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Examining the relationships between students’ self-
perceptions of their writing skills and the methods their
English teachers use to provide feedback , this quantitative
study examines the experiences of Iragi college students
pursuing English language education. The Teachers’
Feedback Style Scale ( TFSS ) the English Writing Self -
Efficacy Scale (EWSES) and a demographic questionnaire
were administered to a sample of 300 Iragi EFL learners
from three public universities. A standardized timed
writing test was administered and graded using the updated
IELTS rubric to determine the level of writing proficiency.
The results showed that there was a favorable association
between the style of formative feedback and students’ self
- efficacy and writing proficiency as determined by Pearson
correlation coefficients and multiple regression analysis. A
modest negative association was observed with a
summative feedback style on the other hand. A high level
of self-efficacy was identified as a robust positive predictor
of proficient writing. A third factor mediating the
relationship between formative feedback and writing

proficiency was self-6efficacy. The findings demonstrate
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the efficacy of formative feedback in improving students’
self-esteem and writing abilities which has significant
pedagogical implications for EFL courses at Iraqi

universities.

doi: https:/doi.org/10.63797/bjh
1. Introduction

Possessing strong English writing skills is crucial for Iraqi university students’
academic achievement and future employment opportunities. Yet, Iragi university level
EFL students often struggle greatly with compositional writing. These issues show how
critical instructor feedback is for helping students grow as writers. (According to Lee
(2008 ). According to Tunstall and Gipps (1996) students’ educational journeys can be
significantly impacted by the type of feedback they receive whether it’s formative
(focused on making suggestions for growth) or summative (focused on error correction
and assessment). A student’s self-efficacy is a strong predictor of academic
achievement, it is influenced by both instructional techniques and psychological factors
(Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003).

Independent Variable

Teachers’ Feedback Style

Mediating Variable

Student Self-Efficacy

endent Variab%—}'""

Writing Proficiency
of lraqi University
English Learners

Previous research in similar settings has shown a strong relationship between
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confidence in one’s abilities and how well one writes (Ghonsooly & Elahi, 2010).
However, within the context of Iraqi higher education, there is a lack of research into
the exact relationship between instructors’ feedback approaches, students’ self-efficacy
and their subsequent writing competency. Therefore, the purpose of this research is to
objectively analyze how different types of instructor feedback affect students’ self-
efficacy and writing skills in an English language learning context at an Iraqi university.
The findings will likely shed light on the need for feedback mechanisms that boost both
students’ skills and their self-confidence which will have a major impact on EFL

curriculum development and pedagogy in Iraqg.

1.1. Statement of the Problem

The English language teaching curriculum in Iragi colleges often places an
emphasis on product-oriented approaches with summative error-centric feedback being
the primary means of evaluating student writing. While effective in identifying areas
for improvement, this approach runs the risk of ignoring how students’ writing grows
over time and damaging their self-esteem in the process. When it comes to writing
assignments, many lraqi EFL students show signs of lack of enthusiasm and fear and
they also show no improvement in their writing skills. In the Iraqi setting, researchers
have mostly ignored the complex relationship between students’ self- efficacy, the
manner in which teachers provide feedback (feedback style) and their final level of
writing skill. Misguided educational strategies that fail to address the fundamental
instructional and psychological obstacles to increasing writing abilities may result from

a lack of knowledge of these relationships.

1.2. Research Questions

1-What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived feedback style (formative and
summative) and Iraqi EFL learners’ writing proficiency?

2-What is the relationship between Iraqi EFL learners’ self-efficacy and their writing

proficiency?
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3-To what extent does self-efficacy mediate the relationship between teachers’

formative feedback style and students’ writing proficiency?

1.3. Research Hypothesis

1-H1: There is a significant positive relationship between a formative feedback style
and writing proficiency and a significant negative relationship between a summative
feedback style and writing proficiency.

2-H2: There is a significant positive relationship between student self-efficacy and
writing proficiency.

3-H3: Self-efficacy partially mediates the relationship between formative feedback
style and writing proficiency.

