
	

Research	Papers	in	Language	Teaching	and	Learning	
Vol.	10,	No.	1,	February	2019,	134-153	
ISSN:	1792-1244	
Available	online	at	http://rpltl.eap.gr	
This	article	is	issued	under	the	Creative	Commons	License	Deed.	Attribution	
3.0	Unported	(CC	BY	3.0)	

	
	
	

Assignment	feedback	in	distance	education:	
How	do	students	perceive	it?	

	

Η	ανατροφοδότηση	των	εργασιών	στην	εξ	αποστάσεως	
εκπαίδευση:	Ποια	είναι	η	άποψη	των	φοιτητών;	
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This	study	explores	147	postgraduate	students’	perceptions	of	tutor	assignment	feedback	in	
the	Hellenic	Open	University	context.	The	participants	are	both	first	and	second	year	students	
of	the	Master’s	in	Education	in	the	Teaching	of	English	as	a	Foreign/International	Language.	
Their	perceptions	on	feedback	aspects	like	effectiveness,	challenges	and	personal	preferences	
are	examined.	Students’	response	to	feedback	and	their	contact	with	the	tutor	for	extra	oral	
feedback	are	within	the	scope	of	the	study	as	well,	while	a	questionnaire	with	closed-ended	
items	 was	 the	 research	 instrument	 allowing	 quantitative	 analysis.	 Although	 the	 findings	
confirmed	 the	 importance	 of	 feedback	 and	 an	 overall	 sense	 of	 satisfaction,	 there	 were	
indications	 that	 error	 correction	 issues	 concerning	 content	 and	 theory	 are	 not	 addressed	
properly	 through	 the	 feedback	 provided.	 Student	 contact	 with	 the	 tutor	 either	 for	
clarifications	or	extra	oral	feedback	when	problems	arise	is	limited,	too.	Overall,	the	current	
study	has	 revealed	 significant	 findings	 in	 feedback	matters,	which	may	be	 constructive	 for	
the	structure	of	tutors’	feedback	writing.	
	

�	
	
Η	 παρούσα	 έρευνα	 εξετάζει	 τις	 αντιλήψεις	 147	 μεταπτυχιακών	 φοιτητών	 του	 Ελληνικού	
Ανοικτού	 Πανεπιστημίου	 σχετικά	 με	 την	 ανατροφοδότηση	 που	 λαμβάνουν	 από	 τους	
καθηγητές	 τους	 για	 τις	 γραπτές	 εργασίες	 τους.	 Οι	 συμμετέχοντες	 είναι	 πρωτοετείς	 και	
δευτεροετείς	 φοιτητές	 του	 προγράμματος	 μεταπτυχιακών	 σπουδών	 «Διδακτική	 της	
Αγγλικής	 ως	 Ξένης/Διεθνούς	 γλώσσας».	 Διερευνώνται	 οι	 αντιλήψεις	 τους	 σχετικά	 με	
πλευρές	 της	 ανατροφοδότησης	 όπως	 η	 αποτελεσματικότητα,	 οι	 δυσκολίες	 και	 οι	
προσωπικές	προτιμήσεις.	Η	ανταπόκριση	των	φοιτητών	απέναντι	στην	ανατροφοδότηση	και	
η	επικοινωνία	τους	με	τον	καθηγητή	για	επιπλέον	προφορικά	σχόλια	συμπεριλαμβάνονται	
στο	 πεδίο	 αυτής	 της	 έρευνας	 ενώ	 ένα	 ερωτηματολόγιο	 με	 κλειστού	 τύπου	 ερωτήματα	
αποτέλεσε	το	ερευνητικό	εργαλείο,	παρέχοντας	τη	δυνατότητα	ποσοτικής	ανάλυσης.	Αν	και	
τα	 ευρήματα	 επιβεβαίωσαν	 τη	 σπουδαιότητα	 της	 ανατροφοδότησης	 και	 ένα	 γενικό	
αίσθημα	 ικανοποίησης,	 υπήρξαν	 αρκετές	 ενδείξεις	 ως	 προς	 το	 ότι	 θέματα	 σχετικά	 με	 το	
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περιεχόμενο,	τη	θεωρία	και	τη	διόρθωση	λαθών	δεν	αντιμετωπίζονται	ικανοποιητικά	μέσω	
της	ανατροφοδότησης.	Η	επικοινωνία	του	φοιτητή	με	τον	καθηγητή	είτε	για	διευκρινήσεις	
είτε	 για	 πρόσθετα	 προφορικά	 σχόλια	 όταν	 εμφανίζονται	 προβλήματα	 είναι	 επίσης	
περιορισμένη.	 Συνολικά,	η	παρούσα	μελέτη	αποκαλύπτει	σημαντικά	ευρήματα	σχετικά	με	
θέματα	 ανατροφοδότησης,	 τα	 οποία	 μπορεί	 να	 λειτουργήσουν	 εποικοδομητικά	 στην	
οργάνωση	της	γραπτής	ανατροφοδότησης	από	τους	καθηγητές.	
	
Key	 words:	 Distance	 education,	 assignment	 feedback,	 student	 perceptions,	 feedback	
effectiveness,	student-tutor	communication,	oral	feedback	
	
	
1.		Introduction	
	
During	the	previous	years,	 the	fast	pace	of	 life	along	with	the	never-ending	duties	made	 it	
difficult	 for	 potential	 postgraduate	 students	 to	 enroll	 in	Master’s	 programs	where	 regular	
class	attendance	was	compulsory.	Thus,	the	need	for	more	flexible	studies	paved	the	way	for	
the	growth	of	distance	learning	contexts.	
	
Along	with	the	flourishing	of	Distance	Education	(DE),	there	has	been	a	growing	interest	 in	
tutor	feedback	which	is	regarded	as	crucial	to	students’	academic	performance.	This	is	due	
to	 the	 significance	 of	 feedback	 for	 students’	 academic	 development,	 independence	 and	
learning	 progress	 (Evans,	 2013)	 and	 its	 centrality	 in	 the	 assessment	 process	 (Price	 et	 al.,	
2010).	In	distance	learning	contexts,	feedback	is	mainly	formative	in	order	to	make	students	
continuously	 aware	 of	 their	 ongoing	 progress,	 facilitate	 reflection	 and	 trigger	 constructive	
changes	 (Alvarez	 et	 al.,	 2012).	 At	 the	 Hellenic	 Open	 University	 (HOU)	 specifically,	 written	
corrective	 feedback	 on	 assignments	 is	 the	 way	 through	 which	 tutors	 indicate	 students’	
errors	and	enlighten	them	on	their	academic	progress.	By	indicating	their	errors	and	giving	
feedback,	tutors	enable	students	to	process	their	written	product	and	apply	changes	to	their	
future	written	work	 (Nicol,	 2010).	 In	 other	words,	 giving	 feedback	 acts	 as	 a	 feed-forward	
process	on	students’	future	coursework	and	it	is	mainly	utilized	to	inform	and	lead	their	next	
assignments	to	the	better	(Orsmond	et	al.,	2013).	Apart	from	this,	feedback	is	considered	to	
act	as	an	aid	and	encouragement	for	future	written	assignments	and	as	a	boost	for	students	
to	 reach	 their	writing	 skills’	 potential,	which	highlights	 the	pedagogical	 contribution	 it	 can	
have	on	students’	self-confidence	(Hyland	&	Hyland,	2006).	
	
However,	 despite	 its	 central	 role,	 feedback	 can	 become	 troublesome	 as	 there	 may	 be	
misconceptions,	 lack	 of	 clarity	 and,	 as	 a	 result,	 dissatisfaction	 with	 it	 (Nicol	 et	 al.,	 2014).	
Feedback	comments	may	have	adverse	effects	on	students’	 self-confidence	when	they	are	
not	 clear,	 thus	obstructing	proper	 interpretation	and	 reducing	effectiveness	 (Hilgenberg	&	
Tolone,	 2000).	 Lateness	 of	 feedback	 delivery	 which	 hinders	 the	 feedforward	 process	
(Hounsell,	 2003)	 and	 students’	 inability	 to	understand	 the	 academic	 language	of	 feedback	
comments	 (Higgins	 et	 al.,	 2001)	 have	 been	 reported	 as	 discouraging	 factors	 as	 well.	
Consequently,	when	the	quality	of	feedback	suffers,	the	feedforward	process	may	become	a	
negative	experience	for	students,	hindering	their	smooth,	academic	progress.	
	
