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Although written corrective feedback (WCF) is provided to give students
information about their writing which intends to help them make improvement,
students may have different expectations of how WCF should be delivered. This
study was focused on investigating English Language Education (ELE) students’
preferences for the WCF covering the preferences for amount of feedback, writing
aspects to focus on, correction techniques, and tones of feedback. A number of 188
ELE students participated in this study. Using mixed-methods design to collect data,
the study revealed that the students expected to always have WCF on their errors as
they have desire to always make improvement. Having WCF is considered essential
as some students had difficulty analyzing errors independently. Besides believing the
importance of all aspects of writing, the students mentioned some reasons related to
their weaknesses that require focuses on all feedback. Most of the students preferred
direct feedback and indirect feedback with location and indication of error types as
they valued detailed feedback. The students saw feedback in negative tone and
suggestive tone as the source of improvement, while one in positive tone increased
positive feelings towards writing. The findings suggest the importance of increasing
the students’ awareness of how to get benefits from different WCF techniques while
still accommodating their preferences.
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INTRODUCTION

The benefit of WCF is supported by some studies that investigated the effectiveness of WCF (e.g.
Marzban & Arabahmadi, 2013; Saeb, 2014; Zareil & Rahnama, 2013). As defined by previous
researcher (Leng, 2014), written feedback is an action of writing comments on students’
compositions as responses to students’ efforts as well as a guide for them to improve as writers.
Specifically to written corrective feedback (WCF), it is a written response that provides information
on students’ writing performance, mainly in the form of comments and also corrections on mistakes
and/or errors so that the students can make changes for the betterment of their writing.Saeb (2014)
found experimental groups that received WCF on all errors and feedback only on the use of verbs
got improvement on their writing, while the results from group that did not receive the feedback
were not significantly different. Another study by Marzban and Arabahmadi (2013) found that direct
WCF was significantly effective for students’ writing accuracy. It was supported by Zareil and
Rahnama (2013) that direct feedback was significantly more effective for students’ improvement on
writing than indirect feedback using coded correction. The result of students’ grammar accuracy
after receiving indirect uncoded feedback was also better than the control group. These studies
reflected how WCF, though it is delivered in different ways, can contribute to students’
improvement compared to if students do not receive any inputs from teachers on their works.

However, there are still debates over how feedback should be provided so that it may be
advantageous for students’ improvement. For instance, many researchers agreed with the idea that
teachers should give feedback on content and organization before any comments on grammar (Tom
et al., 2013). In contrast, there also has been evidence that numbers of errors decreased on students’
writing which received feedback on grammar (Diab, 2015), and that correcting grammatical errors
on students’ writing promoted better writing skill (Sarvestani & Pishkar, 2015).

Along with the arguments about what constitutes effective feedback, the socio-cultural theory
believes that corrective feedback is beneficial when it is tailored to students’ needs in their
development (Sheen, 2010) since what is perceived as a benefit for one student may not be for
others. Consequently, the problem is not about whether to deliver the WCF, but rather about how
the WCF can give students access to learn from their errors during the writing process (Wan Mohd
Yunus, 2020). This is the students’ preferences that are also considered as the foundation of
students’ attitude that may drive the way they response to the feedback (Riemer et al., 2014). There
is a possibility that students will appreciate feedback they wish to receive and ignore the one that
they do not expect. For instance, if students prefer indirect feedback where the teacher underlines the
errors and give some clues, they may pay more attention and use that type of feedback in writing
more than the type that they do not expect. It has also been proven that students who received their
preferred type of feedback were more successful at eliminating errors than the students who did not
(Rummel & Bitchener, 2015).

Nevertheless, since teachers have their own beliefs and the students also have their preferences
for the feedback, there might be a gap between teachers and students’ expectations of the feedback to
be provided that should be bridged (Diab, 2005). When there is mismatch between what teachers
provide and what the students expect to obtain, it can result to students’ confusion on how to handle
the feedback in the revision process. Thus, the implication of this problem is students’ dissatisfaction
that can affect their motivation in learning process (Brown, 2009, as cited in Black & Nanni, 2016;
Mungungu-Shipale & Kangira, 2017).

The researchers went from feedback provision where ELE students in a state university in
East Java were involved in regular writing tasks. The representative from cohort 2019 reported they
frequently got feedback that was provided differently by different lecturers. Some of the students
received feedback personally after they finished the essays, while some others received it at the pre-
writing stage after they submitted the topic, thesis statement, and supporting points, and it was only
about the content they were about to discuss. In contrast, others from cohort 2018 said that they
rarely received feedback on their written tasks. A student from one class said that they got feedback
on content, and it was delivered generally through Google Classroom, while another student said
they sometimes got feedback on all errors in the assignments of one course, and it was sent
personally. Similarly, some students from cohort 2017 received feedback that is given generally to all
members of the courses they attended or sometimes without feedback at all.

