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Abstract

Keywords: This study examines the impact of L1 (native language) on feedback literacy among EFL learners from

feedback literacy, culture Tiirkive, Iraq, and Iran. It also investigates potential item biases in feedback literacy across diverse

and feedback, contexts and explores variations in feedback literacy levels based on native language, language

proficiency, and gender: By focusing on these variables, the research highlights the multifaceted nature of

item bi ] dback
item biases in feedbac feedback literacy and its dependency on both individual and contextual factors. The findings emphasize

lieracy, Itural feedback the significance of students' literacy backgrounds, cultural influences, and prior educational experiences
cross-cu tural feedbac in shaping feedback literacy, advocating for an inclusive and culturally sensitive approach. This
literacy study approach is particularly critical for addressing the challenges faced by linguistically diverse learners

in higher education contexts. The findings shed light on the intricate interplay of cultural, linguistic,
and educational factors in_feedback literacy and offer practical insights for educators and institutions.
Understanding the role of L1 in _feedback provision contributes to the knowledge of effective feedback
practices for diverse language learners. Recognizing the diverse literacy backgrounds and experiences
of students enables higher education institutions to better support the development of feedback literacy,
fostering inclusive and culturally responsive learning environments. This study contributes to the
existing literature on feedback literacy and provides a foundation for further exploration. Educators
and institutions can benefit from these findings by adopting context-sensitive approaches to feedback
literacy, promoting effective feedback practices in language learning contexts.

Ana Dilin Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhgma Etkisinin Incelenmesi:
Kiiltiirlerarasi Bir Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhg Arastirmasi

ARASTIRMA MAKALESI

0z . .
Anahtar Kelimeler: Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkiye, Irak ve Iran'dan Ingilizceyi yabanct dil olarak 6grenen bireyler (EFL ogrencileri)
geri bildirim arasinda ana dilinin (L1) geri bildirim okuryazarlig tizerindeki etkisini incelemektedir. Aym zamanda,
okuryazarligi, geri bildirim okuryazarhig ile ilgili maddelerin farkli baglamlardaki olast yanhiklarim arastirmakta

ve geri bildirim okuryazarligi seviyelerindeki farkhiliklar: ana dil, dil yeterligi ve cinsiyet degiskenleri
agisindan degerlendirmektedir: Bu degiskenlere odaklanarak, arastirma geri bildirim okuryazarliginn
¢ok yonlii dogasim ve bireysel ile baglamsal faktorlere olan bagimhiligini ortaya koymaktad:

kiiltiir ve geri
bildirim, geri bildirim

okuryazarhginda madde Elde edilen bulgular, ogrencilerin okuryazarlik gegmislerinin, kiiltiirel etkilerin ve onceki egitim
yanliliklary, deneyimlerinin geri bildirim okuryazarligin sekillendirmedeki onemini vurgulamakta ve kapsayici,
kiiltiirleraras: geri kiiltiirel olarak duyarl bir yaklagim benimsenmesi gerektigini savunmaktadir: Bu yaklagim, ozellikle
bildirim okuryazarligi  dilsel c¢esitlilik gosteren Sgrenicilerin yiiksekogretim baglamunda karsilastikdar zorluklarn ele
calismast almmasinda kritik bir rol oynamaktadir: Arastirma, geri bildirim okuryazarhigindaki kiiltiirel, dilsel

ve egitsel faktorlerin karmagsik etkilegimine 151k tutarak, egitimciler ve kurumlar igin pratik dneriler
sunmaktadiv: Ana dilin geri bildirim saglama siivecindeki roliinii anlamak, farkl dil gegmislerine sahip
agrenicilere yonelik etkili geri bildirim uygulamalarina iliskin bilgi birikimine katki saglamaktadur:
Oégrencilerin cesitli okuryazarhk gegmislerini ve deneyimlerini tamimak, yiiksekogretim kurumlarmin
geri bildirim okuryazarligim gelistirmek icin daha iyi destek sunmasin saglayarak kapsayict ve kiiltiirel
olarak duyarli 6grenme ortamlarini tesvik etmektedir. Bu ¢alisma, geri bildirim okuryazarligina iliskin
mevcut literatiire katki sunmakta ve daha ileri aragtrmalar icin bir temel olusturmaktadw: Egitimciler
ve kurumlar, bu bulgular dogrultusunda baglama duyarl yaklasimlar benimseyerek dil ogrenimi
baglamlarinda etkili geri bildirim uygulamalarini destekleyebilirler.
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Introduction

Feedback is a crucial component of instruction and learning, but much evidence suggests that
students are frequently dissatisfied with the feedback procedures they encounter. (e.g., Winstone &
Carless, 2019). Feedback has been claimed to have the potential to improve students’ capabilities to
evaluate their own work and others (Carless & Boud, 2018; Tai, et al., 2018) throughout the learning
process. Recently, feedback literacy has been introduced in feedback literature as a new area which
requires researchers to carry out empirical studies to explore the extent to which teachers and learners
are feedback literate. Such investigations are vital for understanding how feedback can be optimized
to support effective learning outcomes. Investigating students’ feedback literacy could contribute to
the main issue on the efficiency of giving feedback on the students’second language development.
Some researchers (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Sia & Cheung, 2017) have argued the usefulness of
feedback in developing students’ writing at the linguistic and the micro level of writing (grammar,
vocabulary, syntax), while other reseachers (e.g., Vattoy & Smith, 2019) have mentioned that the
efficiency of feedback depends on the extent to which it contributes to the development of students’
cognitive and metacognitive aspects of writing and their macro processes of writing (developing
students’ ideas, rhetorical development, and areas of revision including coherence/cohesion, content,
paragraphing, purpose, lexical choice, and developmental aspects of a text). These findings highlight
the multidimensional nature of feedback and the need for a comprehensive approach to fostering
feedback literacy.