1.4. Significance of the Study

There are multiple reasons why this study is important. To start with, it contributes
to the ongoing discussion on second language writing instruction by providing
empirical evidence from the under researched Iragi EFL context. Furthermore, it
provides valuable insight for Iragi EFL educators and curriculum designers looking to
shift from summative to formative feedback approaches that foster psychological and
linguistic development. Lastly, the study suggests that helping students feel more
confident in their writing abilities is just as important as improving feedback in order

for interventions to be effective.

1.5. Delimitations of the Study

This study is delimited to:

» Iragi public universities in Baghdad.

» Third year undergraduate EFL students.

» Academic essay writing as the measure of proficiency.

» Quantitative data collection methods.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Definition of Key Terms

Teachers’ Feedback Style: The predominant approach a teacher uses when responding
to student writing. Formative Feedback is defined as commentary focused on
improvement providing suggestions and fostering revision Summative Feedback is
defined as evaluation focused providing grades and error correction with minimal

directive comments.

Student Self-Efficacy: This is how much a student believes they can plan and carry

out the steps needed to reach certain goals in English writing.

Writing Proficiency: The ability to write a clear, well-organized and grammatically
correct academic essay in English as shown by a standardized scoring rubric.

Improving one’s writing abilities is a significant obstacle for Iraqi university
students taking English as a foreign language (EFL). Academic success depends on
strong writing skills, although many students struggle with composition and finding the
right words to describe complex ideas. Research with Iragi EFL students has shown
this to be true (Jameel , 2024 ). The persistence of conventional , teacher centered
approaches in many schools exacerbates this situation. A student’s self-efficacy or
confidence in one’s own talents 1is a strong indicator of academic achievement
according to research on the psychological aspects of learning (Bandura, 1977).

Because of the close relationship between the cognitive and affective domains in
writing, it is crucial that instructional methods interact with this psychological factor.
For instance , a recent study found that Iraqi students’ writing performance was

significantly correlated with their metacognitive awareness (Dehham & Abbas, 2025).

A major educational component that can influence students’ ability to learn and their

sense of self - efficacy is the way in which instructors provide feedback. People can
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improve with the use of many forms of feedback, ranging from brief “ Knowledge of

Result ” (KR) statements to longer, more in-depth “ explanatory responses ” (ER).

Crucial distinctions exist between summative feedback which evaluates the finished
output and formative feedback which offers suggestions for improvement. The way a
learner thinks and feels is greatly influenced by these styles. Research in mathematics
education has shown that students’ belief in their own abilities to succeed in school is
positively correlated with the methods teachers use to provide feedback (Jimin et al.,
2023). Based on this correlation , it seems that students’ confidence in their writing

abilities can be positively or negatively impacted by the way feedback is presented.

There is strong evidence that student self-efficacy which is characterized as the
confidence in one’s ability to plan and carry out the actions needed to accomplish
particular objectives (Bandura, 1977) is a key indicator of successful language
acquisition. Students with high self-esteem are more likely to take initiative , persevere
through challenges and employ effective study techniques. Confidence in your ability
to construct arguments , articulate your thoughts and navigate the complex writing
process are all aspects of this that pertain specifically to the field of writing. Through
their teaching methods , teachers have the power to actively shape this belief. According
to research in educational psychology , pupils can directly benefit from their
professors’feedback style in terms of their self - confidence (Zhang, 2024). Because of
this , it can be a very effective tool for educators to employ in the classroom.

Improving students’ writing skills relies heavily on the dynamic interaction
between instructor feedback and students’ self - efficacy. More than simply a means of
error correction, process oriented formative feedback can serve as a source of
inspiration and direction. Students’ belief in their own abilities to achieve is enhanced
when they receive constructive criticism that highlights their progress and provides
specific suggestions for improvement. Because of their newfound self — assurance ,
pupils are more receptive to criticism and have greater agency in revising their work.