Considering	 the	 cases	previously	mentioned,	 it	 seems	 important	 to	 improve	 the	quality	of	
feedback	 by	 exploring	 the	 recipients’	 perceptions,	 in	 other	 words	 by	 examining	 how	
students	view,	interpret	and	respond	to	the	feedback	delivered.	This	study	aims	to	address	
this	 need	 by	 researching	 students’	 perceptions	 of	 tutor	 feedback	 in	 the	 postgraduate	
Program	of	the	HOU	titled	as	‘The	Teaching	of	English	as	a	Foreign/International	Language’.	
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The	 article	 first	 presents	 the	 theoretical	 framework	 and	 the	 connection	 between	 DE	 and	
feedback.	Second,	 it	presents	 the	research	design	and	next,	 it	 reports	research	results	and	
discusses	them.	Concluding	remarks	follow.	
	
2.		Theoretical	framework	
	
2.1.		Feedback	as	part	of	DE	practices	
	
Since	the	late	eighties,	DE	has	been	gaining	popularity	as	compared	to	face	to	face	education	
in	traditional	universities	where	attendance	is	compulsory	(Sewart,	1993).	DE	is	outlined	as	
both	 one	 and	 two-way	 traffic	 communication	 between	 the	 learners	 and	 the	 institution	
where	they	study	for	example	the	university	(Holmberg,	1989).	In	DE	contexts,	the	centrality	
of	learning	as	an	individual	activity	is	a	cornerstone	as	it	contributes	greatly	to	the	creation	
of	 autonomous	 learners	 who	 become	 able	 to	 control	 and	 regulate	 their	 own	 learning	
experience	(White,	2005).	As	a	result,	 they	become	 less	dependent	on	the	tutor	and	more	
responsible	for	their	studies	(Matuga,	2007).	Another	central	feature	of	DE	is	that,	 just	 like	
education	in	traditional	universities,	it	encourages	students	to	develop	cognitive	abilities	like	
critical	 thinking	 which	 encompass	 mastery	 of	 other	 sub-skills	 necessary	 to	 process	 study	
material	properly	and	effectively	(Price,	1997).		
	
As	was	 previously	 suggested,	 feedback	 is	 an	 integral	 feature	 of	 DE	 practices	 and	 the	 tool	
students	utilize	to	take	responsibility	for	their	own	learning,	achieve	autonomy	and	progress	
in	 their	 studies.	As	 a	notion,	 it	 is	 considered	 to	be	 intrinsically	 complex	 so	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	
provide	 a	 single	 definition	 for	 it.	 It	 was	 once	 integrally	 connected	 with	 the	 idea	 of	
assessment	as	 it	was	 frequently	used	 to	 inform	a	 learner	about	 the	degree	of	 correctness	
(Gagne,	 1985)	 or	 the	 result	 of	 one’s	 performance	 or	 understanding	 of	 the	 study	material	
(Hattie	&	Timperley,	2007).	Also,	the	positive	or	negative	reinforcement	role	of	feedback	as	
an	external	stimulus	was	attributed	by	Skinner	(1968).	Following	the	traditional	definition	of	
feedback	 and	 a	 closed-system	 thinking	 manner,	 feedback	 took	 corrective	 action	 and	
adopted	the	role	of	putting	things	right	(Price	et	al.,	2010).	
	
However,	recent	studies	have	given	feedback	new	perspectives	as	researchers	have	argued	
that	 simply	 informing	 students	 about	 whether	 they	 are	 right	 or	 wrong	 is	 not	 particularly	
productive	 so	 they	 redefined	 feedback	 as	 a	 reciprocal	 process	 through	 which	 input	 is	
received	 and	 reconstructed	 between	 the	 tutor	 and	 the	 learner	 in	 order	 for	 the	 latter	 to	
really	benefit	from	it	(Nicol,	2010;	Sadler,	2010).	Feedback	became	synonymous	with	notions	
like	reinforcement,	correction	and	benchmarking	(Price	et	al.,	2010),	a	feed-forward	process	
to	support	learning	(Hounsel	et	al.,	2008)	and	was	aptly	described	as	“the	gap	between	the	
actual	 level	and	the	reference	level	of	a	system	parameter”	(Ramaprasad,	1983,	 in	Walker,	
2009,	p.	4).	Additionally,	a	dialogic	dimension	of	feedback	which	engages	both	the	tutor	and	
the	learner	in	a	process	of	discussing	so	as	to	build	blocks	of	understanding	and	encourage	
reflection	was	 suggested	 by	Hewings	&	 Coffin	 (2006).	 It	 therefore	 seems	 that	 feedback	 is	
multifaceted	in	nature	and	definitely	a	useful	tool	in	students’	academic	course.	
	
2.2.		Role	and	meaningfulness	of	feedback	in	DE	
	
Feedback	in	DE	is	central	and	carries	multiple	roles.	It	can	be	informative	as	it	is	a	channel	of	
information	 including	 elaborate	 commentary	 concerning	 both	 structure	 and	 content	 in	 an	
attempt	 to	 consolidate	 students’	 learning.	 Also,	 it	 carries	 a	 pedagogical	 role	 boosting	
students	to	reach	their	writing	skills’	potential	(Hyland	&	Hyland,	2006).	Feedback	may	also	
assume	reflective	and	future	gap-altering	roles.	Its	reflective	role	lies	in	the	fact	that	tutors’	
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comments	may	engage	learners	in	a	state	of	reflection	which	will	trigger	inner	thoughts	and	
help	them	develop	a	critical	view	of	their	assignments	(Walker,	2009).	Since	a	great	deal	of	
feedback	 is	designed	 in	a	way	 that	will	 initiate	 future	 changes	once	problematic	areas	are	
spotted	(Walker,	2009),	a	gap-altering	role	can	be	attributed	to	it.	In	other	words,	feedback	
makes	 students	 take	 a	 look	beyond	 tutor	 comments	 by	 considering	 how	 to	 reduce	 future	
gaps	 and	 avoid	making	 the	 same	mistakes	 (Walker,	 2009).	 This	 process	 is	 part	 of	 a	wider	
cognitive	 and	 metacognitive	 function	 of	 gaining	 insight	 beyond	 errors	 and	 triggering	 a	
thinking	process	(Kulhavy	&	Stock,	1989).	
	
The	overall	importance	of	feedback	and	especially	in	assignment	writing	seems	quite	central	
in	 DE.	 Grading	 students’	 written	 work	 and	 assignments	 alone	 is	 just	 a	 typical	 part	 of	
assessment	which	only	measures	and	rates	their	performance	and	comprehension	of	study	
material.	The	 importance	of	 feedback	 lies	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 shapes	 learning	behaviors	and	
informs	students	about	the	status	of	their	written	product	compared	to	the	desired	level	so,	
they	become	more	able	 to	bridge	 the	gap	 (Sadler,	1989).	 It	 is	a	 crucial	 intervention	 in	 the	
course	of	learning	without	which	learning	is	not	complete	(Chokwe,	2015).		
	
Therefore,	 according	 to	 researchers,	 feedback	 in	 distance	 learning	 contexts	 is	 an	 integral	
part	 of	 the	 learning	 process	 whose	 contribution	 to	 academic	 progress	 is	 considered	
indisputable.	That	is	why	studying	students’	perceptions	of	it,	may	prove	fruitful.	
	
