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Abstract: Feedback is a central aspect in the production process of any text, but especially in the
case of the Final Year Projects (FYP). In this context, the objective of this research was to describe
the feedback process during the writing of FYPs in Computer Science Engineering in two Spanish
variations, one Chilean and the other Spanish. We carried out a qualitative study with a descriptive
scope. We identified the techniques, dimensions involved in the feedback, the agents, and the
moment in which feedback was carried out, using questionnaires, semi-structured interviews and
focus groups. This allowed us to build a definition of feedback based on the conceptions of
students and supervisors of this discipline in both contexts. The elements analyzed allowed us to
account for the differences in the conception of feedback in the two Spanish variations studied.
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Keywords: Feedback; Academic writing; Final Year Project; Computer Science Engineering; writing
in Engineering.

Resumen: La retroalimentacion de la escritura es un aspecto central en el proceso de produccion
de cualquier texto, pero especialmente en el caso del TFG. En este contexto, el objetivo de esta
investigacién fue describir el proceso de retroalimentacion durante la escritura del TFG de
Ingenieria Informatica en dos variantes del espafiol, una chilena y otra espafola. Desarrollamos
una investigacion cualitativa de alcance descriptivo. Mediante el uso de cuestionarios, entrevistas
semiestructuradas y focus groups, identificamos las técnicas, las dimensiones, aspectos
implicados en la retroalimentacion, los agentes y el momento en el que se realizd. Esto nos
permitié construir una definicion de retroalimentacion a partir de las concepciones de estudiantes
y docentes de esta disciplina en ambos contextos. Los elementos analizados nos permitieron dar
cuenta de las diferencias en la concepcidn de la retroalimentacion en las dos variantes.

Palabras clave: Retroalimentacién; Escritura académica; Trabajo final de grado; Ingenieria
Informaética; Escritura en Ingenieria.

INTRODUCTION

The production of Final Year Project (FYP) is a field that has been
prolifically studied over the past 20 years due to several factors, including
its importance and the difficulty of its writing process. As a discourse
genre, its value lays on allowing students to further their academic
education and to insert themselves into their discourse community (Meza
y da Cunha, 2019). Thus, several studies have been conducted to
investigate its status as a macro-genre in Latin American communities, the
typologies, characteristics, main difficulties, writing process, and the type
of supervision it receives (Tamola, 2005; Arnoux, 2006; Venegas et al.,
2016; Tapia-Ladino et al., 2016; amongst others). Academic supervision
has been confirmed as one of the main factors that influence the outcome
of the production of FYP (Sa et al., 2021), which in turn means that the
feedback strategies used during the production process directly influence
the outcome of the projects (Strebel et al., 2019).

Previous research has demonstrated that academic supervision is
influenced by the supervisor’s approach, and that said supervision may
vary from one field to another. Variations may include the number of
supervisors, or the techniques used (Roberts y Seaman, 2018; Strebel et
al., 2019). However, execution of certain tasks such as supervision,
monitoring, and feedback are similar across the board.

In specific, research on FYP feedback has mainly been focused on its
application in a general sense (Hu et al., 2016; Van Rooij et al., 2019;
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Filippou, 2019; Alabdulaziz, 2020), and research has been focused on
fields related to the Humanities, Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences
(Tapia-Ladino et al., 2018, Alabdulaziz, 2020). Moreover, few studies
have dived into the act of giving feedback during the writing process
(Tapia-Ladino et al., 2016; Tapia-Ladino et al., 2018; Arancibia et al.,
2019). Fields where studies are even scarcer are Health and Medicine,
Agricultural Sciences, and Engineering and Technology (Gladic and
Meza, 2022).

Between these fields, one that can be considered of special interest is
Computer Science Engineering. Students in this field have more difficulty
writing their FYP, both due to the formal requirements of the genre and
the necessity to achieve its communicative purpose. For this reason,
supervision and, specifically, feedback given by supervisors is key for the
outcome of the project. Based on these factors, four research questions
were formulated: 1) What kind of feedback is given during the writing
process of Computer Science Engineering FYPs? 2) At which point is
feedback given during the writing process? 3) What issues are touched
upon during feedback? 4) Which feedback technigues are used?

To answer these questions, feedback given during the writing process
of FYP of students from the Computer Science Engineering programs of
two universities—one Chilean and one Spanish—was characterized. For
this purpose, a qualitative study of descriptive scope was conducted via
questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, and focus groups. The
identification and classification of the different feedback processes was
obtained from the answers of 20 supervisors of FYP and 13 undergraduate
students of one Chilean and one Spanish university.

1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The main concepts used in this investigation will be explained in this
section. First, a definition of academic alphabetization will be given,
including its relationship with discourse genres and the teaching methods
used based on said genres. Second, FYPs will be defined. Finally, the
concept of feedback for this specific discourse genre will be explained.

1. 1. Academic alphabetization and discourse genres

This study adopts Carlino's (2003, 2013) definition of academic
literacy, viewing it as a teaching process that helps students integrate into
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the written cultures of their future professional fields. It has two main
purposes: first, to teach students how to produce discourse materials
specific to their field, enabling them to read and write like specialists; and
second, to teach effective learning techniques for working in that field.
This implies that writing skills are not fully acquired in high school, and
university students must learn to write according to the requirements of
their specific discipline, making discourse genres and genre-based
pedagogy (GBP) essential.

The genre serves as a communicative tool for achieving specific goals
in academic and professional contexts (Swales, 1990, 2004; Navarro,
2019). GBP equips students with the skills to understand and produce texts
in these genres (Dreyfus et al., 2015). Key academic literacy objectives are
met through genre identification, guided reading of sample texts, genre
analysis, and collaborative reconstruction, followed by individual practice
(Rose and Martin, 2012).