Therefore , the usefulness of supportive feedback types in enhancing writing

838



{ 2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse }

performance is largely dependent on the writer’s self - efficacy. This intermediary
function stresses the need of teaching students both the mechanics of writing and their
mental make—up in order to produce high quality prose. Finally , there is a noticeable
lack of study on the difficulties of teaching writing in an Iragi EFL setting even though
these difficulties have been well documented. Isolated analyses of writing difficulties ,
comments or self - efficacy have been common in the literature. Few studies have used
a quantitative approach to examine the connections between various forms of instructor
feedback , students’ perceptions of their own abilities and their level of writing
competency in lragi higher education. As a result , this research is crucial for
understanding the relationship between students’ self - efficacy and the writing ability
of Iragi EFL learners as well as the correlation between formative and summative
feedback types. This study aims to provide a thorough understanding of the factors that

impact the development of writing skills in this specific group.

2.2. Theoretical Framework

The idea of self-efficacy put out by Bandura (1997) in his Social Cognitive
Theory, is the foundation of this study. It states that a person's motivation, conduct, and
performance are significantly impacted by their views about their skills. This
corresponds to a student's self-assurance in writing, which impacts their interest,

perseverance and performance on writing assignments.

2.3. Related Studies

Learning results are impacted by the sort of feedback according to research.
Improvements in both tasks and procedures are directly correlated with constructive
criticism as Hattie and Timperley (2007) demonstrated. Comprehensive formative
feedback as opposed to simple error correction, results in more meaningful changes and
long-term progress in second language writing according to research (e.g., Ferris, 2003;
Lee, 2008). Pajares (2003) and others have shown that self-efficacy is a strong predictor
of academic success in various contexts. Ghonsooly and Elahi (2010) discovered a
robust relationship between the self-efficacy and writing performance of Iranian EFL
learners in an Iragi-like EFL scenario. This study’s hypothesized mediation is based on
the research of Schunk (2003), who contended that feedback affects performance in

part by making people feel better about their own abilities.
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The influences of EFLCollege Iragi Writing Instructors' beliefs on Feedback of
EFL Learners' Writing . It investigated how Iragi EFL writing teachers' self-efficacy
beliefs influence the type and nature of feedback they provide. It discusses how
teachers' perceptions and confidence shape feedback practices in writing instruction-a
useful lraqi contextual source. AL-Bou Ali, K., Dabaghi, A., & Brati, H. (2024). The
effect of Teacher corrective feedback on writing anxiety, accuracy and motivation
among Iragi EFL Learners. This study found that corrective feedback significantly
reduced writing anxiety and increased writing accuracy and learner motivation all key

dimensions of how feedback style affects EFL learners.

Saudi, B. R. (2025). The effect of elicitation feedback on grammatical accuaracy
in writing among Iragi EFL preparatory school students. Masters' Thesis, College of
Education for HumanSciences-Tikrit University. It shows that elicitation feedback
positively impacted students’ grammatical accuracy in writing tasks connecting

feedback type to improved language output.

Yang, Y. C. (2008). Enhancing EFL writing self-efficacy through templates
and teacher feedback. English Language Teaching , 18(12), 55-66. Found that teacher
feedback combined with instructional strategies improve both writing proficiency and

writing-related self-efficacy, making it directly relevant to your research variables.

In another study, Gan, Y., et al. (2023). Understanding the impact of teacher
feedback on EFL students' use of self-regulated writing strategies. Journal of Second
Language Writing . It shows how specific feedback practices influence the use of self-
regulated writing strategies, which are linked to both wrting proficiency and self-

efficacy beliefs.

Zhang, H., & colleagues (2024). Relationships between teacher feedback and
English writing proficiency : The mediating effect of writing SRL strategies. System,
123, Article103338. This recent study highlights that self-regulated learning strategies
mediate the impact of teacher feedback on writing proficiency, suggesting that bridges

feedback and learner beliefperformance.
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Effect of Self-Regulated Learning-Based Instruction (2024). Enhancing writing
skills across self-efficacy levels. Asian-Pacific Journal and Foreign Language Educatio.
Founf strong evidence that students with higher self-efficacy levels benefit more from
SRL interventions in writing connecting self-efficacy directly to writing performance
gains.