Feedback mechanisms in higher education are frequently misunderstood, challenging to
implement successfully, and do not substantially impact student learning as intended (Boud & Molloy,
2013; Evans, 2013). Researchers have put forth a definition of intercultural feedback literacy, which
involves the acknowledgment and comprehension of the impact of cultural elements on feedback
processes. It also entails taking appropriate actions to ensure effective and suitable participation
in cross-cultural feedback interactions. Cultural, historical, and social institutions influence
people’s beliefs, thoughts, and behaviors. Mediational tools such as literature, art, media, language,
technology, and number systems reflect these sociocultural frameworks (Wertsch et al., 1993). This
component also emphasizes the consequences of changing educational conditions, particularly
educational reforms associated with devolution and commercialization, on the teaching profession
in many countries, which makes instructors feel increasingly more deskilled and endangered (Gao
et al., 2024). Such vulnerabilities are often mediated by the sociocultural contexts in which teachers
operate, underscoring the critical role of context in feedback practices.

Given that feedback literacy is a relatively new concept and that cultural elements play a
pivotal role in its development, further research in this area is essential. Investigating intercultural
feedback literacy will address the gap in empirical studies and provide valuable insights into how
cultural factors influence feedback processes. Accordingly, this paper focuses on feedback literacy,
with a particular emphasis on the intercultural feedback literacy of both English as a foreign language
(EFL) students and teachers. It aims to offer practical implications for teacher training and curriculum
development, especially concerning the supportive role of L1 in enhancing EFL students’ feedback
literacy. Based on this focus, the following research questions were formulated:

» Is there a significant difference in EFL students’ feedback literary levels according to their native
language, language proficiency, and gender?

» [s feedback literary biased by native language, language proficiency, and gender?
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Conceptual Framework
Activity Theory and Language Learning

Because of its roots in dialectical materialism, old German philosophy, and the writings of
Vygotsky (1987), the contemporary obsession with the activity theory is notable. Aleksandr Luria and
A. N. Leont’ev, two of Vygotsky’s students, contributed substantially to this theory by incorporating
social, cultural, and historical elements into explaining how the human mind functions (as cited in
Vygotsky, 1987). This is known as the second-generation activity theory. Vygotsky initially proposed
practical human labor activity as a broad explanatory category of psychology; however, Leont’ev
(as cited in Vygotsky, 1987) developed this idea by defining historically developing object-practical
training as the fundamental unit of analysis and the explanatory principle determining the origins,
structure, and contents of the human mind. Modern activity theory has recognized the significance
of cognition as the foundation by viewing practical labor activity as synonymous with it. It has been
widely applied to classroom learning, linguistics, and speech act theory (Roth & Lee, 2007).

Figure 1
Basic Structure of Activity Theory Adapted From Engestrom et al. (1990)

Tools

Subject Object or objective

Rules Division of labour

Community

Activity theory merits greater acceptance in the educational world because it addresses
the troublesome gaps between the individual and collective, physical and mental, biography and
history, and praxis and theory (Roth & Lee, 2007), ‘development and change’ (Kaptelinin & Nardi,
20006), teacher (de)motivation (Song & Kim, 2016), in promoting L2 teacher motivation (Sampson,
2016), and emotions (Leontyev, 1978). According to Burkitt (2021), emotions go beyond merely
serving as internal cues and color all of our object-oriented social interactions, contributing to our
psychological understanding of a particular item, action, image, or meaning. Therefore, emotions are
a product of how the human personality has evolved across history and culture and are connected to
other inseparable components of experience like need, perception, and cognition. In the same vein,
activity theory model states that L2 teaching is a special profession with distinct motivating traits
(Doryei & Ushioda, 2011). Due to their social and interpersonal nature, classrooms are particularly
relevant to this position. Additionally, activity theory provides a possible framework for recognizing,
classifying, and resolving educational tensions that are common in language instruction (Farrell,
2016). With this regard, helping students become lifelong learners is a key objective of educational
reform. In order to achieve this goal, teachers must build on their students’ prior learning and assist
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them in gaining the self-assurance in emotion that results in competence (Mahn & John Steiner,
2002). According to empirical evidence from research by Oyserman et al. (2002), it is possible to
create interventions that encourage students to construct specific, academically-focused versions of
themselves, which in turn increases their interest in school.

The use of activity theory would be advantageous to thoroughly explore the dynamic
interactions between the individual teachers and their working environments. Dornyei (2007) claims
that “the cognitive-situated period of second language motivation research shifted the attention to
classroom-specific aspects of motivation and created a fertile ground for educational implications
directly relevant to classroom practice,” (p. 111). According to the research, the emotional strain that
EFL teachers experience in the classroom may lead them to choose teacher-centered strategies that
require less emotional strain. It is normal for new EFL teachers to become tense when engaging with
their pupils and coworkers (Kim & Kim, 2018). The teachers noted that because their pupils were
disruptive in class and rarely engaged in expressive language learning activities, teachers became
impatient with them. Teachers had to put in a lot of emotional work to suppress their feelings of
overwhelm; as a result, they altered their class plans going forward to reduce the amount of emotional
work needed. Teachers have a propensity to avoid using speaking activities in their everyday lessons
due to their prior experiences with emotional labor. Kim and Kim (2018) suggest that “when
teachers put too much effort into managing their emotions, it has a negative effect on the overall
job satisfaction, potentially leading to burnout” (p. 26). Teachers must therefore be ready with ways
like expressing their emotional concerns with coworkers in order to lessen the emotional workload
before they burn out). To do this, teachers can join a teacher learning-community where they can see
model lessons and work together with other teachers who have similar interests. By co-learning in
the teacher learning community, this can transform their knowledge and practices.

The Role of Cultural-Historical Context in Language Learning

The culture-historical context, which refers to the more extensive social, cultural, and
historical variables that influence activity systems, is another crucial component of activity theory
(Engestrom, 2001). These factors include national or regional educational policies, cultural attitudes
toward language learning, and the colonial legacy of linguistic dominance in language instruction.
Such cultural-historical elements influence not only the overarching goals and expectations of
language education but also the resources and opportunities available to educators. These influences
can significantly affect teacher emotions. For example, teachers working in environments where
language education is undervalued or underfunded may feel frustration or discouragement.
Conversely, teachers in contexts where language education is highly prioritized often experience
greater motivation and positivity. Similarly, cultural-historical elements can shape the emotional
experiences of students and their families. Winstone and Carless (2019) suggest that utilizing L1 as a
medium for foreign language learners to engage with feedback provided on their writing can greatly
enhance their ability to understand and implement the feedback.