2.3.		Feedback	and	the	case	of	the	Hellenic	Open	University	
	
Τhe	HOU,	is	a	distance	learning	institution	which	offers	flexible	higher	education	studies.	The	
idea	 of	 self-instruction	 is	 promoted	 as	 students	 study	 the	 specially	 designed	 material	 on	
their	own	(Holmberg,	2002)	while	attending	contact	sessions	is	not	compulsory.	Additionally,	
self-regulated	learning1	is	promoted	as	the	nature	of	the	study	material	engages	learners	in	
acquisition	 of	 knowledge	 through	 critical	 thinking	 and	 the	 development	 of	 cognitive	 skills	
(Zimmerman	&	Schunk,	1989).		
	
According	to	HOU’s	regulations,	in	order	to	successfully	pass	a	module,	students	submit	four	
written	assignments	through	which	their	academic	writing	skills	and	their	understanding	of	
the	 subject	 matter	 are	 evaluated	 and	 they	 also	 participate	 in	 written	 final	 exams.	 The	
required	 academic	writing	 skills	 do	 not	 only	 involve	 conceptual	 knowledge	 on	 the	 subject	
area	 of	 the	 domain	 or	 a	 good	 command	 of	 the	 language	 system	 and	 forms,	 but	 also	 a	
number	of	 extra	 features	 this	 genre	 involves	 (Sifakis	 et	 al.,	 2008)	 such	as	 conventions	 like	
quoting	 and	paraphrasing	 along	with	macro-skills	 like	 planning,	 drafting	 and	 revising.	 At	 a	
deeper	level	of	writing,	students	need	to	be	able	to	present	other	writers’	work	in	order	to	
add	 validity	 to	 their	 own	words,	 avoid	 plagiarism	 or	 foreground	 agreement/disagreement	
with	 current	 beliefs	 (Sifakis	 et	 al.,	 2008).	 Students’	 written	 assignments	 are	 the	 basis	 on	
which	 they	 receive	 both	 a	 grade	 awarded	 according	 to	 several	 marking	 criteria	 and	
constructive	commentary	in	the	form	of	written	comments.	

	
On	 the	 basis	 of	 this,	 it	 becomes	 obvious	 that	 the	 specifications	 concerning	 assignment	
writing	 are	 demanding	 and	 the	 academic	writing	 skills	 the	 students	 should	master	 during	
their	 studies	are	of	a	high	 standard.	Additionally,	 considering	 that	assignment	 feedback	at	
the	 HOU	 is	 the	 means	 which	 encourages	 and	 promotes	 students’	 academic	 skills	

																																																													
1	 Academic	 self-regulation	 is	 essentially	 defined	 as	 students’	 personal	 systematic	 effort	 to	manage	
their	own	learning	in	order	to	achieve	their	goals	by	strategically	planning,	monitoring	and	regulating	
their	studies.	(Zimmerman	&	Schunk,	2011).	
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development,	 its	 importance	seems	undeniable	and	 it	 is	also	highly	probable	 that	 it	might	
have	a	decisive	impact	on	students’	performance	and	achievement.		
	
2.4.		Importance	of	studying	students’	perceptions		
	
Essentially,	the	importance	of	exploring	students’	perceptions	at	the	HOU	is	twofold.	On	the	
one	hand,	 examining	perceptions	 is	 important	 for	 tutors	 as	 it	 helps	 them	gain	 access	 into	
students’	inner	thoughts.	This	will	reveal	whether	they	follow	their	tutors’	advice	on	how	to	
work	and	exploit	feedback	as	well	as	if	and	why	feedback	is	sometimes	ill-conceived.	It	will	
also	help	prevent	potential	damaging	effects	on	students’	future	development	(Hunt,	2001).	
Additionally,	 studying	 beliefs	 and	 perceptions	 can	 influence	 behaviors	 and	 improve	
professional	practices	(Borg,	2006),	so	tutors	will	be	able	to	adapt	the	form	of	the	feedback	
they	offer	and	customize	it	to	students’	needs.	
	
On	 the	other	 hand,	 exploring	 students’	 perceptions	 is	 valuable	 for	 students	 themselves	 in	
that	they	will	be	able	to	gain	more	conscious	insight	into	their	personal	reactions.	Involving	
them	in	a	thinking	process	will	make	them	more	aware	of	 feedback	matters,	help	them	to	
adopt	 a	more	 effective	 attitude	 and	 change	 less	 appropriate	 behaviors	 towards	 reception	
and	 use	 of	 feedback.	 Let	 us	 not	 forget	 that	 tutors’	written	 comments	 are	 also	 the	 voices	
which	 show	 learners	 how	 to	 develop	 their	 own	 voice	 to	 evolve	 as	 academic	 writers	 by	
clarifying	 dark	 areas	 so	 examining	 how	 learners	 perceive	 their	 tutors’	 voice	 is	 invaluable	
(Hendricks	&	Queen,	2000).		
	
Therefore,	students’	perceptions	should	be	further	examined,	so	the	quality	and	 impact	of	
feedback	at	the	HOU	is	more	specifically	identified	and	its	positive	or	negative	features	are	
revealed.	
	
3.		Research	Design	and	Methodology	
	
3.1.		Research	Purpose	and	Questions	
	
Generally,	 feedback	 processes	 are	 not	 without	 obstacles	 and	 the	 question	 why	 feedback	
becomes	troublesome	cannot	be	really	answered	unless	insight	into	students’	perceptions	is	
gained.	The	effects	of	feedback,	student-tutor	interaction	as	a	form	of	social	and	academic	
discourse	 (Black,	 1998)	 as	 well	 as	 the	 quality,	 the	 speed,	 interpretation	 and	 disposition	
towards	 feedback	 (York,	 2003)	 are	 aspects	 to	 be	 examined	 in	 the	 process	 of	 investigating	
students’	 perceptions.	 Higgins	 et	 al.	 (2001)	 interestingly	 mention	 that	 feedback	 is	 an	
inherent	 act	 of	 educational	 dialogue	 between	 the	 tutor	 and	 the	 student.	 So,	 in	 order	 to	
examine	 if	 and	 why	 it	 may	 be	 troublesome,	 we	 need	 to	 examine	 its	 nature	 as	 an	 act	 of	
communication.	 Additionally,	 proof	 that	 feedback	 affects	 learning	 exists	 (Falchikov,	 1995),	
but	in	order	to	determine	the	way	and	the	extent,	we	need	to	reveal	students’	perceptions	
in	 aspects	 like	 comprehensibility	 of	 tutor	 comments	 (Higgins,	 2000),	 features	 of	 feedback	
that	make	 it	 less	 effective	 and	 the	quality	 of	 its	 form.	 In	 the	 light	 of	 the	 above,	 the	main	
research	questions	could	be	articulated	as	follows:	
	

1. How	do	students	consult	and	use	tutor	feedback?	
2. Do	they	have	enough	constructive	communication	with	the	tutor?	
3. Do	students	perceive	feedback	as	effective?	
4. What	do	they	perceive	as	troublesome	feedback	features?	
5. What	are	students’	preferences	with	regard	to	the	form	of	feedback	provided?	
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The	 analysis	 of	 the	 data	 collected	will	 hopefully	 provide	 substantial	 insight	 into	 students’	
perceptions	of	tutor	feedback	which	may	trigger	future	positive	and	strategic	changes	on	the	
part	of	students,	tutors	and	HOU’s	academic	community	alike.	By	finding	out	about	the	most	
significant	 findings	 that	will	 arise,	 students	will	 hopefully	 involve	 themselves	 in	 a	 thinking	
process	on	aspects	such	as	whether	they	need	to	adapt	their	strategies	towards	the	use	of	
feedback	 or	 examine	 their	 personal	 communication	 with	 the	 tutor	 in	 a	 more	 in-depth	
manner.	Also,	as	tutors	are	the	providers	of	feedback,	the	onus	is	on	them	to	make	it	usable,	
effective	and	motivating.	Thus,	after	gaining	a	clear	image	of	how	their	students	really	view	
it,	they	may	try	to	customize	it	to	students’	needs	better.	Last	but	not	least,	the	findings	may	
help	 develop	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 HOU	 as	 academic	 community	 in	 that	 they	 may	 be	
constructive	for	the	future	structure	of	tutors’	written	feedback.		
	