Wicaksono, H, et al. (2023). EFL learners' voices about self-assessment and self-
efficacy in online instruction. Langauge. Langauge Testing in Asia, 13, Article 37 .
Although focused on assessment, this study shows that self-efficacy significantly
influences EFL llearners’ engagement and resilience concepts relate to writing

confidence and performance.

3.Methodology
3.1. Participants

The participants were 300 third-year EFL students (180 female, 120 male)
randomly selected from the Colleges of Education at three major public universities in
Baghdad, Irag. Their ages ranged from 20 to 22 years (M = 21.4, SD = 0.68). All

participants had completed at least two years of university level English instruction.

3.2. Instruments

3.2.1. Teachers’ Feedback Style Scale (TFSS): An updated version of a 20 item
Likert-scale survey from Tunstall and Gipps (1996) with two sections for formative and
summative feedback, formative feedback (e.g., “My teacher mainly corrects my
grammatical mistakes”) and formative feedback (e.g., “My teacher gives me
suggestions on how to improve my ideas”).

3.2.2. English Writing Self-Efficacy Scale (EWSES): For example, “I can write a
well-organized paragraph with a clear topic sentence” is one item on an 18-item scale
that assesses students’ self-assurance in completing particular writing assignments
(modified from Woodrow, 2011).

3.2.3. Writing Proficiency Test: A common topic (“The benefits and drawbacks of

social media”) is the subject of a 60 minute timed argumentative essay. Two separate
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raters assigned each essay a score out of 100 based on the following criteria: Task
Achievement, Coherence and Cohesion, Lexical Resource, Grammatical Range and
Accuracy and Modified IELTS Writing Task 2. Cohen’s k =.88 indicates strong inter-
rater reliability.
3.3. Procedure

Gathered in a lecture hall, participants were asked to wait for institutional
approval. Before giving their informed consent, they were told on the purpose of the
study. It took them about 25 minutes to finish the TFSS and EWSES surveys. They had
a brief break and then finished the 60 minute writing test. Consistency was ensured by

collecting all data in a single session.

4. Data Analysis

Results were interpreted with the help of SPSS 27. For every variable descriptive
statistics were computed. The TFSS and EWSES were subjected to reliability analysis
using Cronbach’s Alpha. For the purpose of answering Research Questions 1 and 2,
Pearson correlation coefficients were utilized. To answer Research Question 3, we used
Hayes’ PROCESS macro (Model 4) to do a mediation analysis and see if self-efficacy
was a moderator in the relationship between formative feedback and writing

proficiency.

4.1. Reliability of the Scales
Cronbach’s Alpha for the scales indicated high internal consistency: TFSS-Formative
(a=.89), TFSS-Summative (a. =.82), EWSES (o= .91).

Table 4.1.
The Reliability of the Scales
Level of
Instrument / Scale  Number of Items  Cronbach'’s Alpha (a) o
Reliability
Teachers’
Feedback Style 10 89 High
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Scale (TFSS)-

Formative
Teachers’
Feedback Style _
10 .82 High
Scale (TFSS)-
Summative
English  Writing
Self-Efficacy Scale 18 91 Excellent

(EWSES)

The results summarized in Table 1 indicate that all scales demonstrated high to

excellent levels of reliability.

4.2. Test of Normality

There was a departure from normalcy shown by the significance of the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test (p <.05). However parametric tests were considered adequate due to the
high sample size (N=300) and their robustness to modest breaches of normalcy such as

Pearson correlation. Approximate normalcy was also hinted at by visual examination
of Q-Q graphs.

4.3. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables
Table 4.3.
Descriptive Statistics for Key Variables (N=300)

Standard
Variable Mean o Minimum Maximum
Deviation
Formative
3.85 0.72 1.80 5.00
Feedback
Summative
4.10 0.68 2.20 5.00

Feedback
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Self-Efficacy 3.45 0.81 1.50 5.00
Writing

o 68.50 9.45 45.00 88.00
Proficiency

4.4. Results of First Question

A Pearson correlation was conducted to examine the relationship between feedback
styles and writing proficiency. There was a strong positive correlation between
formative feedback and writing proficiency r (298) = .65, p < .001. There was a weak
negative correlation between summative feedback and writing proficiency, r(298) = -
.22, p <.001.