1. 2. FYP in the field of Computer Science Engineering

The FYP is an original, independent research work required for
graduation, aimed at evaluating the skills students have acquired during
their studies and their integration into the academic community (Venegas
et al., 2016; da Cunha, 2020; Perdomo y Morales, 2022). It reflects both
the knowledge gained during the university program (Venegas et al., 2016)
and new insights into scientific methods and discursive practices (Hussin
and Nimehchisalem, 2018).

In Latin America, FYPs are considered a macro-genre, encompassing
various academic levels (bachelor's, master's, and doctorate) and types of
texts (theses, minor theses, final projects), all serving the purpose of
assessment and accreditation (Meza, 2015; Venegas et al., 2016). In
contrast, since the Bologna Process, the Iberian Peninsula views the FYP
as a mandatory genre for all students, with the same communicative goal
of assessment, despite the differences between a genre and a macro-genre.

This study focuses on the FYPs of undergraduate Computer Science
Engineering students, which are required for graduation and recognized as
a subject course. These projects vary depending on professors'
specializations and are typically classified into four types: INVESTIGATION,
SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT, USER EXPERIENCE, and BUSINESS PLANNING
(Lillo-Fuentes et al., 2021). Regardless of the type, FYPs follow a
prototypical structure that includes an Introduction, Literature Review,
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Methodology, Results/Discussion, and Conclusion (Paltridge and
Starfield, 2007; Morales et al., 2020).

1. 3. RDP Feedback

For this study, feedback will be described as the process through
which students improve their work, by obtaining information about their
performance and comparing it to the standard performance expected of
them (Boud y Molloy, 2015). Based on that definition, feedback focuses
on the active role of the student, which contradicts earlier concepts
(Ramaprasad, 1983) that argued feedback only focuses on the supervisor
and the information delivered. This definition highlights the importance of
what the intended recipient does with the information received, thus
emphasizing the importance of the student role (Winstone et al., 2017;
Winstone et al., 2022). Consequently, feedback can be considered part of
the formative assessment, as it becomes a dialogue between the evaluator
and the student that prompts an exchange of ideas and negotiations
(Carless, 2015; Contreras-Pérez and Zufiga-Gonzalez, 2017).

Feedback is an essential part of the supervision process for the
creation of FYPs (Pinya et al., 2020). Its importance lays in the fact that
feedback helps students evaluate their own performance during the writing
process, which in turn helps them to change and optimize their work, as
well as maintain the quality of the sections already considered as well-
executed (Juan-Calvet et al., 2018). For this purpose, FYP tutors use
different types of feedback, out of which the most used are face-to-face
commentary, written commentary, and a combination of both (Tapia-
Ladino et al. 2016, Arancibia et al., 2019).

2. METHODOLOGY

The main purpose of this study is to characterize the feedback process
of FYPs carried out in the Computer Science Engineering field,
specifically during its production stage in one Chilean university and one
Spanish university. It is important to point out that the degrees obtained in
both universities are considered equivalent to each other. The investigation
carried out complied with the following characteristics to achieve this
objective:
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a) Study type: qualitative investigation of a descriptive scope
(Hernandez et al., 2014, Creswell y Creswell, 2018).

b) Participants: Intentional sampling. The sample group is made up of
experts. The sample is made up of two types of participants: i)
academics who have more than 8 years of experience directing
FYP field; ii) students from the same discipline. For more details,

see Table 1.
Table 1.
Participants
Supervisors Students
Number of Participants 20 13
Gender F=8 M=12 | F=5 M=8
Age range 40— 60 years 2128 years

c) Data collection method: self-assessment online questionnaire (see
Annex 1). The instrument was made up of 11 questions divided
into two sections. In the first section, 3 questions were aimed at
obtaining sociodemographic information about the participants.
The second section included questions related to the feedback
processes of the FYP of Computer Science. The questionnaire
includes 11 items, all of them being open-ended and close-ended
questions. Moreover, the questionnaire has an initial section where
the participants were informed about the structure of the
questionnaire, explained how they could properly fill out the
questions, as well as given an explanation about the ethical aspects
of the study. This meant that the participants had to give their
consent to participate in the study before answering the
questionnaire.

d) Ethical aspects: All applicable measures to protect the rights of the
participants of this study were carried out according to the ethical
standards of the American Psychological Association (APA,
2017). As mentioned in similar investigations (Meza and
Gonzélez, 2020; Meza et al., 2022), this study has applied all
needed measures to guarantee voluntary and informed
participation, the confidentiality of the information, and the
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minimum risk guarantee. Finally, it is important to point out that
during the duration of the study all authors have kept data-handling
processes up to APA’s ethical standards.

e) Processes: Analysis procedures are summarized in Figure 1.

1. Determination
and systematization
of categories of
analysis

2. Planning and
validation of the
questionnaire

3. Application of the
questionnaire

\ 4

6. Analysis,
sistematization, and
correlation of
obtained data

5. Focus group 4. Interviews

Figure 1. Analysis procedures

As shown in Figure 1, analysis categories were determined by
exhaustively revising literature related to the study field first (Arancibia et
al., 2019; Anijovich y Cappelletti, 2020; Nufiez, 2020; Lillo-Fuentes et al.,
2021; Meza et al., 2022). From this revision, the appropriate categories
were selected. These initial categories were revised, some were adjusted
to the study, and some new categories were added relying on intercoder
agreement and category readjustment. The entirety of the category set was
put through systematization of dimensions. For more information see
Figure 1 (see Annex 2).

Once the categories were established, a questionnaire was created
considering its structure and items. The instrument was thus reviewed
positively by two academics of the field. Moreover, the academics in
question offered some insight and suggestions that helped create a new
version of the questionnaire. The investigation team revised and designed
the final version of the instrument, which was then sent via email to the
potential participants. The questionnaire was answered by 20 supervisors
of FYP in the Computer Science Engineering programs of the two
universities chosen. Afterwards, the 20 participants took part in a semi-
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structured interview done via Zoom Meetings 5.6.1617, which was also
recorded. These interviews were used to further inquire about the
information obtained through the questionnaire, with the objective of
identifying more precisely the values given by the participants of the
studied phenomenon (Bautista, 2011). Each interview lasted about 30
minutes in average, although some of them lasted up to an hour. Questions
included in this interview were related to FYP as a genre, its supervision,
feedback, and the techniques applied to give feedback to the students.