Literature Review
Feedback Literacy

Feedback literacy is becoming more and more important in educational settings. It refers
to students’ ability to use feedback to improve their learning. Carless and Boud (2018) characterize
feedback literacy as the ability of learners to comprehend, interpret, and utilize feedback constructively.
It entails more than just receiving comments; it requires an active and critical engagement with
feedback that impacts learners’ subsequent academic practices and development.
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Being feedback literate means that a student has the skills and predispositions that let
them: -Understand what feedback is for and why it is important.- Understand feedback correctly
in the context of their learning. -Use strategies to make the feedback useful. -Self-regulate learning
based on feedback.- Actively seek and ask for feedback to help continuous development. Because
feedback processes are so complicated, a number of studies have defined feedback literacy as a
multidimensional construct. Molloy et al. (2020) put forth a model implemented in the Feedback
Literacy Scale (FLS), which delineates essential dimensions that characterize learners’ engagement with
feedback: 1. Appreciating Feedback—Knowing why feedback is important for learning and making
progress.2. Making Judgments: The ability to look at one’s work critically in light of the feedback
criteria.3. Managing Affect: Dealing with the feelings and motivation that come up during the feedback
process.4. Taking Action: The ability to make changes based on feedback to make future work better. These
dimensions emphasize that feedback literacy encompasses not only knowledge but also the attitudinal and
behavioral elements crucial for the effective utilization of feedback. In cross-cultural settings, feedback
literacy may be affected by learners’ first language (L1) and cultural backgrounds, which influence their
expectations, interpretations, and reactions to feedback. This factor is particularly relevant for postgraduate
students in multilingual environments, where language proficiency and culturally ingrained feedback
norms converge to influence feedback engagement (Molloy et al., 2020; Tian & Lowe, 2013).

The term feedback literacy has gained attention in recent years, referring to students’ ability to
understand and respond to feedback. Various models have been proposed, and researchers are exploring
ways to enhance feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018; Molloy et al., 2020). However, the concept
of feedback literacy has predominantly been portrayed from a mono-cultural perspective, focusing on a
single form of literacy. In highly diverse higher education systems, where students from different cultural
backgrounds enter postgraduate programs, they may bring unique feedback experiences (Tian & Lowe,
2013; Wakeling & Hampden Thompson, 2013). Importantly, language proficiency has been identified
as a key factor in students’ ability to interpret and act on feedback effectively, especially in multilingual
academic settings (Molloy et al., 2020). Notably, there is limited research on feedback literacy specifically
focusing on postgraduate-taught students, possibly due to assumptions about their previous acquisition of
feedback literacy during undergraduate studies.

Feedback, Culture and Histories

Students are proactive agents who “make sense of information from various sources and use
it to enhance their work or learning strategies” (Carless & Boud, 2018). They also produce internal
feedback for themselves by comparing their work to that of others (Nicol, 2021). The ability and
willingness of students to actively engage with feedback is crucial for this success (Boud & Molloy,
2013; Carless, 2019; Winstone et al., 2019), as is their development of feedback literacy. However,
feedback literacy has been criticized for being constructed uniformly across all students, neglecting
the influence of varied settings and cultures (Pitt et al., 2020).

The development of feedback literacy has not been particularly contextualized to the
increasingly global and intercultural higher education institutions (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017; Chong,
2021). The current study addresses this by aligning with new conceptualizations of feedback literacy
that focus on everything outside of the individual rather than just the internal determinants of feedback
literacy (cognition, skills). We contend that feedback literacy should not be under-conceptualized
to ignore these context-specific social, material, and cultural aspects because they significantly
influence interactions, experiences, and processes. In this study, culture was conceptualized as shared
norms, values, and practices within a community, which may intersect but are not synonymous with
linguistic backgrounds.
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The notion of literacies being situated is not a novel concept. It is rooted in the academic
literacies framework developed by Lea and Street (1998), which views literacies as complex
social practices influenced by relational structures, ideologies, and institutional power dynamics.
This concept is also evident in Virlander (2008). Studies on feedback literacy have highlighted
the significance of learning environments facilitating feedback engagement (Chong, 2021). While
contextual and social factors have received significant attention, cultural dimensions remain
underexplored. In diverse higher education contexts marked by interculturality, the coexistence of
distinct feedback codes and conventions shapes unique literacies, further emphasizing the interplay
between contexts and cultures.

Students’ diverse literacy skills are shaped by their prior academic experiences or “histories,”
which encompass the various assessment and feedback methods they encountered during their previous
academic pursuits at primary and tertiary educational institutions. International postgraduate-taught
students often possess extensive exposure to diverse feedback traditions, frequently exceeding the
duration of a three-year undergraduate degree (Ramani et al. 2017). Individuals’ literacy histories
play a crucial role in their transition to higher education at the postgraduate level in other institutions.
These histories are likely to influence their approach toward feedback, including how they perceive,
interpret, and respond to it.

In intercultural settings, assessment and feedback are co-constructed through interactions
shaped by diverse cultural perspectives (Deardorff, 2009). Sociocultural theories of feedback suggest
that feedback processes involve constructing meaning using the tools and resources available to
students (Esterhazy & Damsa, 2019). The factors mentioned above are derived from the individual’s
prior academic background and are influenced by their pre-existing cognition or comprehension
(Damsa & Ludvigsen, 2016). Hence, it is probable that they guide international postgraduate students
in formulating internal assessments and producing internal evaluations of their academic work and
advancement (Nicol, 2021).

Feedback has also been a critical topic in L2 writing research (Hyland & Hyland, 2019). The
majority of L2 writing research on feedback, which primarily comprises experimental studies, has
focused on determining optimal feedback strategies (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch, 2009) and the extent
to which teachers should address student writing errors (e.g., Zhang & Cheng, 2021). However,
conflicting findings have emerged regarding the scope and methods of feedback (Mao & Lee, 2022),
leaving the most appropriate approach to feedback provision shrouded in uncertainty.