Table 3:
Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Feedback Styles and Writing Proficiency (N
= 300)
Variable 1 2 3

Formative

Feedback

Summative

Feedback

Writing

-.18 -

o .65 -22 -
Proficiency

Note: p <.001

The correlation between Formative and Summative Feedback is included for a more

complete picture showing they are distinct opposing construct

4.5. Results of Second Question
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A Pearson correlation revealed a strong positive correlation between student self-
efficacy and writing proficiency r (298) = .71, p <.001.
Table 4.5.
Result of the correlation between student self-efficacy and writing proficiency
Variable 1 2
Student Self-Efficacy

Writing Proficiency 71
Note: p <.001

4.6. Results of Third Question

A mediation analysis was performed using PROCESS Model 4 with 5000
bootstrap samples. Formative feedback was a significant predictor of self-efficacy (a-
path: B = 0.59, p < .001). When both formative feedback and self-efficacy were
included in the model self-efficacy was a significant predictor of writing proficiency
(b-path: B = 7.12, p < .001) and the direct effect of formative feedback on writing
proficiency remained significant but was reduced (c¢’-path: B = 2.45, p < .01). The
indirect effect was significant (B = 4.20, Boot SE = 0.75, 95% Boot ClI [2.85, 5.78]),
confirming that self-efficacy partially mediates the relationship between formative
feedback and writing proficiency.

Table 4.6.
Results of the Mediation Analysis Testing the Effect of Formative Feedback on writing
proficiency through Self-Efficacy

95% Bootstrap

o Standard )
Path / Effect  Coefficient (B) P-Value Confidence
Error(SE)
Interval
Direct and Path Effect
a-path(FF  —
SE) 0.59 0.05 <.001 [0.49, 0.69]
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a-path(SE  —
7.12 0.52 <.001 [6.10, 8.14]

WP)

C’-

path(Direct: FF 2.45 0.88 <.01 [0.72, 4.18]

— WP)

C- path(Total: [5.77, 7.53]
6.65 0.45 <.001

FF — WP)

Indirect Effect

ab (FF —» SE [2.85, 5.78]
4.20 0.75

— WP)

5. Discusion, Conclusions and Pedagogical Implications
5.1. Restatement of the Study

This quantitative study aimed to investigate the interrelationships between
teachers’ feedback styles, student self-efficacy and writing proficiency among 300
Iragi university EFL learners.

5.2. Summary of the Findings

1-Formative feedback showed a strong positive relationship with writing proficiency,
while summative feedback showed a weak negative one.

2-Student self-efficacy demonstrated a strong positive relationship with writing
proficiency.

3-Self-efficacy was found to be a significant partial mediator in the relationship

between formative feedback and writing proficiency.

5.3. Discusion
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the First researech question the results of Ferris (2003) and Hattie and Timperley
(2007) are corroborated by the strong positive link between formative feedback and
writing proficiency. This data reveals that students’ writing improves when their Iraqgi
EFL instructors offer comments that are predictive, suggestive and process oriented. It
appears that relying only on grading and error correction may not be enough to help
students acquire complex writing skills. This could lead to demotivation or superficial
corrections without fostering deep learning as indicated by the modest negative

connection with summative feedback.

Concerning the second research question the findings of Bandura (1997) and
Pajares (2003) are consistent with the high degree of association between self-efficacy
and writing proficiency (2003). The results show that students’ confidence in their
writing abilities is a significant predictor of their performance in Iragi EFL classes. If
students have faith in themselves, they will be more motivated to persevere through
challenges, employ effective tactics when writing and ultimately produce higher-

quality work.

Regarding the last reserch question the fact that self-efficacy plays a role as a
partial mediator is an essential finding. It shows that formative feedback has a dual
effect, increasing students’ self-confidence and immediately improving their writing
through advice. Teachers seem to convey a strong message to their students when they
offer task-focused, constructive criticism, “You are capable of improving.” When they
have more faith in themselves, they are able to accomplish more. This finding lends
credence to the hypothesis that feedback and self-efficacy are causally related as put
forth by Schunk (2003).