Agent

Person in charge of providing feedback on the FYP

(Final Year Project)

H

|

Ch 1

|

The medium through which feedback on the FYP is

o
conveyed or expressed

Object

The topic of the Spelling rules information

FYP upon which

foedback s dfocuced Sentence construction Paragraph construction

Discourse genre Citation norms

J

Organization of

Evaluation I
UG L SR R R R SOU R Positive judgment | Negative judgment
(Arancibia et al., 2019)

Evaluation Techni

o)

Command Explanation

Advice
The manner in which

the  evaluation is Indirect request Completion

expressed in  the
Underlining

commentary Question-problem
2019) R Ecwiiag

(Arancibia et al
Moment |
- § . Throughout the process
T'he moment at which feedback is

NI S 1
Disciplinary Requirements: |

. Statistical s Methodology
Aspects specific to the discipline upon Sentistion) wpport
which feedback is focused Disciplinary lexicon

Figure 2. Dimensions and categories of analysis
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To complement this work, a focus group was formed, consisting of 13
students in the 4™ year of their undergraduate degree who were working
on their FYPs in this specific field. The topics addressed in this activity
were the first stages of the writing process of FYPs, tutoring techniques of
their professors, as well as decisions and actions carried out based on the
feedback received. This focus group activity was recorded via audio and
then transcribed manually.

Lastly, a content analysis was carried out to systematize, analyze, and
link the information acquired in the different activities. This analysis
allowed forming inferences based on the information obtained
(Krippendorff, 2018).

3. RESULTS

In this section, the results will be divided into two parts: the first one
will refer to the feedback process carried out in both universities; and the
second one will describe the concept of feedback as understood by
supervisors and students participating in this study, according to the data
obtained.

3. 1. Characterization of feedback during the Final Year Projects
writing process in Computer Science Engineering

Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the feedback process during the FYP
writing for Computer Science Engineering students in Chilean and Spanish
universities, respectively. Both figures outline the feedback agent, type of
feedback, timing, main topics, and techniques used, with percentages for
each technique and topic. In the Chilean community, feedback is delivered
both orally and in writing, and is provided by teachers (78 %), with only
22 % of supervisors allowing student-provided feedback. While 33 % of
supervisors offer continuous feedback, 67 % provide feedback only at
specific stages, such as project delimitation, software product submission,
section writing, and final submission, which are predefined at the start of
the process. Chilean students confirm receiving feedback at four or five
specific points throughout the process.

In the case of the Spanish university (see Figure 4), feedback is also
mainly delivered both orally and written by the supervisor, although 10 %
of them recognize they only deliver written feedback. This creates a
circular process: the student receives feedback on their draft via written
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text and then, through face-to-face or synchronous meetings, feedback is
discussed and explained. In those same formative meetings, new points
that need feedback may arise while re-reading the project and listening to
student’s doubts.

In contrast to the Chilean community, 65 % of Spanish participants
report providing feedback throughout the entire writing process, while
only 35 % give feedback at specific points. The FYP process in Spain
involves periodic meetings where students can present their progress and
receive feedback, which is interrelated and builds on previous sessions.
During these meetings, students submit drafts, and supervisors provide
feedback both during and after the sessions, which is then reviewed during
tutoring. Students state that feedback is given whenever they request it.

- e e e

Supervisor to student )
| ; // Indirect orders
\ i Rewriting e
Oral and written m Contont 3
) i Asking questions g
Organization of L
information y Underlining
3
Methodology g f Explanations
Command
m Diagramming § / /
1

m Statistics
m Spelling
m Punctuation

m Disciplinary lexicon

{ o

\ /
\\ @ Normally at predetermined points in the FYP preparation process (during submissions of the J /,
draft)
\ 7/
~ Ve

e e e e e e e e . e e e e e e e e e e e -

Figure 3. Characterization of feedback during the FYP writing process in
Computer Science Engineering in the Chilean university
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Figure 4. Characterization of feedback during the FYP writing process in
Computer Science Engineering in the Spanish university

When comparing the topics mentioned during feedback, both
communities share certain elements. All supervisors (100 %) indicate that
they give feedback about the content and organization of the information
in the FYP. A total of 100 % of Chilean supervisors indicate that they give
feedback on the methodology, while 91 % of Spanish supervisors mention
that same section. When it comes to the organization of the project, 73 %
of Spanish supervisors mention giving feedback regarding this topic, while
63 % of Chilean supervisors point it out. Statistical support is also
considered a commonly mentioned topic by supervisors of both
communities (67 % for Chilean tutors and 82 % for Spanish tutors).

Although spelling mistakes are also mentioned as a common topic of
feedback (67 % for Chilean supervisors and 73 % for Spanish supervisors),
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both communities regard the importance of this topic differently. Chilean
supervisors indicate they do not spend a lot of time highlighting these
issues, as they must be corrected by students on their own. Spanish tutors,
on the other hand, indicate giving thorough feedback on this topic, as they
consider students must be able to use the language according to the existing
grammar rules.

Feedback on citation is given by 73 % of Spanish supervisors and
55 % of Chilean supervisors. Regarding this topic, tutors from both
universities refer they do not give thorough feedback on citation, as
students can use tools such as Overleaf (LaTeX), that make working with
citations and references in the required format easier.

Although there are similarities between both education institutions,
differences can also be observed. One of the greatest differences between
them is paragraph construction, which receives feedback from 100 % of
Spanish supervisors but only from 50 % of their Chilean counterparts.
Adequacy to the genre was also an interesting deviation between
communities, as 63 % of Spanish supervisors gave feedback on this topic,
while only 11 % of Chilean supervisors did it.