3.2.		Research	Context,	Methodology	and	Tool	
	
The	context	of	the	present	research	is	the	postgraduate	department	of	the	HOU	which	leads	
to	a	Master’s	degree	in	“The	Teaching	of	English	as	a	Foreign/International	Language”.	The	
research	participants	were	all	 students	who,	 at	 the	 time	of	 the	 research,	 attended	one	or	
two	modules,	either	compulsory	or	elective.	Aiming	to	employ	the	quantitative	method,	the	
sampling	 process	 attempted	 to	 collect	 as	 much	 data	 as	 possible	 in	 order	 to	 cover	 a	
representative	and	adequate	number	of	the	research	target	population	(Cohen	et	al.,	2005).	
Finally,	147	research	returns	were	collected.	
	
The	 present	 research	 has	 a	 trends	 measurement	 orientation.	 As	 it	 adopts	 a	 quantitative	
approach,	 it	 is	 purely	 information	 gathering	 (Bell,	 2010)	 and	 the	 outcomes	 are	 product-
oriented	 and	 objective	 as	 well	 (Chaudron,	 1988).	Moreover,	 extraction	 of	 numerical	 data	
and	 statistical	 information	 allows	 for	 straightforward	 tabulation	 and	 coding,	 enhancing	
objectivity,	too	(Dörnyei,	2010),	and	renders	the	actual	presentation	of	data	more	accurate	
(Brown	&	Rodgers,	2002).	So,	it	was	decided	that	the	main	research	instrument	would	be	a	
structured	 questionnaire	 including	 close-ended	 items.	 If	 it	 reaches	 a	 large	 number	 of	
respondents,	 the	 close-ended	 items	 will	 facilitate	 statistical	 analysis	 that	 will	 generate	
reliable	frequencies	of	responses	(Oppenheim,	1992),	as	 in	general,	close-ended	 items	 in	a	
questionnaire	make	it	easier	to	classify,	measure	and	generalize	perceptions	in	an	objective	
manner	(Becker,	1996).	
	
3.3.		Structure	and	Validity	of	the	questionnaire	
	
The	 selection	 of	 questionnaire	 items	 for	 the	 questionnaire	 used	 in	 the	 present	 study	was	
performed	following	two	approaches.	Firstly,	the	creativity	of	the	researchers	was	exploited	
as	 they	 formed	 an	 item	pool	with	 as	many	 items	 connected	 to	 the	 research	 questions	 as	
they	 could	 think	 of,	 an	 approach	 reported	 by	 Dörnyei	 (2003);	 yet	 they	 expanded	 to	
additional	external	sources	as	well.	Thus,	after	related	research	had	been	consulted,	 items	
from	 already	 established	 questionnaires	 inspired	 the	 current	 construction	 as	 they	 have	
already	been	piloted	and	had	proved	to	have	a	high	level	of	reliability	(Sudman	&	Bradburn,	
1983).	A	final	selection	of	items	from	the	item	pool	and	the	established	questionnaires	was	
performed	 creating	 a	 final	 questionnaire	 of	 34	 items,	which	was	 the	 research	 instrument	
utilized	(see	Appendix	I).		
	
The	final	form	of	the	questionnaire	consisted	of	two	introductory	questions	and	six	parts	(A-
F).	 The	 first	 introductory	 question	 aimed	 at	 collecting	 information	 on	 which	 module	 the	
respondents	were	attending	during	the	academic	year	in	which	the	research	was	conducted,	
whereas	 the	 second,	 collected	 numerical	 data	 on	 the	 number	 of	 feedback	 reports	 each	
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respondent	had	received	so	far.	Part	A	explored	students’	reactions	to	feedback	when	they	
received	 it	 and	 which	 marking	 criteria	 they	 focused	 on,	 through	 two	 multiple	 response	
questions.	Parts	B	to	F	examined	students’	perceptions	and	were	composed	of	5-point	Likert	
scale	questions,	as	they	have	become	very	popular	among	researchers	and	social	scientists	
when	 it	 comes	 to	 examining	 perceptions,	 attitudes	 and	 beliefs	 (Subedi,	 2016).	 More	
specifically,	Part	B	explored	 student-tutor	 communication	 (7	 items),	Part	C	 focused	on	 the	
consultation	of	feedback	for	future	assignments	(3	items)	and	Part	D	examined	effectiveness	
of	feedback	comments	(7	items).	Last,	Part	E	searched	for	troublesome	feedback	features	(7	
items)	and	Part	F	explored	students’	preferences	in	the	form	of	feedback	provided	(6	items).	
The	 items	from	Parts	B	to	E	were	measured	through	a	frequency	five-point	scale2	whereas	
for	Part	F,	the	five-point	scale	examined	students’	level	of	agreement3	(Vagias,	2006).	
	
Content	validity	was	tested	by	subjecting	the	research	instrument	to	a	validity	test	to	check	
whether	internal	consistency	was	above	acceptable	levels.	In	this	case,	the	statistical	result	
measured	 with	 Cronbach’s	 alpha	 reliability	 coefficient4	 was	 .932	 indicating	 high	 internal	
reliability	according	to	commonly	accepted	descriptors	(George	&	Mallery,	2003).	
	
3.4.		Piloting	and	Sampling	
	
The	questionnaire	was	 piloted	 before	 it	was	 officially	 distributed	 in	 order	 to	 detect	 flaws,	
identify	 problems	 and	 check	 accuracy	 (Rasinger,	 2013).	 Six	 HOU	 students	 completed	 the	
electronic	questionnaire	and	pointed	out	 that	 two	questions	presented	some	ambiguity	as	
they	were	considered	a	paraphrase	of	other	questions	so	they	were	extracted.	The	snowball	
sampling	 technique	 was	 employed	 and	 the	 total	 number	 of	 respondents	 to	 the	
questionnaire	after	its	mass	distribution	and	promotion	in	the	social	media	and	mailing	was	
147.	 Although	 the	 number	 did	 not	 represent	 the	 whole	 population,	 it	 still	 offered	 a	
representative	 sample	 which,	 due	 to	 the	 satisfactory	 distribution	 of	 answers	 across	 all	
modules	(see	Appendix	II,	Table	1),	could	be	relied	on	(Dörnyei	&	Csizer,	2012).		
	
	
4.		Quantitative	data	and	discussion	
	
4.1.		Method	of	Analysis	
	
The	numerical	data	were	calculated	on	SPSS	and	the	mean	scores	extracted	are	discussed	in	
the	following	sections.	
	
4.2.		Descriptive	Analysis	and	Discussion	
	
4.2.1.	 	Consultation	and	use	of	tutor	feedback:	How	do	students	consult	and	use	feedback?	
(Research	question	1)	
	
Students’	 reactions	 and	 response	 towards	 feedback	were	 examined	 through	 two	multiple	
response	 questions,	 as	 already	 noted.	 The	 first	 question	 examined	 how	 students	 first	
respond	when	 they	 receive	 the	 feedback	 report.	63.3%	of	 the	 respondents	answered	 that	
																																																													