5.4. Conclusion

Results show that psychological factors (self-efficacy) and instructional techniques
(feedback style) are interdependent and critically related to Iraqi EFL students’ ability
to improve their writing. Many conventional settings such as Iraq may be making a

mistake by placing too much emphasis on summative evaluations. For both its

847



{ 2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse }

immediate instructional benefits and its capacity to generate the key psychological

resource of self-efficacy, a pedagogical move towards formative feedback is advised.

5.5. Pedagogical Implications

» Teacher Training: Iragi universities should implement professional development
workshops to train EFL instructors in the principles and practices of effective formative
feedback.

» Curriculum Design: When creating a curriculum, curriculum developers should
include rules that promote a balance between summative assessment and ongoing

formative feedback during the writing process.

» Building Self-Efficacy: Teachers should plan activities and give feedback that
encourages a growth mindset, praising progress and effort to help students build their

writing self-efficacy over time.

5.6. Recommendations for Research

Research that builds on previous qualitative work to delve further into how Iraqi
educators and students view and interact with different forms of feedback. Research
examining the relationship between formative feedback, student self-efficacy, and
writing outcomes in the context of a specific teacher-training intervention. The
feedback proficiency relationship is being investigated, along with other possible
mediating variables such as writing anxiety and motivation. The purpose of this study
IS to track participants’ relationships from the beginning of their college journey all the

way through to graduation.

848



{ 2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse }

References

Al-Bou Ali, K., Dabaghi, A., & Brati, H. (2024). The effect of teacher corrective
feedback on writing anxiety, accuracy, and motivation among Iragi EFL
learners. Midad Al-Adab Journal, 14(36).

Al-Mahmood, R. (2019). The impact of cultural factors on the writing performance of
Iragi EFL learners. Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 15(3),
1120-1135.

Al-Shara, I. (2015). Error analysis of written English essays of Iraqi EFL learners.
International Journal of English Linguistics, 5(4), 112-122.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.

Psychological Review, 84(2), 191-215.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

849


https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

2026 bladi — AN ¢ ad) —Jg¥1 ) — ¢y gra W1 g (waldd) Alaall — Cualal) dlya

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. W.H. Freeman.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator—mediator variable distinction in
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical
considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173—
1182. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173

Bitchener, J. (2008). Evidence in support of written corrective feedback. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 17(2), 102-118.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.11.004

Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (2009). Developing the theory of formative assessment.
Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 21(1), 5-31.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-008-9068-5

Brown, H. D. (2007). Teaching by principles: An interactive approach to language
pedagogy (3rd ed.). Pearson Longman.

Bruning, R., & Horn, C. (2000). Developing motivation to write. Educational
Psychologist, 35(1), 25-37. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3501_4

Cohen, A. D. (1987). Student processing of feedback on their compositions. In A.
Wenden & J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp. 57—

69). Prentice Hall.

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative,
and mixed methods approaches (5th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Dehham, S. H., & Abbas, S. H. (2025). The Correlation between Iragi EFL University
Students’ Self-regulation, Metacognitive Knowledge, and Writing Skill.
Journal of Posthumanism, 5(5), 4970-4983.

Demehin, M. (2024, August 5). Exploring the impact of formative feedback in higher

850



2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse >

education: A socio-empirical analysis using the sociological framework of
latent and manifest functions. LSST. https://www:.lsst.ac/news/exploring-the-
impact-of-formative-feedback-in-higher-education

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics. Oxford University Press.