Similarly, disciplinary lexicon (55 %), punctuation rules (55 %), and
sentence construction (33 %) were considered as recurrent feedback topics
by 55 % or less of the Chilean supervisors, while over 73 % of the Spanish
supervisors mentioned it. Chilean supervisors indicate that they do not take
these topics into account as much because students have been previously
taught the importance of them, and thus must be able to correct these issues
without the help of a supervisor. Their Spanish counterparts, however,
consider feedback on these topics important since these skills are
considered part of the profile of graduation of their students.

For the characteristics of the feedback or the inclusion of positive and
negative commentary, 100 % of the supervisors in the two universities said
they offer both during feedback. Specifically, Chilean supervisors say they
mention one negative aspect in between two positive ones, in what is
known as the praise sandwich technique (Boud y Molloy, 2015). However,
students refer receiving more negative comments than positive ones, as
evidenced by the following extract:

(1) Supervisors [...] yeah, like, they only make corrections about what
you must change... 1 don’t remember an occasion where they have
said I’ve done something good, perhaps they write a check mark to
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show you that you did good and that’s it. (Translation of transcription.
Chilean Student no. 8, focus group)

As for Spanish supervisors, they also refer giving both positive and
negative feedback and trying to maintain a balance between the two.
Students indicate that supervisors make both positive and negative
comments about their FYP. This means that supervisors emphasize aspects
students have done well and should continue doing, as well as underlining
which aspects need improving and/or modification. The next extract
evidences this trend:

(2) Comments tend to be suggestions... “this could be changed...”, they
are not commands. [...] Okay, I agree with Student no. 3... yeah, they
mention both the positive and negative things. They also analyze what
we’ve already gone through... “you’ve improved a lot”. (Translation of
transcription. Spanish Student no. 2, focus group)

Concerning the techniques used for feedback delivery, the most used
is advice, as 100 % of Spanish supervisors and 67 % of Chilean supervisors
mention using it. Spanish supervisors indicate that they offer
recommendations both orally or through written text using this technique,
so the students can decide and apply any improvements to their work based
on the supervisor’s advice and knowledge in the field, as well as the aim
of the FYP.

Another technique used by supervisors of both universities is the
indirect request, practiced by 67 % of them. This technique, which implies
implicitly asking the student to realize a modification, is the second most
used technique according to the results. Similarly, techniques such as
underlining, explanations, question-problem, and rewriting are used by
supervisors of both universities, although the percentage of supervisors
that use it in the Spanish university is greater than the Chilean university.

Even though the techniques mentioned so far are employed similarly
in both communities, their usage differs between them. In this way,
underlining, for example, is usually used in the Chilean community
exclusively to indicate the exact part where there is an opportunity for
improvement in the FDP. Whereas, in the participating Spanish
community, this technique is used to complement to other techniques, such
as advice. A similar situation occurs with rewriting, a technique employed
in the Chilean community as explanations complement. Thus, teachers,
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after explaining a problem in the FDP, use rewriting to illustrate how the
change should be made.

Although both communities used similar techniques for feedback, two
techniques are not shared between them. Reflection is used by 73 % of
Spanish supervisors, but it is not a relevant technique for the Chilean
community (less than 10 % of supervisors use it). Similarly, commands
are used by over 55 % of Chilean supervisors, while their Spanish
counterparts use it scarcely and for specific situations. Regarding the use
of this latter technique, teachers in the Chilean community state that they
often employ it in conjunction with explanations. Thus, after demanding a
change through a direct mandate (Arancibia et al., 2019), they typically
explain the reason for this modification.

Regarding feedback techniques used by supervisors, students of both
communities indicate that they consider some of these techniques more
useful than others. For example, they consider commands and underlining
the most useful techniques when used together. Students also recognize
that receiving sample templates of FYPs or extracts of a sample can be
helpful, as it lets them form an idea of the final product they must achieve.

3. 2. Definition of feedback in Computer Science Engineering

Based on the semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and
questionnaire carried out, a definition of feedback for FYPs of the
Computer Science Engineering field was proposed. As shown in Figure 5,
the concepts used the most by supervisors of Chilean and Spanish
universities when defining “feedback” are different. Words like
“development”, “observations”, and “tutoring” reoccur in a similar
frequency in both communities.

On the other hand, words like “improvement” and “students” are
found in the definitions of both communities but are more prominently
displayed in the Spanish supervisors’ discourse. For Chilean supervisors,
the most used word is “commentary”.
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Commentary Improvement

Observation

Supervisors Chilean Supervisors Spanish

Figure 5. Keyword cloud of the discourse of supervisors in both universities
participating in the study

Some of the aforementioned words are also used by students (Figure
6). These words would be: “observations”, “commentary”, and
“improvement”. Other words such as “advise”, “teacher”, “commands”,
and “final” only appear in the students’ definitions. Another word that only
reoccurred in the Spanish community was “process”, while “mistakes”

only appeared in the Chilean students’ definitions.

Information

Students Chilean Students Spanish

Figure 6. Keyword cloud of the discourse of students in both universities
participating in the study

Taking these keyword clouds into consideration, and including the
semi-structured interviews, the questionnaire, and the focus group
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information, two empirically sustained definitions for feedback, focused
on the Computer Science Engineering field, were proposed as shown in
Figure 7. The reason for formulating two different definitions was that,
although the two different communities participating in the study showed
similarities in their definitions, there were enough differences between the
two to make it necessary to craft two separate characterizations.

Definition of feedback

as per the Spanish
community

A process through which observations, \

commentary, suggestions, and
information is offered to guide the
student in the process, assessment,
improvement, and progress of their
FYP. Done by a supervisor through
different techniques that communicate
well-executed points, strenghts, and
improvement opportunities found in
the student's disciplinary,
methodological, and writing content.