Despite the extensive research on feedback transmission in L2 writing, there is still room
for improvement. Since students play a crucial role in making sense of feedback and using it for
improvement (Carless & Winstone, 2020; Mao & Lee, 2022), researchers have emphasized the
significance of examining the skills students need to take advantage of feedback, specifically student
feedback literacy (Carless & Boud, 2018; Yu & Liu, 2021). In order to achieve the goals of developing
student feedback capability, there has been a growing demand to enhance students’ feedback literacy
by incorporating pedagogical tasks and diverse forms of support (including teachers and peers) into
the L2 curriculum (Malecka et al., 2022; Yu & Liu, 2021). Although the value of student feedback
literacy in L2 writing is increasingly acknowledged, little is known about the role of foreign language
learners’ L1 in feedback provision as a tool that activity theory has significantly and extensively
emphasized. Taken into account, the researchers are interested in demystifying the role of L1 in
feedback literacy to check whether it makes a difference among Turkish, Iraqi, and Iranian EFL
learners concerning their level of feedback literacy. Secondly, the other aim was to delve into the
possible item biases in student feedback literacy items in three different contexts.
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Methodology
Research Model

This study examines the differentiation of feedback literacy levels of EFL learners according
to various variables (native language, language proficiency, and gender), adopting a causal comparison
model, one of the quantitative research approaches (Fraenkel et al. 2012). Convenience sampling
was used to recruit participants.

Participants

The study consisted of 705 individuals, including 415 (58.9%) females and 290 (41.1%)
males aged 28 to 35. Out of the total participants, 78.0% (550) held a bachelor’s degree, 16.0%
(113) held a master’s degree, and 6.0% (42) held a doctorate degree. Regarding participants’ English
language proficiency, 48.1% (339) had a B1-B2 level, 39.3% (277) had a C1-C2 level, and 12.6%
(89) had an A1-A2 level. Based on their mother tongue, 45.0% (317) were Persian, 40.7% (287) were
Turkish, and 14.3% (101) were Arabic speakers. The mean duration of English language learning
was 9.61£5.96 years. Participants’ proficiency levels were identified based on self-reported IELTS
and TOEFL scores. All participants participated in the study voluntarily.

Data Collection Tool

Zhan (2022) developed the 24-item Feedback Literacy Scale (FLS) to assess students’
feedback literacy levels. The items are rated on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with a possible score range of 24 to 120 points. The Feedback
Literacy Scale (FLS) created by Zhan (2022) assesses feedback literacy through six essential sub-
dimensions that collectively reflect students’ interaction with feedback during the feedback process.
Each dimension concentrates on particular facets of feedback literacy as outlined below:

e Eliciting

This dimension pertains to the students’ initiative in soliciting feedback. It checks how often
students ask their peers, teachers, or other sources for feedback on their work.

Example: “I ask my teacher for feedback on my homework”.

*  Processing

Processing shows how well learners can understand and make sense of the feedback they get.
This dimension looks at how well students understand the feedback and how it relates to what they
are learning.

Example: “I carefully read and think about the feedback I get”.
*  Enacting

Enacting shows that the learners can use the feedback to make changes or improvements to
their work. This dimension emphasizes the implementation of feedback in practice.

Example: “I change my work based on the feedback I get”.
*  Appreciation of Feedback

This dimension measures how well the learners understand how important and useful feedback
is for their learning. It shows if students think feedback is a good way to help them learn more.

Example, “I think feedback helps me learn better.”
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* Readiness to Engage

Readiness to engage shows how motivated the learner is and how willing they are to take
part in feedback activities, like getting feedback and thinking about it.

Example, “I am willing to take feedback, even if it is harsh.”
e Commitment to Change

This dimension assesses the learners’ determination and continuous endeavor to utilize
feedback for ongoing enhancement over time. It shows a long-term dedication to self-regulated
learning.

Example, “I will change how I study based on what you say.”

Results from correlation analyses indicated that the sub-dimensions were highly interrelated,
with correlations ranging from .743 to .865, and total correlations ranging from .883 to .922. Therefore,
the FLS was found to be unidimensional and represented by a single score (See Appendix 1). In terms of
reliability and validity, the Cronbach’s a coefficients for the sub-dimensions ranged from .804 to .869,
the McDonald’s @ coefficients ranged from .810 to .870, and the stratified Cronbach’s a coefficient
for the entire scale was .969 (See Appendix 2). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to
evaluate the validity of the measurement tool, and the fit indices were x2/df = 1,090.579/246 = 4.433,
CFI=.931, NNFI =.922, NFI =.913, RMSEA (90% CI) =.070 (.066 - .074), and SRMR = .036.

Data Analysis

The data analysis process involved using descriptive statistics for the participants’
sociodemographic information, and Cronbach’s o, McDonald’s ®, and Stratified Cronbach’s
o coefficients were employed to assess the reliability of the measurement tool. Second-order
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the validity of the measurements, and
Pearson correlation coefficient was used to examine the relationships between the sub-dimensions
of the measurement tool. Finally, a many-facet Rasch analysis was performed to achieve the study’s
objectives.

The primary reason for using many-facet Rasch analysis is to examine the common
interaction between variables rather than the variables themselves, as noted by Kassim (2007).
Additionally, many-facet Rasch analysis yields more detailed results since it provides both group-
level and individual-level statistics simultaneously (Myford & Wolfe, 2003). The many-facet Rasch
measurement model allows multiple sources of variability, such as rater, item, task, individual, and
time, to be placed on a single equal interval scale (Bond & Fox, 2015; Linacre, 1993). These features
enable the examination of the effects of rater biases, beliefs, or personal characteristics on scoring
behavior using a many-facet Rasch measurement model approach. The many-facet Rasch model
utilized in this study is presented below.

IOE(M) =6 =B —p — Ty — Iy (1)
Pbkp.r-:. P

The I, term in Equation (1) represents the joint interaction between individual and item
variables, indicating that individual characteristics affect their responses to the item. For this study,
significant interactions between participants’ mother tongue and feedback literacy level suggest that
mother tongue may cause bias. Therefore, significant Ibk terms are treated as bias terms.
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Many-facet Rasch analysis, which is a member of item response theory, requires meeting
certain assumptions (Farrokhi et al., 2011, 2012). These assumptions include unidimensionality, local
independence, and model-data fit. In this study, the high correlations between the sub-dimensions
of the measurement tool and the acceptable fit values of the Second order CFA model indicate
unidimensionality, which was accepted. Since unidimensionality was met, it was also assumed that
the local independence assumption was met. Lastly, standardized residual values were assessed for
model-data fit, where it is recommended that the number of standardized residuals outside the +2
range should not exceed 5% of the total number of observations and the number of standardized
residuals outside the +3 range should not exceed 1% of the total number of data (Linacre, 2017).
The standardized residual values showed that there were 664 (3.924%) values in the +2 range and
22 (0.130%) values in the 3 range, leading to the conclusion that the model-data fit was good (total
number of observations 705x24 = 16,920). The data analyses for this study were conducted using
Jamovi, JASP, SPSS, and FACETS software packages.