2	The	frequency	five-point	scale	ranges	as	follows:	1=	Always,	2=	Often,	3=	Sometimes,	4=	Rarely,	
5=Never.	
3	The	agreement	five-point	scale	represents	the	following	levels:	1=	Strongly	agree,	2=	Partly	agree,	3=	
Neither	agree	or	disagree,	4=	Partly	disagree,	5=	Strongly	disagree.	
4	Cronbach’s	alpha	reliability	coefficient	ranges	between	negative	 infinity	(0)	and	1.	The	closest	to	1	
the	result	is,	the	more	internally	valid	the	tool	is	considered	to	be	(Gliem	&	Gliem,	2003).	
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they	follow	all	four	suggested	steps5	one	by	one	whereas	the	option	of	looking	at	the	overall	
mark	 first	 collected	 28.6%	 of	 the	 responses.	 The	 rest	 of	 the	 options	 collected	 very	 few	
responses	indicating	a	rather	low	priority	in	following	these	steps	individually	(see	Appendix	
III,	 Table	2).	The	second	question	examined	which	 type	of	 comments	 students	 focus	more	
on.	 The	 vast	 majority	 (80.3%)	 responded	 that	 they	 focus	 on	 all	 marking	 criteria	 whereas	
preference	 for	 individual	marking	criteria	 received	a	 limited	number	of	answers.	Thus,	 the	
majority	 of	 students	 focus	 on	 all	 marking	 criteria	 in	 order	 to	 improve	 and	 get	 an	 overall	
picture	whereas	more	than	half	of	them	suggested	that	they	follow	all	the	suggested	steps	
after	they	receive	the	feedback	report.	However,	a	sizable	minority	revealed	that	they	look	
at	 the	 overall	 mark	 first	 (see	 Appendix	 III,	 Table	 3).	 This	 result	 cannot	 be	 overlooked	 as	
marks	 can	 sometimes	 act	 as	 an	 undermining	 factor	 when	 they	 accompany	 feedback	
comments	as	previous	research	has	revealed	(Black	&	William,	1998).		
	
Concerning	 the	 extent	 of	 feedback	 use	 in	 forthcoming	 assignments	 (Part	 C),	 the	 mean6	
scores	 revealed	 interesting	 data	 (see	 Table	 1	 below).	 When	 students	 were	 questioned	
whether	 they	 consult	 feedback	 again,	 their	 answers	 presented	 a	 mean	 score	 of	 1.797	
indicating	that	they	actually	consult	and	make	use	of	it.	Concerning	the	careful	consideration	
of	 feedback	 in	order	 to	avoid	the	same	errors	 in	 the	next	assignment,	students’	 responses	
indicated	 that	 they	 almost	 ‘always’	 (m=1,68)	 follow	 this	 process	 and	 they	 ‘almost	 never’	
(m=4.55)	 start	 writing	 the	 next	 assignment	 in	 their	 own	 way,	 both	 scores	 indicating	 that	
since	 students	 reconsider	 feedback	 comments	 before	 writing	 again,	 they	 make	 an	 extra	
effort	to	use	them	constructively	in	the	following	assignments.		
	
	
	

Mean	 Standard	
Deviation	

I	consult	the	feedback	again	 1,79	 1,14	

I	consider	the	comments	one	by	one	and	try	to	avoid	the	same	mistakes	in	
my	next	assignment	 1,68	 1,01	

I	start	writing	in	my	own	way	as	feedback	comments	are	not	important	 4,55	 ,93	

	
Table	1.	Use	of	Feedback	(mean	scores)	

	
	
Overall,	it	seems	that	students	more	often	than	not	consult	the	feedback	again	and	they	also	
consider	 the	 comments	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	 the	 same	mistakes	 in	 the	 next	 assignment.	 This	
may	suggest	that	students	try	to	be	strategic	users	of	feedback	comments.	However,	 if	we	
go	into	the	results	in	percentages	and	number	of	responses	as	presented	in	Table	2	below,	
there	 is	 still	 a	 minority	 of	 students	 who	 do	 not	 seem	 to	 use	 feedback,	 strategically	 or	
otherwise.		

																																																													
5 The first four suggested answers are the following: a) I look at the overall mark first b) I look at the marks for 
each marking criterion first c) I read the written comments first d) I compare the feedback comments with the 
assignment. 
6 In Statistics, the mean score is used to measure the central tendency in numbers and indicate the prevalent 
inclination of responses (Feller, 1950).  
7 In order to understand what 1.79 stands for, the following exemplification should be taken into account. For Parts 
B to E of the questionnaire, the Likert frequency scale ranges from Always to Never. Each frequency is 
represented by a number (Always=1, Often=2, Sometimes=3, Rarely=4, Never=5). So, if the mean score for a 
question is 1.79 this suggests that the answers range from Often to Always, reflecting a high frequency. 
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Always	 Often	 Sometimes	 Rarely	 Never	

Count	
Row	N	

%	 Count	
Row	N	

%	 Count	
Row	N	

%	 Count	
Row	N	

%	 Count	
Row	N	

%	

I	consult	the	feedback	again	 83	 57,2%	 33	 22,8%	 13	 9,0%	 9	 6,2%	 7	 4,8%	

I	consider	the	comments	
one	by	one	and	try	to	avoid	
them	in	my	next	assignment	

85	 58,6%	 36	 24,8%	 13	 9,0%	 7	 4,8%	 4	 2,8%	

I	start	writing	in	my	own	
way	as	feedbacks	are	not	
important	

5	 3,4%	 3	 2,1%	 6	 4,1%	 25	 17,1%	 107	 73,3%	

	
Table	2.	Use	of	Feedback	(percentages)	

	
	

This	 result	 possibly	 suggests	 that	 students	may	 not	 be	 trained	 to	 act	 strategically	 or	 they	
may	not	see	the	value	in	consulting	it	repeatedly.	
	
4.2.2.	Student-Tutor	communication:	Do	students	have	enough	constructive	communication	
with	the	tutor?	(Research	question	2)	
	
With	regard	to	students’	perceptions	of	their	communication	with	their	tutors,	the	analysis	
revealed	 unexpected	 results.	 Surprisingly,	 contact	 with	 the	 tutor	 both	 due	 to	 mark	
dissatisfaction	 reasons	 and	 in	 order	 to	 discuss	 students’	 performance	 even	 if	 satisfactory,	
happens	 ‘rarely’	 to	 almost	 ‘never’	 (m=4.27),	 revealing	 minimal	 communication	 and	
interaction	 (see	 Table	 3	 below).	 Contact	 becomes	 a	 little	 more	 frequent,	 closer	 to	
‘sometimes’	when	students	have	to	deal	with	comments	they	find	hard	to	understand	and	
when	 they	wish	 to	 be	 advised	on	how	 to	 improve	 in	 the	 next	 assignment.	However,	 they	
‘often’	 (m=2.17)	 try	 to	 understand	what	 went	 wrong	 on	 their	 own	 before	 contacting	 the	
tutor,	whereas	they	‘sometimes’	contact	him/her	after	they	have	tried	hard	enough	and	still	
face	difficulties.	Lastly,	cases	of	insecurity	with	regard	to	their	relationship	to	the	tutor	were	
revealed	in	students’	responses	as	they	‘sometimes’	feel	uncomfortable	contacting	the	tutor	
for	extra	feedback.		
	
Taken	 together,	 it	 becomes	 evident	 that	 students	 mainly	 rely	 on	 themselves	 to	 face	
troubling	feedback	matters	and	they	contact	their	tutor	as	their	last	resort	confirming	Poulos	
and	 Mahony’s	 study	 (2008),	 which	 revealed	 that	 students	 do	 not	 grab	 opportunities	 for	
extra	 oral	 feedback	 and	 they	 distance	 themselves	 from	 their	 tutors.	 There	 are	 several	
possible	 explanations	 for	 these	 results.	 Contact	 avoidance	 may	 be	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	
students	 do	 not	 actually	 think	 that	 extra	 oral	 feedback	will	 be	 helpful	 to	 them	 or	 do	 not	
realize	the	positive	effects	dialogue	may	have	both	for	motivational	purposes	and	for	fixing	
problems.	Another	reason	for	contact	avoidance	may	be	because	students	may	not	be	urged	
by	their	tutors	to	contact	them.	In	any	case,	the	findings	are	worrying	as	they	suggest	that	
student-tutor	communication	 is	 limited.	However,	oral	feedback	should	be	an	extra	tool	at	
students’	disposal	as	it	is	more	elaborate	by	offering	extra	clarifications	(Black	&	McCormick,	
2010).	
	