4

Definition of feedback
as per the Chilean
community

Activity through which commentary, \

suggerences, advice, and instructions
are given to the student so they can
write and improve their FYP. It is
done by supervisors through different
techniques that communicate the
mistakes and potential
improvement that could be done in
the disciplinary and methodological

content of the student's FYP. /

Figure 7. Definitions of feedback according to the participants of both

Both definitions consider the observations,

universities

commentary,

and

suggestions made by supervisors in charge of tutoring the FYPs as the most
important part of feedback (see Figure 7). The prevalence of these concepts
can be confirmed by the answers shown below:

(3) It provides useful information that helps them improve their work with
clear instructions of what to do and how to do it, as well as helping
them identify the strong points present in their current work.
(Translation of transcription. Chilean Teacher 6, semi-structured

(4)

interview)

It’s the guidance, assessment, comments... suggestions given by the
supervisors. (Translation of transcription. Spanish Student 3, focus

group)
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It can be also noted that, in both communities, the agent in charge of
delivering feedback is the supervisor, and the student receives it. This
distinction can be found in the extracts included below:

(5) It’s all the information we give to the student during the writing process
of their Final Year Project. We share our knowledge about the process
and the methodology as well as the final document itself. (Translation
of transcription. Spanish teacher 20, semi-structured interview)

(6) 1 understand feedback as the instructions the supervisor gives me to
improve my draft. They’re almost always [verbal suggestions] and
some comments left in the pages of the draft [...] if I think about it, the
suggestions usually are... do this, change that... add that... and
sometimes they are only question marks, highlighted sections... stuff
like that. (Translation of transcription. Chilean Student 9, focus group)

As mentioned, although there are similarities between the definitions
in both communities, there are also clear differences. Spanish students
participating in the study consider feedback as a formative instance
consistent throughout the writing process of their FYP, while Chilean
participants consider it as an activity done at certain points of the writing
process.

(7) Tt’s the guidance, assessment, comments, suggestions, (constructive)
criticism given to the student throughout the entire process of writing
their FYP. (Translation of transcription. Spanish Teacher 5, semi-
structured interview)

The difference between definitions is rooted in the information given
during the process of feedback. Therefore, participants from the Chilean
university—»both supervisors and students—focus on mistakes and points
that need to be amended, as shown below:

(8) To let the student know which were the points I reviewed... both
mistakes and comments made by the supervisor in charge of the product
and the activities done during the FYP process. (Translation of
transcription. Chilean Teacher 9, semi-structured interview)

For the Spanish community, feedback is conceived in a more
comprehensive manner and may include commenting on points that need
improvement, things that were done correctly, and possible challenges.
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D1SCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The Feedback during the writing process is essential for successfully
producing a Final Year Project (FYP) in Computer Science Engineering,
which underscores the importance of studying how this process is
characterized in the field. This study examined the timing, agents,
methods, techniques, and focal points of feedback from the perspectives
of students and supervisors. It was observed that, consistent with Zepeda's
(2017) findings, a traditional view of feedback as a one-way process from
supervisor to student prevails, although in the Spanish university, it was
seen as a continuous process, while Chilean participants viewed it as a
periodic corrective action for specific tasks.

The definitions from both communities emphasize the importance of
information itself in feedback, viewing it as data on the successes,
shortcomings, mistakes, and limitations of a task, aligning with Hattie and
Timperley's (2007) outcome-focused definition. However, this approach
only considers information delivery without addressing how students use
it to improve their work, thus reflecting only the initial part of feedback as
defined by Ramaprasad (1983) and Sadler (1989). This perspective
diverges from current definitions, which highlight the recipient's role in
acting on feedback to enhance performance (Boud and Molloy, 2015;
Carless and Boud, 2018; Winstone et al., 2022; Winstone et al., 2017).
Moreover, this understanding presumes the supervisor as the sole feedback
provider, neglecting internal feedback processes within the student (Nicol,
2015), and disregards the possibility of internal feedback complementing
or contradicting external feedback. The supervisor’s central role in FYP
feedback may stem from the complexity of this discourse genre, which is
both challenging for students and essential for transitioning from academic
to professional life (Tamola, 2005; Arnoux, 2006; Venegas et al., 2016;
Moyano, 2000). Consequently, feedback is entrusted to an experienced
agent who has navigated or evaluated this genre.

In the case of peer feedback, can be challenging for students, as many
feel unsure about how to provide it, believing they must be experts or in a
supervisory role to do so effectively. This is often due to a lack of practice
with peer feedback exercises and the misconception that feedback requires
authority (Matsuno, 2009). Moreover, research has shown that students
tend to give harsher feedback to stronger writers and more lenient feedback
to those who perform poorly, highlighting their inexperience with
feedback processes. Despite these challenges, previous studies (Boillos,
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2021; Rodriguez and Avello, 2016) emphasize the benefits of peer
feedback, suggesting its inclusion in the formative assessment of Final
Year Projects (FYPs).

However, to maximize its effectiveness, it would be helpful to develop
a specific framework or evaluation instrument for this purpose, as FYPs
involve not only field knowledge but also research practices, scientific
methods, and academic writing skills, which can overwhelm students
when giving feedback (Lillo-Fuentes et al., 2021). The GEARed model
(Huang, 2018) is a promising approach, as it provides clear guidance on
how to give constructive feedback and highlights important aspects to
consider, such as task-related recommendations and the tone of delivery,
thus addressing concerns about the usefulness of co-evaluation in
academic writing contexts (Matsuno, 2009).

The study highlights differences in the feedback focus betweenn
Chilean and Spanish supervisors. In Chile, feedback emphasizes
disciplinary knowledge and investigative practices, such as statistical
support, content, methodology, and organization, reflecting a view of the
FYP as a demonstration of the student’s ability to conduct research or
create a solution. In contrast, Spanish supervisors provide more holistic
feedback, considering both disciplinary and discursive knowledge, as they
expect students to demonstrate not only technical skills but also general
and cross-cutting competencies, including communication skills. This
suggests that supervisors in each community have distinct views on the
FYP writing process and the knowledge to be evaluated.