Findings
Table 1 presents the analysis of the measurement reports for each facet within the scope of
the research. The table includes the logit values, SH (standard error of measurement), infit and outfit
values, and group statistics obtained for each facet.

Table 1

Measurement Reports of the Facets

Individual Statistics

Facets Facets of categories Logit SH Infit Outfit Group Statistics
Separation 11.31
Language Cl-C2 022 .01 1.08 1.09 Strata 15.41
proficiency g2 0.05 .01 092 092 Strata of Reliability .99
Al-A2 -0.17 .02 1.08 1.08 chi-square (df) 420.40* (2)
Male 0.37 .01 1.04 1.04 Separation 5.50
Female 0.25 .01 097 0.98 Strata 7.67
Gender
Strata of Reliability 98
chi-square (df) 62.60* (1)
Ph.D. 0.07 .03 1.02 0.99 Separation 2.97
B.A. 0.01 .01 099 1.00 Strata 4.29
Degree
M.A -0.09 .02 1.02 1.03 Strata of Reliability .90
chi-square (df) 32.80%* (2)
Turkish 0.16 .01 096 0.96 Separation 9.53
Native Persian 0.01 .01 1.01 1.01 Strata 13.04
language Arabic -0.17 .01  1.08 1.09 Strata of Reliability .99
chi-square (df) 241.40%* (2)
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Individual Statistics

Facets Facets of categories Logit SH Infit Outfit Group Statistics
Item17 0.22 .04 121 1.20 Separation 2.86
Item13 0.19 04 111 1.1 Strata 4.15

FLS Strata of Reliability .89

(items) *
Item18 -0.18 .03 1.04 1.03 chi-square (df) (22231)70
Item22 -0.25 .03 1.04 1.05

* <.05

When the feedback literacy levels of the participants are analyzed in accordance with their
English levels, it is evident that those with C1-C2 level exhibit the highest level of feedback literacy,
while those with A1-A2 level exhibit the lowest level, and this disparity is statistically significant (*
(df) =420.40 (2); p <.05). Moreover, the discrimination rate and index are high, and the reliability of
the discrimination index is also high. Thus, there is a significant difference in feedback literacy levels
of individuals based on their English level. Additionally, there is a significant difference in feedback
literacy level according to gender (y2 (df) = 62.60 (2); p < .05), as the logit values indicate that the
feedback literacy level of men (logit = 0.37) is higher than that of women (logit = 0.25). Analysis of
feedback literacy levels based on educational level reveals that doctoral graduates exhibit a higher
level compared to both bachelor’s and master’s graduates, whereas bachelor’s graduates exhibit a
higher level than master’s graduates (y* (df) = 32.80 (2); p < .05). Furthermore, feedback literacy
levels display a statistically significant difference according to native language () (df) =241.40 (2);
p < .05), with Native Turkish speakers exhibiting the highest level and Arabic speakers exhibiting
the lowest level. Examining the level of agreement with items, it is determined that items numbered
17 and 13 have the highest level of agreement, while items 18 and 22 exhibit the lowest level.
Statistically, it is observed that the items display a significant difference based on individuals (y? (df)
=221.70 (23); p <.05). Finally, upon examination of Table 1, it is noted that the infit and outfit values
of surfaces lie between .50 and 1.50, and they exhibit acceptable fit values.

After analyzing the measurement reports of the surfaces, we investigated the potential
interactions (bias) between individuals’ gender, English level, and native language and the FLS
items. These significant interactions were considered as Differential Item Functioning (DIF).
Firstly, we examined the DIF status of individuals according to their gender and found that it was
not statistically significant at the group level (> (df) = 21.60 (48); p > .05). Upon examining the
individual-level statistics, we observed that the t-value of any interaction was not outside the range
of £ 2.00. Therefore, we concluded that there was no DIF in the gender x items interactions. The
graphical representation of the t-values of gender x items interactions is presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
Gender x Items Interactions
Bias/Interaction: Gender x items
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Figure 2 reveals that there is no DIF in the Feedback Literacy scale for both women and
men, as the t-values of the interactions of all items are within the acceptable range of + 2.00. After
examining DIF based on gender, DIF was assessed in terms of interactions between English level
and items. The analysis showed that there was no statistically significant interaction at the group
level (y*(df) = 66.40 (72); p > .05). However, when examining individual level statistics, two of the
72 interaction terms (3 x 24) were found to contain bias, with item 22 showing bias with both C1-C2
and A1-A2 levels. The t-values of the English level x items interactions are illustrated in Figure 3.

Figure 3

Language Proficiency x Items Interactions

Bias/Interaction: Language Level x items

items

O T - B T S T S R - N S

—t—1. AL-A2
—52. B1-82

—i3.C1C2

Language Level: tvalue relative-to-overall {+)

Figure 3 shows that although there is no DIF in any item at the B1-B2 level, item 22 exhibits
DIF for both C1-C2 and A1-A2 levels. This item scored lower than expected for the C1-C2 level,
but higher than expected for the A1-A2 level, indicating possible bias. However, since there is no
significant bias at the group level, this should not affect the validity of the measurements.
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Following the examination of individual DIF according to English level, the study investigated
DIF in native language x items interactions. The results showed that there was no statistically
significant interaction at the group level (y* (df) = 51.80 (72); p > .05). Upon analyzing individual
level statistics, only two of the 72 interaction terms (3x24) demonstrated bias (the interaction of native
language Persian with item number 17 and the interaction of Turkish with item number 22). Figure 4
provides a graphical representation of the t-values for the native language x items interactions.

Figure 4

Native Language x Items Interactions

Bias/Interaction: First language x items
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Figure 4 shows no significant interactions (DIF) between the items and native Arabic
speakers. However, item number 17 shows bias for native Persian speakers, and item number 22
shows bias for native Turkish speakers. Item 17 scores higher than expected, while item 22 scores
lower than expected. Despite these two individual biases, there is no significant bias at the group
level, which indicates that the validity of the measurements is not affected.