Elahi, M., & Gholami, M. (2015). The effect of teacher's written feedback on Iranian
EFL learners' self-efficacy and writing performance. Theory and Practice
in Language Studies, 5(11), 2261-2270.
https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0511.11

Ellis, R. (2009). A typology of written corrective feedback types. ELT Journal, 63(2),
97-107. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccn023

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to student writing: Implications for second language
students. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410607201

Ferris, D. R. (2004). The "grammar correction” debate in L2 writing: Where are we,
and where do we go from here? (and what do we do in the meantime...?).
Journal of Second Language Writing, 13(1), 49-62.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2004.04.005

Field, A. (2018). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics (5th ed.). SAGE
Publications.
Gan, Y., et al. (2023). Understanding the impact of teacher feedback on EFL students’
use of self-regulated writing strategies. Journal of Second Language Writing
, 60, Article 101015. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2023.101015

Ghonsooly, B., & Elahi, M. (2010). Learners' self-efficacy in reading and its relation
to foreign language reading anxiety and reading achievement. Journal of

English Language Teaching and Learning, 53(217), 45-67.

851


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2023.101015

2026 bladi — AN ¢ ad) —Jg¥1 ) — ¢y gra W1 g (waldd) Alaall — Cualal) dlya

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007). A meta-analysis of writing instruction for adolescent
students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 445-476.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.445

Hamp-Lyons, L. (1991). Scoring procedures for ESL contexts. In L. Hamp-Lyons
(Ed.), Assessing second language writing in academic contexts (pp. 241—
276). Ablex.

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational
Research, 77(1), 81-112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process

analysis: A regression-based approach (2nd ed.). Guilford Press.

Hinkel, E. (2004). Teaching academic ESL writing: Practical techniques in

vocabulary and grammar. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Hyland, K. (2003). Second language writing. Cambridge University Press.

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (Eds.). (2006). Feedback in second language writing:
Contexts and issues. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139524742

Jalal, M. (2018). Challenges of teaching English writing skills to Iraqi EFL learners at

the university level. Journal of University of Human Development, 4(4), 1-8.

Saudi, B. R. (2025). Effect of elicitation feedback on grammatical writing accuracy
among Iraqi EFL students (Master’s thesis). College of Education for Human
Sciences, Tikrit University.

Wicaksono, B. H., et al. (2023). EFL learners’ voices about self-assessment and self-
efficacy. Language Testing in Asia, 13, Article 37.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40468- 023-00252-2

852


https://doi.org/10.1186/s40468-%20%20%20%20023-00252-2

2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse }

Jameel, T. A. (2024). Difficulties Faced by Iraqi EFL Students in Writing

Composition. Journal of Social Sciences, (34).

Jimin, N., Chianson-Akaa, M. M., & Amua, E. D. (2023). Teacher Feedback
Techniques: An Analyses of Students’ Self-Efficacy in Mathematics.
International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science, 1316-
1326.

Kroll, B. (Ed.). (1990). Second language writing: Research insights for the classroom.

Cambridge University Press.

Lee, I. (2008). Understanding teachers' written feedback practices in Hong Kong
secondary classrooms. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17(2), 69-85.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.10.001

Leki, 1. (1991). The preferences of ESL students for error correction in college-level

writing classes. Foreign Language Annals, 24(3), 203-218.
Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2003). The role of self-efficacy beliefs in
student engagement and learning in the classroom. Reading & Writing
Quarterly, 19(2), 119-137.
McCarthy, P., Meier, S., & Rinderer, R. (1985). Self-efficacy and writing: A different
view of self-evaluation. College Composition and Communication, 36(4),
465-471.
Nation, I. S. P. (2009). Teaching ESL/EFL reading and writing. Routledge.
Pajares, F. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, and achievement in writing: A
review of the literature. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 19(2), 139-158.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560308222

Pajares, F., & Johnson, M. J. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs and the writing

853



2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse }

performance of entering high school students. Psychology in the Schools,
33(2), 163-175.

Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (1997). Influence of self-efficacy on elementary students’
writing. The Journal of Educational Research, 90(6), 353-360.

Pallant, J. (2020). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to data analysis using
IBM SPSS (7th ed.). Open University Press.

Ramaprasad, A. (1983). On the definition of feedback. Behavioral Science, 28(1), 4—
13.

Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2014). Approaches and methods in language
teaching(3rd ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems.
Instructional Science, 182), 119-144.

Schunk, D. H. (2003). Self-efficacy for reading and writing: Influence of modeling,
goal setting, and self-evaluation. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 19(2), 159—

172. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560308219

Shaughnessy, M. P. (1977). Errors and expectations: A guide for the teacher of basic
writing. Oxford University Press.