It was also noted that the supervisors in this study believe that students
enter the undergraduate program with already developed communication
skills, assuming writing is a skill learned in primary and secondary
education. As a result, they often feel students do not need instruction in
academic writing specific to university requirements and their field of
study (Carlino, 2003). The development of writing skills is typically
attributed to prior education, cross-cutting courses (Nadal et al., 2020), or
other supervisors, rather than disciplinary work. The data from this study
shows that very few supervisors take responsibility for teaching writing
skills.

It is also interesting that only 11 % of Chilean supervisors provide
feedback on the FYP's adherence to its discourse genre, compared to 63 %
of Spanish supervisors. Given the importance of the FYP for graduation
and its relative unfamiliarity, feedback should address all its characteristics
and prototypical parts. Previous studies show that most difficulties in
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writing FYPs stem from failure to meet genre appropriateness, particularly
in fulfilling the communicative purpose of each section. Therefore,
feedback should not only address the text's appropriateness but also
include support materials and template samples to guide students.

From the point of view of the authors, the results obtained imply that
it would be of interest to conduct an assessment literacy activity in any of
the communities of the study, specifically focused on feedback. This
would help to challenge the outdated concept of feedback present in the
communities, in favor of a more updated concept centered in the students
and their actions.

Furthermore, it would be beneficial to consider feedback as a process
and, specifically, as a learning tool (Carless, 2015), especially in the
community that considered feedback as a activity. The analyzed Spanish
model could be considered more successful; as evidenced by studies about
the academic discourse, integral and multi-dimensional understanding of
academic writing allows to establish more efficient teaching-learning
processes (Meza et al., 2022). Likewise, universities should provide the
tools necessary so the student can navigate through the academic and
professional fields of their specialization (Moyano, 2010), and one of the
most important tools is academic writing—as it is highly valued by
employers (Graham et al., 2014).

The importance of this study lies in having defined the concept of
feedback in a specific disciplinary community based on the opinion of their
agents. Said characterization also allows to get to know the practices of the
studied community and foster techniques and activities that can benefit the
students. This study has also taken into consideration the perceptions of
students, which allows to obtain a more well-rounded concept of the
studied phenomenon.

Regarding this last point, the student sample in this study was limited,
as participants had to be under the supervision of the supervisors involved,
restricting the sample size. Future research should aim for a larger sample
and triangulate data with FYPs that underwent feedback to analyze the
application of feedback techniques and explore new ones. It would also be
valuable to replicate the study in other communities within Chile and Spain
to assess whether the findings are representative of both countries.

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731



Feedback for the Final Year Project writing in two Spanish variations 249

AUTOR’S CONTRIBUTION

Fernando  Lillo-Fuentes:  conceptualization, Investigation, data
processing, Writing - Review and Editing; Paulina Meza: Investigation,
Methodology, Writing - Review and Editing; Carmen L6pez-Ferrero
Resources, Writing - Review and Editing, Supervision.

FUNDING

This research was funded by proyecto I+D+i Interculturalidad e
intercomprensién en la evaluaciébn de la competencia discursiva
plurilinglie:  formacion en retroalimentacion digital (2021-2025)
(acronimo Inter_ECODAL, ref. PID2020-113796RB-100/MICINN/ AEI/
10.13039/501100011033), financed by the Spanish Ministry of Science
and Innovation and by the State Research Agency

REFERENCES

Alabdulaziz, Mansour (2020). “Saudi mathematics students’ experiences
and challenges with their doctoral supervisors in UK universities”.
International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 15, pp. 237-263.
https://doi.org/10.28945/4538

Anijovich, Rebeca y Cappelletti, Graciela (2020). “La retroalimentacion
formativa: Una oportunidad para mejorar los aprendizajes y la
ensenanza”. Revista Docencia Universitaria, 21, pp. 81-96.

American Psychological Association (2017). “Ethical Principles of
Psychologist and Code of Conduct”. Disponible en
https://www.apa.org/ethics/code. [14/12/2023]

Arancibia, Beatriz; Tapia-Ladino, Monica y Correa, Roxanna (2019). “La
retroalimentacion durante el proceso de escritura de la tesis en carreras
de pedagogia: Descripcion de los comentarios escritos de los
profesores guias”. Revista Signos, 52, pp. 242-264.

Arnoux, Elvira (2006). “Incidencia de la lectura de pares y expertos en la
reescritura de tramos del trabajo de Tesis”. Revista de Linguistica
Tedrica y Aplicada, 44, pp. 95-118.

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://doi.org/10.28945/4538
https://www.apa.org/ethics/code

250 Fernando Lillo-Fuentes et al.

Bautista, Nelly (2011). Proceso de la investigacion cualitativa.
Epistemologia, Metodologia y Aplicaciones. Bogota: Manual
moderno.

Boillos, Mari (2021). “Incidencia de la revision por pares en la

construccion de textos académicos a nivel universitario”. DELTA, 37,
pp. 1-21. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-460x202153017

Boud, David y Molloy, Elizabeth (ed.) (2015). EI Feedback en educacion
superior y profesional: Comprenderlo y hacerlo bien. Madrid:
Ediciones Narcea.

Carlino, Paula (2003). “Alfabetizacion académica: Un cambio necesario,
algunas alternativas posibles”. Educere Revista Venezolana de
Educacion, 6, pp. 409-420.

Carlino, Paula (2013). “Alfabetizacion académica diez anos después”.
Revista mexicana de investigacién educativa, 18, pp. 355-381.

Carless, David (2015). “La confianza: facilitar el feedback dialogico”. En
David Boud y Elizabeth Molloy (ed.). ElI Feedback en educacion
superior y profesional: Comprenderlo y hacerlo bien, Madrid:
Ediciones Narcea, pp. 115-129.