Discussions

This study has sought to explore the concept of feedback literacy in the context of international
postgraduate students, focusing on the interplay between cultural, linguistic, and educational
backgrounds. Activity theory offers a framework for interpreting these findings by emphasizing the
interconnectedness of cognitive, social, and cultural factors in shaping feedback literacy. From this
perspective, feedback literacy can be seen as a product of students’ interactions with their academic
environments, mediated by tools (e.g., feedback methods), rules (e.g., institutional norms), and
community (e.g., peers and educators).

The findings highlight significant differences in feedback literacy levels based on English
proficiency, gender, educational level, and native language. These results substantiate the argument
that feedback literacy should be understood as a complex, multifaceted construct that is influenced
by social, cultural, and material aspects, as suggested by Viarlander (2008). Using activity theory,
these differences can be interpreted as emerging from variations in the “activity systems” of students,
where cultural and linguistic tools mediate their feedback experiences and outcomes.

The study confirms previous research that has identified language proficiency as a key factor
in feedback literacy (Molloy et al., 2020). International postgraduate students with higher levels of
English proficiency are likely to have more exposure to English-based feedback cultures, which
may influence their ability to interpret and act on feedback. This finding supports the argument that
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feedback literacy is shaped by social and cultural factors, as well as individual cognitive processes
(Lillis & Tuck, 2016). The cultural-historical dimension of activity theory further highlights how
students’ prior educational experiences and cultural norms shape their feedback interactions, creating
tensions that educators must address to facilitate effective learning.

However, the study also highlights the need for a more nuanced approach to feedback literacy
that takes into account the diverse literacy backgrounds and experiences of students. As noted by
Ajjawi and Boud (2017), feedback literacy is not a monolithic construct but rather a complex set of
practices that are shaped by a range of factors, including institutional culture, disciplinary norms,
and socio-cultural contexts. Activity theory supports this view by identifying contradictions within
and between activity systems as catalysts for growth and change. For example, students’ struggles
with unfamiliar feedback practices could be reframed as opportunities to negotiate and transform
their feedback literacy. This might include providing additional support and guidance for students
with lower levels of English proficiency, as well as exploring alternative forms of feedback that are
better suited to different cultural and linguistic contexts (Chong, 2021). By applying the principles of
activity theory, educators can design interventions that address these tensions, such as collaborative
feedback workshops that integrate cultural diversity as a resource for collective learning.

The significant difference in feedback literacy levels based on English proficiency supports
the idea that language plays a crucial role in the development and expression of feedback literacy.
This finding aligns with Carless and Boud’s (2018) assertion that students need to make sense of
information from various sources to enhance their learning strategies, which may be more challenging
for those with lower English proficiency. It also underscores the importance of considering linguistic
diversity in feedback practices, as emphasized by Tian and Lowe (2013) and Wakeling and Hampden
Thompson (2013). Activity Theory’s principle of historicity also offers insights into how students’
prior experiences with their L1 and L2 shape their engagement with feedback practices. Understanding
these historical influences can inform more inclusive and effective pedagogical interventions.

The finding that no DIF was detected based on gender in this study aligns with previous
research on language teachers’ feedback and self-regulated learning (SRL) in language learning.
Guo (2021) observed that while teachers were perceived to provide more directive feedback to
female students and less criticism overall, no significant gender differences were found in feedback
types like verification, scaffolding, or praise. This suggests that despite gendered perceptions in
teacher feedback (e.g., Huang, 2013; Plante et al., 2013), these differences did not significantly affect
students’ responses in assessments. Similarly, Guo (2021) found that gender differences in SRL,
with male students reporting higher critical thinking skills and female students reporting better self-
resource management, did not result in DIF at the item level, indicating that both genders engaged
similarly with language learning and feedback processes.

The observed variation in feedback literacy levels among bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral
graduates suggests that the development of feedback literacy is an ongoing process that continues
beyond undergraduate education. This finding echoes the work of Carless (2015), who argues that
feedback should be conceptualized as a two-way process of meaning co-negotiation that evolves
over time. Moreover, it calls into question the assumption that postgraduate students have acquired a
uniform form of feedback literacy during their undergraduate studies (Sutton & Gill, 2010).

Although the participants’ native languages were used as a variable in the study, language
does not inherently equate to culture. The statistically significant differences in feedback literacy
levels based on native language emphasize the importance of considering cultural diversity in
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feedback practices. According to Activity Theory, the native language serves as a cultural tool that
mediates students’ engagement with feedback, particularly in multilingual contexts. This reinforces
the theory’s emphasis on the role of cultural artifacts in shaping human activity. As mentioned
in the literature review, feedback codes and conventions can vary across cultures, leading to the
development of distinct literacies within intercultural higher education settings (Barton et al., 2007).
Therefore, it is crucial for higher education institutions to recognize and accommodate the diverse
feedback experiences of international postgraduate students in order to facilitate meaningful and
effective feedback interactions (Ajjawi & Boud, 2017; Chong, 2021).

The analysis of the FLS items indicates that some items may exhibit bias based on English
proficiency level and native language. However, since these biases were not significant at the group
level, their impact on the overall validity of the measurements appears minimal. Nevertheless, it is
important for researchers to be aware of potential biases and to continually refine measurement tools
to better capture the nuances of feedback literacy in diverse contexts (Carless, 2019).

This study is significant as it contributes to the literature via its comparative and quantitative
examination of the influence of L1 variable on feedback literacy. Previous studies (e.g., Carless &
Boud, 2018; Molloy et al., 2020) have generally addressed feedback literacy in the context of cultural
or pedagogical factors but have not systematically examined the mediating role of L1 in this process.
Using Rasch analysis in a multicultural sample of participants from Tiirkiye, Iran, and Iraq, this study
demonstrated significant differences in feedback literacy levels across different L1 groups. Thus, it is
one of the first studies to assess the often-overlooked factor of linguistic origin in feedback literacy
research with a quantitative approach.

Furthermore, this research empirically supports the notion that feedback literacy in an
intercultural context develops in interaction with students’ prior literacy backgrounds and cultural
norms. The findings demonstrate that feedback literacy relies not only on individual cognitive skills
but also on internalized learning habits through the L1. In this respect, the study both sheds light on the
sociocultural foundations of feedback literacy at a theoretical level and suggests a new pedagogical
perspective for higher education institutions that prioritizes linguistic diversity.