	
	



Kreonidou	&	Kazamia	/	Research	Papers	in	Language	Teaching	and	Learning	10/1	(2019)		134-153	

	

143	

After	I	receive	the	tutor’s	feedback:	
Mean	 Standard	

Deviation	

I	contact	the	tutor	immediately	when	my	mark	is	not	satisfactory	 4,28	 1,12	

I	contact	the	tutor	immediately	to	discuss	my	performance	even	if	it	is	
satisfactory	

4,27	 1,10	

I	contact	the	tutor	only	when	I	do	not	understand	his/her	comments	 3,01	 1,38	

I	contact	the	tutor	to	ask	for	advice	on	how	to	improve	my	performance	 3,21	 1,35	

I	try	to	understand	what	went	wrong	by	myself	without	contacting	the	tutor	 2,17	 1,20	

I	read	the	comments	again	the	following	days	and	contact	the	tutor	only	if	I	
still	don’t	understand	 2,63	 1,33	

I	feel	uncomfortable	contacting	the	tutor	to	ask	for	explanations	 3,00	 1,49	

	
Table	3.	Student-tutor	Communication	(Mean	scores)	

	
	
4.2.3.	 Effectiveness	 of	 feedback:	 Do	 students	 perceive	 feedback	 as	 effective?	 (Research	
question	3)	
	
Concerning	tutors’	 feedback	comments	 (see	Table	4	below),	 they	seem	to	be	perceived	by	
students	 as	 of	 moderate	 effectiveness	 as	 results	 lie	 between	 ‘sometimes’	 and	 ‘often’,	
especially	when	it	comes	to	enhancement	of	students’	understanding	of	theory.	Almost	the	
same	holds	true	of	cases	regarding	the	contribution	of	feedback	comments	to	the	correction	
of	 mistakes	 through	 directing	 students	 to	 the	 relevant	 parts	 of	 the	 study	 material.	
Enlightening	feedback	comments	which	do	not	create	further	confusion	are	‘often’	provided	
(m=2.31).	Moreover,	it	seems	important	to	mention	that	feedback	comments	‘often’	act	as	a	
means	 to	 helping	 students	 pass	 the	 course	 and	 offer	 effective	 guidance	 on	 their	
improvement	concerning	their	academic	skills.	Even	more	importantly,	the	effectiveness	of	
feedback	also	 lies	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 in	cases	when	performance	 is	not	as	expected,	 it	 ‘often’	
acts	 as	 a	 source	 of	 encouragement,	 offering	 motivation,	 and	 clearly	 spots	 areas	 for	
improvement,	providing	guidance	straight	to	the	point	quite	‘often’	too.	
	

The	written	feedback	I	receive:	 Mean	 Standard	
Deviation	

Enhances	my	understanding	of	the	theory	 2,67	 1,11	

Offers	guidance	to	improve	my	written	academic	skills	 1,94	 1,03	

Tries	to	correct	the	mistakes	in	my	assignment	by	directing	me	to	the	
right	parts	of	the	study	material	

2,50	 1,26	

Involves	enlightening	comments	that	do	not	create	further	confusion	 2,31	 ,99	

Encourages	me	to	continue	even	if	my	performance	was	not	as	I	
expected	

2,07	 1,04	

Clearly	identifies	areas	that	require	improvement	 1,90	 ,95	

Ιs	helpful	for	me	to	pass	the	course	 2,20	 1,05	

	
Table	4.	Effectiveness	of	Feedback	
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Overall,	 it	was	observed	that	effectiveness	ranges	from	medium	to	good	depending	on	the	
case.	Effectiveness	concerning	the	contribution	of	feedback	to	helping	students	understand	
the	 theory	 and	 comments	 that	 direct	 students	 to	 answers	 in	 the	 study	material	 is	 rarely	
evident.	 Frequency	 levels	 increase	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 enlightening	 comments	 that	 guide	
students	towards	areas	of	improvement,	motivating	comments	which	enhance	effectiveness	
and	their	contribution	to	passing	the	course.	These	findings	are	in	line	with	Walker’s	(2009)	
and	 Weaver’s	 (2006)	 studies,	 which	 revealed	 that	 encouraging	 comments	 proved	 to	 be	
effective.	On	the	downside,	the	fact	that	there	are	cases	of	students	who,	according	to	their	
answers	 on	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 feedback,	 replied	 that	 it	 rarely	 or	 never	 helps	 them	 (see	
Appendix	 IV,	 Table	 4),	 indicates	 that	 there	 is	 still	 room	 for	 improvement	 in	 its	 quality.	 A	
similar	 finding	 is	 suggested	 in	 Furnborough	&	 Truman’s	 research,	which	 revealed	 cases	 of	
students	who	perceived	the	effectiveness	of	feedback	as	weak	(2009).	Thus,	even	though	it	
is	encouraging	that	feedback	is	of	good	quality	in	general,	the	existence	of	replies	which	rate	
the	effectiveness	of	feedback	as	less	frequent	(ranging	from	sometimes	and	rarely	to	never),	
is	a	cause	of	concern	(see	Appendix	IV,	Table	4).	
	
4.2.4.	Troublesome	feedback:	What	do	students	perceive	as	troublesome	feedback	features?	
(Research	question	4)	
	
Interestingly,	data	do	not	suggest	deeply	challenging	issues	according	students’	perceptions	
(see	 Table	 5	 below).	 To	 be	 more	 specific,	 students	 do	 not	 really	 perceive	 their	 tutors’	
feedback	as	 impersonal	as	 this	happens	 ‘rarely’	 to	almost	 ‘never’	 (m=4.10),	 indicating	 that	
tutors	do	not	distance	themselves	from	them.	The	rest	of	the	answers	in	this	section	mainly	
range	from	‘rarely’	to	‘sometimes.’	Time-wise,	reception	of	feedback	‘rarely’	(m=3.82)	comes	
close	 to	 the	 next	 assignment,	 impeding	 improvement,	 and	 ‘rarely’	 comes	 so	 late	 that	 the	
student	has	 forgotten	the	rationale	behind	the	arguments	of	 the	assignment	that	received	
the	feedback.	Vagueness	in	terms	of	academic	writing	issues	such	as	APA	norms,	are	‘rarely’	
or	‘sometimes’	spotted	and	the	same	happens	with	cases	when	the	student	needs	to	make	a	
personal	 effort	 to	 understand	 the	 feedback.	 In	 the	 same	 vein,	 feedback	 ‘often’	 guides	
students	 to	 weak	 parts	 of	 their	 writing	 using	 sign-posted	 comments	 and	 it	 ‘often’	
contributes	 to	 the	mark	 of	 the	 next	 assignment.	Overall,	 the	 descriptive	 analysis	 revealed	
that	students	do	not	consider	feedback	 impersonal.	However,	they	still	 feel	uncomfortable	
contacting	the	tutor	as	contact	avoidance	characterizes	the	course	of	their	studies.		
	

The	written	feedback	I	receive:	 Mean	

Seems	impersonal	making	me	feel	unimportant	for	the	tutor	 4,10	

Involves	extra	personal	effort	to	understand		 3,71	

Does	not	always	contribute	to	the	improvement	of	my	next	assignment’s	grade	 3,80	

Comes	very	close	to	the	submission	of	the	next	assignment	leaving	no	room	for	
improvement	

3,82	

Comes	belated,	so	I	have	forgotten	the	rationale	behind	my	arguments	 3,86	

Does	not	include	signposted	comments	on	the	problematic	parts	on	the	actual	
assignment	 3,79	

Involves	vague	comments	in	terms	of	errors	connected	with	APA	norms	 3,63	

	
Table	5.	Troublesome	features	of	feedback	(Mean	scores)	
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The	 finding	 that	 contact	 avoidance	 is	 not	 due	 to	 impersonal	 feedback	 suggests	 that	 the	
reason	for	student-tutor	limited	communication	does	not	stem	from	the	tutors’	stance	and	
rapport	with	the	students	but	from	other	factors.	In	the	present	study,	no	time	deficiencies	
concerning	feedback	delivery	are	spotted	contrary	to	other	research,	which	revealed	issues	
concerning	 lateness	of	 feedback	delivery	which	hinder	the	feed-forward	process	(Hounsell,	
2003;	Price	et	al.,	2010).	This	can	lead	to	the	conclusion	that	tutor	feedback	responses	are	
timely	enough	to	facilitate	students’	progress.	Therefore,	ineffectiveness	and	challenges	may	
be	due	to	other	factors	such	as	possibly	a	general	Greek	tendency	to	avoid	asking	questions.	
	