Shute, V. J. (2008). Focus on formative feedback. Review of Educational Research,
78(1), 153-189. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654307313795

Silva, T. (1993). Toward an understanding of the distinct nature of L2 writing: The
ESL research and its implications. TESOL Quarterly, 27(4), 657-677.

StudySmarter. (2024, October 10). Writing proficiency.

854



2026 bladi — AN ¢ ad) —Jg¥1 ) — ¢y gra W1 g (waldd) Alaall — Cualal) dlya

https://www.studysmarter.co.uk/explanations/english/writing/

Tanyer, S., & Ozturk, Y. (2014). The relationship between self-efficacy and writing
achievement. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 116, 3820—
3824.

Tricomi, E. (1986). The effect of feedback on motivation. In A. G. Kraut (Ed.),
Psychological and organizational factors in feedback (pp. 1-20). Jossey-

Bass.

Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes.
Language Learning, 46(2), 327-369.

Tunstall, P., & Gipps, C. (1996). Teacher feedback to young children in formative
assessment: A typology. British Educational Research Journal, 22(4),
389-404. https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192960220402

Yang, Y.-C. Enhancing EFL writing self-efficacy through templates and teacher
English Language Teaching, 18(12), 55-66.
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v18n12p55 (ccsenet.org)

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological

processes. Harvard University Press.

Weigle, S. C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge University Press.

White, R., & Arndt, V. (1991). Process writing. Longman.

Woodrow, L. (2011). College English writing affect: Self-efficacy and anxiety.
System, 39(4), 510-522. https://doi.org/10.1016/].system.2011.10.017

Zhang, H., et al. (2024). Relationships between teacher feedback and English writing
proficiency in EFL learners. System, 123, Article 103338.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103338 (ScienceDirect)

855


https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v18n12p55
https://ccsenet.org/journal/index.php/elt/article/view/0/52531?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2011.10.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2024.103338
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0346251X24001209?utm_source=chatgpt.com

2026 Bl — N £ 5ad Jg¥) asadl — ¢y Y15 Gualad) alaall — Gl Alse >

Zhang, J. (2024). A Study on the Shaping of Students' Self-Efficacy by Teachers'
Feedback Styles in the View of Educational Psychology. Journal of

Education, Humanities and Social Sciences, 18.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Self-efficacy: An essential motive to learn. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 25(1), 82-91.

Zumbo, B. D. (2007). Validity: Foundational issues and statistical methodology. In C.
R. Rao & S. Sinharay (Eds.), Handbook of statistics, VVol. 26:
Psychometrics (pp. 45-79). Elsevier.

Abstract in Arabic

Gl Gl pall Clasaladl OO Cojlat e i oa Lol ) sl anil 4 Slaiy) Al ) gales
AU 8 AN 3o laSl (e g ¢ ppalaall daad S A3l o slad (ol (gadat i Al Al ) sy
Aial 4RI 2 JalaiYI Al () galay Bl je s 300 (e die o e san il 5 4 sl Al
3o liSl) (5 giuse 32l Cpaall o 5 (B gy daae (5 Jlane LS LA o) o) & LS Age S Claala 3 (4
A Ul 3o 5 Ay oSl drad 1 Apdall bl G e Dol ) sa g ) o yedal ALY
Lo daa g o Jiaall 3 aaxiall jlass¥) Jalat s ) sasy dabii ) bleleal 885 @lld g AUl agieliS

SR ) d5e A1 LS (5 sinn #8551 Of (i B 5 Apmaanil) daand 1) 300 o slaf ae e ol

856



2026 bladi — AN ¢ ad) —Jg¥1 ) — ¢y gra W1 g (waldd) Alaall — Cualal) dlya

iy S a1 3 (s D) 3 S day ke A BeliSH o (s LS A A e
Sl gl 58 5 agI LRI 5 (a8 oy S0 A1) 3l Al il peled AU 506N
A8 el Claalal) 3 Al FAIS A iy AR G g0 e dala g 5 T Al Le a

857