Conclusion
Feedback literacy is a crucial factor for the success of students in higher education. The ability
of students to actively engage with feedback is essential, and the development of feedback literacy
is influenced by multiple factors, including cultural, social, and material aspects. It is essential to
understand the context-specific social and cultural aspects of feedback literacy as they significantly
influence interactions, experiences, and processes.

One of the significant factors that can influence feedback literacy is the diversity in literacy
skills among students, which may stem from their prior experiences or “histories.” These “literacy
histories” play a crucial role in their transition to higher education at the postgraduate level, and they
are likely to influence their approach toward feedback, including how they perceive, interpret, and
respond to it. There is a possibility that there might be a significant difference in students’ feedback
literacy levels according to their native language, language proficiency, and gender. The diversity
in literacy skills among students may stem from their prior experiences or “histories,” which
encompass the various assessment and feedback methods they encountered during their previous
academic pursuits at primary and tertiary educational institutions. International postgraduate taught
students possess extensive and varied experiences with diverse feedback cultures and traditions,
likely equivalent to or exceeding the duration of a three-year undergraduate degree, owing to their
prior engagements with various higher education systems and institutions.
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Feedback literacy may be biased by native language, language proficiency, and gender.
Cultural aspects have received comparatively less attention, and the interdependence of contexts
and cultures is evident, particularly in modern higher education settings marked by interculturality.
The significance of this matter lies in the presence of various feedback codes and conventions across
cultures, which can lead to the development of distinct literacies within intercultural higher education
settings.

In conclusion, this study contributes to the growing body of research on feedback literacy
by shedding light on the complex interplay between cultural, linguistic, and educational factors. The
findings underscore the importance of adopting a more inclusive and context-sensitive approach
to feedback literacy, taking into account the diverse backgrounds and experiences of international
postgraduate students. By acknowledging and addressing these differences, higher education
institutions can better support the development of feedback literacy among all students, fostering
more effective learning and academic success. Moreover, the study highlights the importance of
recognizing the role of language proficiency in feedback literacy, while also emphasizing the need
for a more nuanced and culturally sensitive approach to developing feedback literacy in diverse
educational contexts. As feedback literacy continues to be a key focus of educational research and
practice, it is important to ensure that it is conceptualized in ways that are inclusive, culturally
sensitive, and responsive to the needs of all students (Carless & Boud, 2018; Virlander, 2008).

Suggestions

To address the challenges faced by culturally and linguistically diverse students in higher
education, several targeted strategies can be implemented to enhance the inclusivity and effectiveness
of feedback practices. First, educators should adopt culturally inclusive feedback approaches that
consider the diverse backgrounds of their students. Training programs for academic staff can raise
awareness about how cultural differences influence the interpretation and delivery of feedback,
ensuring that feedback becomes more accessible and meaningful for all learners. Second, tailored
support should be provided for students with lower levels of English proficiency. Institutions can
organize language development workshops or feedback literacy sessions to help these students better
understand and apply the feedback they receive. Such support is essential in mitigating the challenges
posed by linguistic barriers. Third, collaborative feedback activities can be integrated into the learning
process. Peer feedback workshops involving students from diverse backgrounds can foster mutual
understanding, encourage cultural exchange, and enhance collective feedback literacy through shared
experiences. Fourth, feedback tools and methods should be adapted to the students’ cultural and
linguistic contexts. For example, the use of visual aids, simplified language, or translated feedback
can improve clarity and engagement, especially for multilingual learners. Finally, institutions should
critically evaluate and revise their feedback norms and practices to identify areas for improvement.
Establishing more flexible and context-sensitive feedback mechanisms can help create a more
equitable and supportive learning environment for all students. In conclusion, enhancing feedback
practices in diverse academic settings requires a multidimensional approach. Culturally responsive
pedagogy, language support, collaborative learning opportunities, and institutional commitment to
inclusivity are all essential in building feedback systems that support the academic success of all
learners.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Giris

Geri bildirim, 6gretim ve 6grenmenin dnemli bir bilesenidir ancak bir¢ok kanit, 6grencilerin
karsilastiklart geri bildirim siire¢lerinden siklikla memnun olmadiklarini gostermektedir (6rnegin,
Winstone & Carless, 2019). Geri bildirimin, 6grencilerin kendi ¢aligmalarini ve bagkalarinin
caligmalarini degerlendirme becerilerini gelistirme potansiyeline sahip oldugu tartisilmistir (Carless
& Boud, 2018; Tai, vd., 2018). Son zamanlarda, geri bildirim okuryazarligi, geri bildirim literatiiriinde
ogretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin ne kadar geri bildirim okuryazari olduklarina dair ampirik arastirmalar
yapilmasini gerektiren yeni bir alan olarak tamitilmigti. Bu calisma, uluslararast lisansiistii
Ogrencilerinin geri bildirim okuryazarligi konusunu incelemeyi amacglamakta ve 6zellikle kiiltiirel,
dilsel ve egitimsel ge¢mislerin geri bildirim okuryazarligindaki roliinii aragtirmaktadir. Geri bildirim
okuryazarligi, ogrencilerin verilen geri bildirimi anlamasi, yorumlamast ve bu geri bildirimleri
ogrenme siire¢lerine nasil etkili bir sekilde entegre edebileceklerini bilmeleriyle ilgilidir. Geri bildirim,
6grenme siirecinin 6nemli bir bileseni olarak kabul edilmekte bu nedenle geri bildirim okuryazarligi,
O0grenme ve 0gretme slireglerinde basari icin kritik bir beceri olarak one ¢ikmaktadir. Aragtirma, geri
bildirim okuryazarligini anlamak i¢in Aktivite Teorisi’ni bir ¢er¢eve olarak kullanmaktadir. Aktivite
Teorisi, geri bildirim okuryazarliginin, 6grencilerin akademik cevreleriyle etkilesimde bulundugu
ve bu etkilesimlerin ¢esitli araglar (6rnegin, geri bildirim yontemleri), kurallar (6rnegin, kurum igi
normlar) ve topluluklar (6rnegin, akranlar, 6gretmenler) tarafindan aracilik edilen bir siire¢ oldugunu
savunmaktadir. Bu baglamda geri bildirim okuryazarligi, sadece bireysel bilissel siire¢lerin degil,
ayn1 zamanda kiiltiirel ve sosyal faktorlerin etkilesimiyle sekillenen dinamik bir siirectir.