4.2.5.	 	 Preferences	 regarding	 the	 form	 of	 feedback:	 What	 are	 students’	 preferences	 with	
regard	to	the	form	of	feedback	provided?	(Research	question	5)	
	
In	 terms	 of	 preference	 (see	 Table	 6	 below),	 students	 agree8	 that	 they	 prefer	 signposted	
comments	 on	 the	 actual	 assignment	 apart	 from	 the	 feedback	 report	 which	 shows	 that,	
despite	 the	 fact	 that	 marks	 and	 feedback	 comments	 are	 important,	 it	 is	 essential	 that	
students	be	more	explicitly	guided	and	directed.	Additionally,	they	agree	(m=1.71)	that	they	
need	suggested	answers	by	the	tutors	but	they	neither	agree	nor	disagree	(m=2.71)	when	it	
comes	to	correction	of	every	single	mistake.	They	also	agree	that	they	need	commentary	on	
what	they	did	well	in	their	assignment	and	they	partly	agree	that	they	need	correction	and	
explanation	 for	 every	 error	 connected	 with	 APA	 norms.	 Lastly,	 no	 particular	 preference	
emerged	when	they	were	asked	 if	 they	want	 to	be	encouraged	 to	contact	 tutors	 for	extra	
oral	 feedback,	 a	 result	 which	 highlights	 troublesome	 issues	 concerning	 student-tutor	
communication	once	again.		
	
	

Preferences	regarding	the	form	of	feedback	 Mean	 Standard	
deviation	

Apart	from	the	marking	scheme,	I’d	like	signposted	comments	on	my	actual	
assignment	

1,54	 1,03	

Along	with	having	my	mistakes	traced,	I’d	like	to	be	given	a	suggested	
correct	answer	by	the	tutor	 1,71	 1,09	

I'd	like	every	single	mistake	to	be	corrected	 2,71	 1,38	

I’d	like	to	be	encouraged	more	to	contact	the	tutor	for	extra	oral	feedback	 2,56	 1,25	

I’d	like	my	mistakes	connected	with	APA	norms	to	be	explained	and	
corrected	one	by	one	 2,01	 1,26	

I’d	like	the	feedback	to	describe	the	strong	parts	of	my	assignment	too	 1,59	 1,01	

	
Table	6.	Preferences	Regarding	the	Form	of	Feedback	

	
	
Overall,	 the	present	study	revealed	a	variety	of	 student	preferences	 regarding	 the	 form	of	
feedback.	As	concerns	 signposted	comments	on	students’	actual	written	work,	 corrections	
that	 are	 to	 the	 point	 and	 suggested	 correct	 answers	 are	 well-preferred	 as	 pinpointed	 in	
other	 studies	 too	 (Huxham,	 2007;	Walker,	 2009;	Weaver,	 2006).	 What	 is	 surprising	 once	
again,	 though,	 is	 that	 students	 neither	 agree	 nor	 disagree	 as	 to	whether	 they	want	 to	 be	
																																																													
8	In	order	to	examine	preferences,	a	five-point	scale	of	agreement	is	used,	representing	the	following	
levels:	 1=Strongly	 agree,	 2=Partly	 agree,	 3=Neither	 agree	or	disagree,	 4=Partly	 disagree,	 5=Strongly	
disagree.	The	mean	scores	are	interpreted	on	the	basis	of	this	scale.	
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encouraged	to	contact	their	tutors	for	extra	oral	feedback.	This	finding	may	be	explained	in	
the	following	possible	ways.	First,	students	may	already	be	urged	by	their	tutors	to	contact	
them	but	they	think	extra	encouragement	is	unnecessary	or	they	may	shy	away.	Also,	they	
may	not	 think	 that	contact	with	 tutors	will	aid	 them	 in	any	way.	Regardless	of	what	holds	
true	in	this	case,	this	finding	proves	the	existence	of	a	gap	in	student-tutor	communication.	
	
5.		Concluding	remarks	
	
The	 present	 study	 was	 designed	 to	 explore	 students’	 perceptions	 of	 tutor	 assignment	
feedback	in	the	HOU	as	a	DL	institution	and	revealed	important	findings.		

	
Despite	 the	 fact	 that	 feedback	 is	 considered	 effective	 up	 to	 a	 point,	 it	 still	 involves	
challenges	like	vagueness	of	comments	and	difficulty	interpreting	them	and	cannot	cater	for	
the	 needs	 of	 the	 totality	 of	 the	 students,	 who	 expressed	 preference	 for	 more	
straightforward	 and	 custom-made	 feedback.	 Additionally,	 not	 everybody	 is	 or	 tries	 to	
become	 a	 strategic	 user	 in	 terms	 of	 consultation	 and	 constructive	 use	 of	 feedback	
comments	prior	to	following	assignments.	Overall,	 then,	tutor	assignment	feedback	will	be	
more	effective	for	the	majority	of	students	only	when	adaptations	are	made	to	customize	it	
according	 to	 their	 needs	 and	 preferences	 and	 if	 students	 are	 better	 trained	 on	 how	 to	
process	 and	 decode	 it.	 Moreover,	 effectiveness	 can	 be	 better	 achieved	 not	 only	 by	
improving	 the	quality	of	 feedback	but	by	building	a	stronger	student-tutor	communication	
for	 extra	 oral	 feedback.	Mutual	 and	 regular	 communication	 should	 be	 developed	 so	 that	
students	 will	 be	 able	 to	 overcome	 challenges	 and	 troublesome	 elements	 feedback	
comments	may	entail.	
	
Overall,	 this	 study	 strengthens	 the	 idea	 that	 as	 feedback	 is	 the	 main	 channel	 that	
communicates	 students’	 performance	 and	 progress,	 it	 is	 imperative	 that	 its	 form	 is	
continually	adapted	to	cater	 for	students’	ever-changing	needs.	 It	also	goes	without	saying	
that	 students	need	 to	adopt	a	more	discursive	disposition	 towards	 their	 tutors	 in	order	 to	
exploit	the	benefits	of	constructive	communication	to	the	full.	
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APPENDIX	I	
	
The	Questionnaire	

1) Which	module/s	are	you	currently	studying?	*required	
1st	year:	Agg	52	¨	2nd	year:	First	elective	¨	
	Agg	53	¨	Second	elective	¨	
	Both	Agg	52	and	Agg	53	¨	Two	electives	at	the	same	time	¨	
2) How	many	written	 feedback	 reports	 have	 you	 received	 this	 year	 so	 far?	 ____	

*required		
	Part	A	
Response	to	feedback	
Choose	the	answer	that	best	describes	your	first	reaction	
When	I	receive	the	tutor’s	written	feedback:	*required	

a) I	look	at	the	overall	mark	first	
b) I	look	at	the	marks	for	each	marking	criterion	first	
c) I	read	the	written	comments	first	
d) I	compare	the	feedback	comments	with	the	assignment		
e) I	do	all	the	above	one	after	the	other	

I	focus	on:	*required		
a) Rationale	and	Analysis	comments	more	
b) Use	of	Literature	comments	more	
c) Application	of	Principles	to	Practice	comments	more	
d) Organization	and	Structure	comments	more	
e) Presentation	and	Language	comments	more	
f) 	All	five	marking	criteria		
Part	B		
Reactions	towards	the	tutor	
After	I	receive	the	tutor’s	feedback:	(all	statements	are	*required	fields)	
Please	rate	your	answers	according	to	the	following:	1	=	Always	2	=	Often	3	=	Sometimes	4	=	
Rarely	5	=	Never	