Carless, David y Boud, David (2018). “The development of student
feedback literacy: enabling uptake of feedback”. Assessment and
Evaluation in Higher Education, 43, pp. 1315-1325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354

Contreras-Pérez, Gloria y Zuiiga-Gonzalez, Carmen (2017).
“Concepciones de profesores sobre retroalimentacion: Una revision
de la literatura”. Magis Revista Internacional de Investigacion en
Educacion, 9, pp. 69-90.

Creswell, John y Creswell, John David (2018). Research Design.
Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches. Newbury
Park: Sage.

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-460x202153017
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1463354

Feedback for the Final Year Project writing in two Spanish variations 251

da Cunha, Iria (2020). “Una herramienta TIC para la redaccion del Trabajo
de Fin de Grado (TFG)”. ELUA: Estudios de Linguistica. Universidad
de Alicante, 34, pp. 39-72. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.14198/ELUA2020.34.2

Dreyfus, Shoshana; Humphrey, Sally; Mahboob, Ahmar y Martin, James
(2016). Genre Pedagogy in Higher Education: The SLATE Project.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Filippou, Kalypso (2019). “Identifying thesis supervisors’ attitudes:
Indications of responsiveness in international master’s degree
programmes”. Innovations in Education and Teaching International,
57, pp. 274-284.

Gladic, Jadranka y Meza, Paulina (2022). “Caracteristicas de las
investigaciones en torno al Trabajo Final de Grado: una revision
sistematica”. Logos: Revista de Linguistica, Filosofia y Literatura, 32,
pp. 468-491. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15443/RL3227

Graham, Steve, Hebert, Michael; Paige, Michael y Harris, Karen (2014).
“Assessing the writing achievement of young struggling writers:
Application of generalizability theory”. Learning Disability
Quarterly, 39, pp. 72-82.

Hattie, John y Timperley, Helen (2007). “The power of Feedback”. Review
of  Educational  Research, 77, pp. 81-112. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

Hernandez, Roberto, Carlos Ferndndez y Pilar Baptista (2014).
Metodologia de la investigacion. Ciudad de México: McGraw-Hill.

Hu, Yanjuan; van der Rijst, Roeland; van Veen, Klaas y Verloop, Nico
(2016). “The purposes and processes of master’s thesis supervision:
A comparison of Chinese and Dutch supervisors”. Higher Education
Research & Development, 35, pp. 910-924.

Huang, Shu-Chen (2018). “A GEARed peer feedback model and
implications for learning facilitation”. Assessment & Evaluation in

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://doi.org/10.14198/ELUA2020.34.2
https://doi.org/10.15443/RL3227
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

252 Fernando Lillo-Fuentes et al.

Higher Education, 43, pp. 1194-1210. DOl:
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1439881

Hussin, Nur y Nimehchisalem, Vahid (2018). “Organisation and move
structure in the results and discussion chapter in Malaysian
undergraduates' final-year projects”. Pertanika Journal of Social
Sciences & Humanities, 26, pp. 2365-2377.

Juan-Calvet, Naria; Rochera, Maria J.; Remesal, Anay Salvador de Arana,
Nuria (2018). “Qué dificultades perciben los futuros maestros y sus
profesores acerca del feedback recibido durante el trabajo final de
grado”. Perspectiva Educacional, 57, pp. 24-49.

Krippendorff, Klaus (2018). Content analysis: An introduction to its
methodology. California: Sage.

Lillo-Fuentes, Fernando; Venegas, René y Lopez-Ferrero, Carmen (2021).
“El Trabajo Final de Grado de Ingenieria Informatica: organizacion
retorico-discursiva de la seccion RESULTADOS”. Logos, Revista de
Linguistica, Filosofia y Literatura, 31, pp. 317-337. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.15443/RL3119.

Matsuno, Sumie (2009). “Self-, peer-, and teacher-assessments in Japanese
university EFL writing classrooms”. Language Testing, 26, pp. 75-
100.

Meza, Paulina. (2015). “La comunicacion del conocimiento en el género
Tesis de Linguistica: Comparacion entre grados académicos”. En
Giovanni Parodi Y Gina Burdiles (eds.). Leer y escribir en contextos
académicos y profesionales. Santiago: Planeta, pp. 67-112.

Meza, Paulina y da Cunha, Iria (2019). “Comunicacién del conocimiento
propio y relaciones discursivas en el género Tesis”. Sintagma, 31, pp.
103-130. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21001/sintagma.2019.31.07

Meza, Paulina y Gonzalez, Mauricio (2020). “Construction and validation
of the self-efficacy scale for disciplinary academic writing”. Cogent
Education, 7, pp. 1-31. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1830464

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1439881
https://doi.org/10.15443/RL3119
https://doi.org/10.21001/sintagma.2019.31.07
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1830464

Feedback for the Final Year Project writing in two Spanish variations 253

Meza, Paulina; Gonzalez, Mauricio; Gonzalez-Catalan, Felipe y Urizar,
Camila (2022).“Relacion entre percepcion de autoeficacia, calidad
linguistico-discursiva y evaluacion disciplinar: tres aproximaciones a
la evaluacion de la escritura académica en Derecho y Medicina”.
Estudios Filoldgicos, 69, pp. 163-186. DOIl:
https://doi.org/10.4067/s0071-17132022000100163

Morales, Oscar; Perdomo, Bexi; Cassany, Daniel e Izarra, Elix (2020).
“The Rhetorical Structure of Theses and Dissertations in Dentistry: A
study in Hispano-America and Spain”. ikala, Revista de Lenguaje y
Cultura, 25, pp. 1-21. DOIl:
https://doi.org/10.17533/udea.ikala.v25n02a06

Moyano, Estela (2010). “Escritura académica a lo largo de la carrera: Un
programa institucional”. Revista Signos, 43, pp. 465-488.

