example: “The teacher only gives us the score but doesn’t explain strengths and weaknesses

of our writing.”
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