1) I	contact	the	tutor	immediately	when	my	mark	is	not	satisfactory	
2) I	contact	the	tutor	immediately	to	discuss	my	performance	even	if	it	is	satisfactory	
3) I	contact	the	tutor	only	when	I	do	not	understand	his/her	comments		
4) I	contact	the	tutor	to	ask	for	advice	on	how	to	improve	my	performance	
5) I	try	to	understand	what	went	wrong	by	myself	without	contacting	the	tutor	
6) I	read	the	comments	again	the	following	days	and	contact	the	tutor	only	if	I	still	

don’t	understand	
7) I	feel	uncomfortable	contacting	the	tutor	to	ask	for	explanations		

Part	C	
Reactions	towards	the	next	assignment	
Before	I	start	writing	the	next	assignment:	(all	statements	are	*required	fields)	
Please	rate	your	answers	according	to	the	following:	1	=	Always	2	=	Often	3	=	Sometimes	4	=	
Rarely	5	=	Never	

1) I	consult	the	feedback	again	
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2) I	consider	the	comments	one	by	one	and	try	to	avoid	the	same	mistakes	in	my	next	
assignment	

3) I	start	writing	in	my	own	way	as	feedback	comments	are	not	important	
Part	D	
Effectiveness	of	feedback	
The	written	feedback	I	receive:	(all	statements	are	*required	fields)	
Please	rate	your	answers	according	to	the	following:	1	=	Always	2	=	Often	3	=	Sometimes	4	=	
Rarely	5	=	Never	

1) Enhances	my	understanding	of	the	theory	
2) Offers	guidance	to	improve	my	written	academic	skills	
3) Tries	to	correct	the	mistakes	in	my	assignment	by	directing	me	to	the	right	parts	of	

the	study	material	
4) Involves	enlightening	comments	that	do	not	create	further	confusion	
5) Encourages	me	to	continue	even	if	my	performance	was	not	as	I	had	expected	
6) Clearly	identifies	areas	that	need	improvement	
7) Is	helpful	for	me	to	pass	the	course		

Part	E	
Troublesome	features	of	feedback	
The	written	feedback	I	receive:	(all	statements	are	*required	fields)	
Please	rate	your	answers	according	to	the	following:	1	=	Always	2	=	Often	3	=	Sometimes	4	=	
Rarely	5	=	Never	

1) Seems	impersonal	making	me	feel	unimportant	for	the	tutor	
2) Involves	extra	personal	effort	to	understand		
3) Does	not	always	contribute	to	the	improvement	of	my	next	assignment’s	grade	
4) Comes	very	close	to	the	submission	of	the	next	assignment	leaving	no	room	for	

improvement	
5) Comes	belated,	so	I	have	forgotten	the	rationale	behind	my	arguments	
6) Does	not	include	signposted	comments	on	the	problematic	parts	on	the	actual	

assignment	
7) Involves	vague	comments	in	terms	of	errors	connected	with	APA	norms		

Part	F	
Preferences	regarding	the	form	of	feedback	(all	statements	are	*required	fields)	
Please	rate	your	answers	according	to	the	following:	1	=	Strongly	agree	2	=	Partly	agree	3	=	
Neither	agree	or	disagree	4	=	Partly	disagree	5	=	Strongly	disagree	

1) Apart	from	the	marking	scheme,	I’d	like	signposted	comments	on	my	actual	
assignment	

2) Along	with	having	my	mistakes	traced,	I’d	like	to	be	given	a	suggested	correct	
answer	by	the	tutor	

3) 	I’d	like	every	single	mistake	to	be	corrected	
4) I’d	like	to	be	encouraged	more	to	contact	the	tutor	for	extra	oral	feedback	
5) I’d	like	my	mistakes	connected	with	APA	norms	to	be	explained	and	corrected	one	

by	one	
6) I’d	like	the	feedback	to	describe	the	strong	parts	of	my	assignment	too	
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APPENDIX	II	
	

Which	module/s	are	you	currently	studying?	

	 Frequency	 Percent	 Valid	
Percent	

Cumulative	
Percent	

Valid	

Agg	52	 32	 21.8	 21.8	 21.8	

Agg	53	 24	 16.3	 16.3	 38.1	

Both	Agg	52	and	Agg	53	 19	 12.9	 12.9	 51.0	

First	elective	 19	 12.9	 12.9	 63.9	

Second	elective	 28	 19.0	 19.0	 83.0	

Two	electives	at	the	same	time	 25	 17.0	 17.0	 100.0	

Total	 147	 100.0	 100.0	 	

	
Table	1.	Numerical	distribution	of	participants	in	modules	

	
	
	
	
	
	

APPENDIX	III	
	
Numerical	distribution	for	answers	in	Part	A	(Response	to	feedback)	
	
When	I	receive	the	tutor’s	feedback:	
	

	 Frequency	 Percent	 Valid	Percent	 Cumulative	Percent	

Valid	

I	look	the	overall	mark	
first	 42	 28,6	 28,6	 28,6	

look	the	marks	for	each	
marking	criterion	first	 5	 3,4	 3,4	 32,0	

I	read	the	written	
comments	first	 5	 3,4	 3,4	 35,4	

I	compare	the	feedback	
comments	with	the	
assignment	

2	 1,4	 1,4	 36,7	

I	do	all	the	above	one	
after	the	other	 93	 63,3	 63,3	 100,0	

Total	 147	 100,0	 100,0	 	

	
Table	2.	Students’	response	to	feedback	
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I	focus	on:		
	

	 Frequency	 Percent	 Valid	Percent	 Cumulative	Percent	

Valid	

Rational	and	Analysis	
comments	more	 9	 6,1	 6,1	 6,1	

Use	of	Literature	
comments	more	 1	 ,7	 ,7	 6,8	

Application	of	Principles	to	
Practice	comments	more	 13	 8,8	 8,8	 15,6	

Organisation	and	Structure	
comments	more	 3	 2,0	 2,0	 17,7	

Presentation	and	
Language	comments	more	 3	 2,0	 2,0	 19,7	

All	five	marking	criteria	 118	 80,3	 80,3	 100,0	

Total	 147	 100,0	 100,0	 	

	
Table	3.	Student’s	focus	on	feedback	criteria	

	
	
	

APPENDIX	IV	
	

Numerical	distribution	for	answers	in	Part	D	(Effectiveness	of	feedback)	
	

	
The	written	feedback	I	

receive:	
Always	 Often	 Sometimes	 Rarely	 Never	

Count	 Row	N	
%	

Count	 Row	N	
%	

Count	 Row	N	
%	

Count	 Row	N	
%	

Count	 Row	
N	%	

	Enhances	my	
understanding	on	
theory	

24	 16,3%	 43	 29,3%	 46	 31,3%	 26	 17,7%	 8	 5,4
%	

	Offers	guidance	to	
improve	my	written	
academic	skills	

61	 41,5%	 51	 34,7%	 22	 15,0%	 9	 6,1%	 4	 2,7
%	

	Tries	to	correct	the	
mistakes	in	my	
assignment	by	directing	
me	to	the	right	parts	of	
the	study	material	

37	 25,2%	 46	 31,3%	 30	 20,4%	 21	 14,3%	 13	 8,8
%	

	Involves	enlightening	
comments	that	do	not	
create	further	
confusion	

31	 21,1%	 61	 41,5%	 36	 24,5%	 16	 10,9%	 3	 2,0
%	
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	Encourages	me	to	
continue	even	if	my	
performance	was	not	
as	I	expected	

51	 34,7%	 55	 37,4%	 25	 17,0%	 12	 8,2%	 4	 2,7
%	

	Clearly	identifies	areas	
that	require	
improvement	

59	 40,1%	 55	 37,4%	 23	 15,6%	 8	 5,4%	 2	 1,4
%	

	Acts	as	a	means	of	help	
for	me	to	pass	the	
course	

44	 29,9%	 50	 34,0%	 36	 24,5%	 13	 8,8%	 4	 2,7
%	

	
Table	4.	Effectiveness	of	feedback	
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