Nadal, Macarena; Alegre, Nara; Rosso, Florencia 'y Pozzo, Maria I. (2020).
“Repensar el trabajo docente en torno a la escritura en la formacion de
ingenieros”. Revista de educacion, 22, pp. 131-148.

Navarro, Federico (2019). “Aportes para una didactica de la escritura
académica basada en géneros discursivos”. DELTA: Documentacao
de Estudos em Linguistica Teorica e Aplicada, 35, pp. 1-32.

Nicol, David (2015). “Resituar el feedback: de reactivo a proactivo”. En
David Boud y Elizabeth Molloy (ed.). ElI Feedback en educacion
superior y profesional: Comprenderlo y hacerlo bien, Madrid:
Ediciones Narcea, pp. 51-68.

Nufiez Cortés, Juan (2020). “Las tutorias de escritura académica:
estrategias didacticas de una tutora novel”. Enunciacion ,25, pp. 176-
190.

Paltridge, Brian y Starfield, Sue (2007). Thesis and dissertation writing in
a second language: A handbook for supervisors. London: Routledge.

Perdomo, Bexi y Morales, Oscar (2022). “Errores y dificultades en la
elaboracion de las tesis de pre y postgrado del estudiantado peruano:

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://doi.org/10.4067/s0071-17132022000100163
https://doi.org/10.17533/udea.ikala.v25n02a06

254 Fernando Lillo-Fuentes et al.

Implicaciones pedagdgicas”. Revista Electronica Educare, 26, pp.
380-400. DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.15359/ree.26-1.21

Pinya, Carme; Iglesia Mayol, Begofia de la; Verger, Sebastia y Rossello,
Maria Rosa (2020). “Disefio, aplicacion y valoracion del feedback
formativo para la tutorizacion del TFG”. Magister, 32, pp. 1-8. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.17811/msg.32.1.2020.1-8

Ramaprasad, Arkalgud (1983). “On the definition of feedback”.
Behavioral science, 28, pp. 4-13.

Roberts. Lynne, y Kristen Seaman (2018). “Students’ experiences of
undergraduate dissertation supervision”. Frontiers in Education, 3,
pp. 1-6. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2018.00109

Rodriguez, Raul y Avello, Raidell (2016). “La revision por pares como
evaluacion formativa en un curso de posgrado sobre publicacion
cientifica”. Educacion Médica Superior, 30, pp. 361-371.

Rose, David y Martin, James (2012). Learning to Write, Reading to Learn:
Genre, Knowledge and Pedagogy in the Sydney School. Sheffield:
Equinox.

Sé4, Maria; Santos, Anay Serpa, Sandro (2021). “The academic supervisor
of higher education students’ final projects: A gatekeeper of quality”.
Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 10, pp. 152-160.

Sadler, Royce (1989). “Formative assessment and the design of
instructional systems”. Instructional Science, 18, pp. 119-144.

Strebel, Félix; Girtler, Stefan; Hulliger, Beat y Lindeque, Johan (2019).
“Laissez-faire or guidance? Effective supervision of bachelor theses”.
Studies in Higher Education, 46, pp. 866-884.

Swales, John (1990). Genre analysis. English in academic and research
settings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Swales, John (2004). Research genres: Explorations and applications.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://dx.doi.org/10.15359/ree.26-1.21
https://doi.org/10.17811/msg.32.1.2020.1-8
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2018.00109

Feedback for the Final Year Project writing in two Spanish variations 255

Tamola, Diana (2005). “La tesina de licenciatura”. En Liliana Cubo de
Severino (ed.), Los textos de la Ciencia. Principales clases del
discurso academico-cientifico. Cordoba: Comunicarte, pp. 235-265.

Tapia-Ladino, Mdnica; Arancibia, Beatriz y Correa, Roxanna (2016). “Rol
de los Comentarios Escritos en la construccion de la tesis desde la
perspectiva de estudiantes tesistas y profesores guia”. Universitas
Psychologica, 15, pp. 1-14. DOIl:
https://doi.org/10.11144/Javeriana.upsy15-4.rcec

Tapia-Ladino, Monica; Correa, Roxanna y Arancibia, Beatriz (2018).
“Retroalimentacion con comentarios escritos de ajuste al género
(CEAG) en el proceso de elaboracion de tesis de programas de
formacion de profesores”. Lenguas Modernas, 50, pp. 175 — 192.

Van Rooij, Els; Fokkens-Bruinsma, Marjon y Jansen, Ellen (2019).
“Factors that influence PhD candidates’ success: The importance of
PhD project characteristics”. Studies in Continuing Education, 43, pp.
1-20.

Venegas, René; Zamora, Sofia y Galdames, Amparo (2016). “Hacia un
modelo retorico-discursivo del macrogénero Trabajo Final de Grado
en Licenciatura”. Revista Signos, 49, pp. 247-279.

Winstone, Naomi; Nash, Robert; Rowntree, James y Parker, Michael
(2017). ““It'd be useful, but I wouldn't use it’: barriers to university
students’ feedback seeking and recipience”. Studies in Higher
Education, 4, pp. 2026-2041. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1130032

Winstone, Naomi, Boud, David; Dawson, Phillip y Marion Heron (2022).
“From feedback-as-information to feedback-as-process: a linguistic
analysis of the feedback literature”. Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, 47, pp. 213-230. DOIl:
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1902467

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731


https://doi.org/10.11144/Javeriana.upsy15-4.rcec
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1130032
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1902467

256 Fernando Lillo-Fuentes et al.

Zepeda, Sandra (2017). “La retroalimentacion efectiva y su potencial para
mejorar el aprendizaje”. En Carla Foster (ed.), El poder de la
evaluacion en el aula. Santiago: Ediciones UC, pp. 123-146.

OGIGIA-REVISTA ELECTRONICA DE ESTUDIOS HISPANICOS, 36 (2004): 229-256
ISSN 1887-3731