Yontem

Bu galismada, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen 6grencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarlig:
diizeylerinin ¢esitli degiskenlere (ana dil, dil yeterliligi ve cinsiyet) gore farklilasmas1 incelenmistir.
Arastirma, nicel bir aragtirma yaklagimi olan nedensel karsilastirma modelini benimsemistir.
Katilimcilar, kolayda 6rnekleme yontemi ile secilmistir. Calisma, 705 bireyden olusmus, katilimcilarin
%58.9’u kadin ve %41.1°1 erkek olmustur. Katilimcilarm egitim diizeyleri, dil yeterlilikleri ve ana
dilleri hakkinda bilgiler toplanmis, geri bildirim okuryazarlik diizeylerini 6l¢mek i¢in Zhan (2022)
tarafindan gelistirilen 24 maddelik Geri Bildirim Okuryazarh@ Olgegi (FLS) kullanilmustir. Olgek,
alt1 alt boyuttan olusmakta olup 5°li Likert tipi bir olcekle degerlendirilmistir. Verilerin analizi,
betimsel istatistikler, giivenilirlik analizleri (Cronbach’s o, McDonald’s o, stratified Cronbach’s o) ve
dogrulayici faktor analizi (CFA) ile yapilmistir. Ayrica ¢ok yiizeyli Rasch analizi, katilimeilarin geri
bildirim okuryazarlik seviyeleriyle ilgili daha ayrintili sonuglar elde etmek i¢in kullanilmistir. Cok
yiizeyli Rasch modeli, birey ve dge arasindaki etkilesimleri inceleyerek, rater yanliliklari, inanglar
veya kisisel 6zelliklerin puanlama iizerindeki etkilerini ortaya koymaktadir. Model, verilerle iyi bir
uyum gosterdigi icin gegerliligi kabul edilmistir. Veriler Jamovi, JASP, SPSS ve FACETS yazilimlari
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Bulgular

Calisma, geri bildirim okuryazarhigindaki farkliliklarin gesitli faktorlerden etkilendigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Arastirmada, dgrencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarligi diizeylerinin Ingilizce
yeterlilikleri, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi ve ana dil gibi faktorlere gore degistigi bulunmustur. Ozellikle
yiiksek Ingilizce yeterliligine sahip 6grenciler, Ingilizce tabanli geri bildirim kiiltiirlerine daha fazla
maruz kaldiklart i¢in geri bildirimleri daha etkili bir sekilde yorumlayabilmektedirler. Bu bulgu,
geri bildirim okuryazarliginin yalnizca bireysel bilissel siireclerden degil, ayn1 zamanda sosyal ve
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kiilttirel faktorlerden de etkilendigini gostermektedir. Geri bildirim okuryazarligi, 6grencilerin egitim
gecmisleri, kiiltiirel normlar1 ve dil yeterlilikleri gibi faktorlerin birlesimiyle sekillenir. Ogrencilerin
geri bildirimle nasil etkilesimde bulunduklari, bu etkilesimlerde kullanilan araglarin (6rnegin,
geri bildirim bigimleri ve yontemleri) yan1 sira, her 6grencinin kiiltiirel baglamindaki farkliliklar
tarafindan da yonlendirilir. Bu baglamda geri bildirim okuryazarligi, kiiltiirleraras: etkilesimlerde
farkliliklar gosteren ¢cok boyutlu ve cok katmanli bir beceri olarak ele alinmalidir.

Calismanin bir diger O6nemli bulgusu ise geri bildirim okuryazarliginin, 6grencilerin
gecmis egitim deneyimleri ve kiiltiirel normlarinin yam sira, 6grencilerin dilsel yeterlilikleriyle
de sekillendigidir. Yiiksek Ingilizce yeterliligi, 6grencilerin daha énce Ingilizce tabanli egitim
sistemleriyle etkilesime girmeleri nedeniyle, geri bildirimle daha etkili bir sekilde etkilesimde
bulunmalarin1 saglamaktadir. Bu da geri bildirim okuryazarliginin yalnizca dilsel becerilerle
degil, ayn1 zamanda &grencilerin Onceki egitim deneyimleriyle de yakindan baglantili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ayrica ana dilin rold, kiiltiirel normlarin ve dilsel araglarin 6grencilerin geri bildirimle
etkilesimlerini nasil sekillendirdigini vurgulamaktadir. Ana dilin kullanimi, geri bildirim alma ve
verme siire¢lerinde 6nemli bir kiiltiirel araci iglevi gormektedir. Bu da her 6grencinin geri bildirimle
etkilesiminin, yalnizca bireysel dilsel yeterlilikleri degil, ayn1 zamanda kiiltiirel gecmisleriyle de
derinden baglantili oldugunu gdstermektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Calisma, geri bildirim okuryazarliginin dilsel, kiiltiirel ve egitimsel baglamlarda daha niiansl
bir sekilde ele alinmasi gerektigini savunmaktadir. Geri bildirim okuryazarligi, tek tip bir yap1 olarak
degil, 6grenci deneyimlerinin, kiiltiirel farkliliklarin ve sosyal etkilesimlerin bir sonucu olarak ¢ok
katmanli bir beceri olarak goriilmelidir. Bu ¢ergevede geri bildirim uygulamalarinin, dgrencilerin
farkli dilsel ve kiiltiirel gegmisglerini géz Oniinde bulundurularak tasarlanmasi gerekmektedir.
Egitimciler, geri bildirim okuryazarligini gelistirmek i¢in dilsel ve kiiltiirel ¢esitliligi bir kaynak olarak
kullanabilecekleri miidahaleler tasarlamalidirlar. Ozellikle dilsel yeterliligi diisiik olan dgrencilere
yonelik ek desteklerin saglanmasi, geri bildirim siire¢lerinde daha etkili olmalarina yardimer olabilir.
Ayni zamanda geri bildirim yontemlerinin kiiltiirel c¢esitliligi dikkate alarak cesitlendirilmesi,
ogrencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarligimi daha etkin bir sekilde gelistirmelerine katki saglayabilir.
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