Relevant to this issue, many researchers have conducted research on students’ WCF
preferences in the scope of EFL (e.g. Al Hajri & Al-Mahrooqi, 2013; Chen et al., 2016; Irwin, 2017,
Mungungu-Shipale & Kangira, 2017; Orts & Salazar, 2016). However, in Indonesia, the researcher
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found limited recent research-based articles that reported investigation on ELE students. Previous
studies mainly focused on feedback provision for students in high school level and major other than
ELE. The available studies on students’ preferences are also limited to preferences for particular
types of feedback. The examples are ones conducted by Iswandari (2016), Tursina and Chuang
(2016), and Aridah et al. (2017). The research conducted by Aridah et al. (2017) aimed to investigate
preferences of 54 ELT students for types of WCF that was limited to direct, indirect, focused, and
unfocused feedback. Previously, Tursina and Chuang (2016) and Iswandari (2016) had conducted
research on the same topic to explore ELE students’ preferences, and it was also limited to
preferences for direct and indirect feedback.

Therefore, based on the issues on limited studies and the real application of WCF provision
that varied, there has been an urgency to conduct a study that focused on preferences of ELE
students viewed from different aspects of preferences. It was relevant to the importance for the
lecturers to be aware of the students’ expectations and also the possible consequences if these were
not in accordance with their own expectations (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010). Furthermore, referring
back to Diab (2005) about the gap between teacher and students’ expectations regarding feedback
provision, failing in obtaining information on students’ preferences for WCF might cause mismatch
between the two parties in providing and responding to WCF, which may result to problems in the
revision process.

After reviewing previous studies on WCF (e.g. Al Hajri & Al- Mahrooqi, 2013; Amrhein &
Nassaji, 2010; Fithriani, 2017; Iswandari, 2016; Orts & Salazar, 2016; Raza, 2019), four aspects of
preferences for WCF were identified, namely preferences for the amount of feedback, preferences for
aspects of writing to focus on, preferences for correction techniques, and preferences for tones of
feedback. The amount of feedback refers to how many errors and/or mistakes the students expect to
get mark on and how frequent students expect to receive feedback from the lecturers. Aspects of
writing are components that are important to be focused on writing; correction techniques refer to
different ways that are used to locate or indicate errors and/or mistakes; and tones of feedback refer
to how lecturers’ opinion or responses towards students’ writing are expressed through comments.
These aspects were also based on the dimension of WCF in Nakamura (2016), namely types, focus,
scope, and tone of feedback that respectively refer to correction techniques, amount of feedback,
writing aspects to focus on, and whether the comments are delivered in positive or negative tone.
There is also the suggestive tone where comments are in the form of suggestions that direct students
to know how they should improve their writing (Ghazal et al., 2014).

Besides contributing as complements for previous studies on EFL students' preferences for
WCF in Indonesian EFL context, the explanation about preferences for WCF of ELE students can
be a reference for the lecturers to achieve the balance between students’ preferences and their
practices. It will help them to consider how they should provide the feedback in future writing
courses or any writing assignments.

This study was conducted specifically to investigate students’ preferences for the amount of
feedback, for writing aspects to focus on, for correction techniques, and for tones of feedback.

METHODS

Concerning the needs of investigating students’ preferences for WCF as well as the reasons behind
those preferences, this study utilized mixed-method research design to provide better, more
meaningful understanding of the phenomena to be obtained (Cohen et. al, 2018; Creswell, 2013). To
be specific, explanatory sequential design was chosen in which the quantitative data were collected
utilizing questionnaire, and it was followed by qualitative data that were collected from interview.
This design was selected as the researchers wanted to first obtained and analyzed the quantitative
data on students’ preferences so that they could identify which parts of the data that needed further
explanation, how the data needed to be explained, and who from the participants that should be
interviewed (Cohen et. al., 2018).

Respondents

The subjects of this research were students of the ELE study program of a state university in East
Java, Indonesia who were involved in different courses in which the main activity was writing. The
writing activities were considered because they include frequent feedback provision during the
process, which was in line with the focus of this research on WCF. The students were taking the
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Argumentative Writing (Cohort 2019), Thesis Proposal (Cohort 2018), and were also in the process
of writing undergraduate thesis (Cohort 2017). To have the appropriate sample size, the researchers
used Slovin’s formula (Fadilah et. al., 2017) for the calculation, in which the N represents
population and e is the level of significance of .05 or 5%.

N
1+ Nie?)

n

From the result of calculating the sample size, a number of 188 out of 356 students became
the participants of this research. This process was followed by stratified sampling procedure to have
the participants from the three cohorts mentioned previously. The students were proportionally
chosen using the following formula that was cited from Demokrawati (2014). Nh in the formula
represents the members of each year; N represents the population; and n represents the sample size.
The calculation resulted to participants comprised of students from cohort 2017 (63), cohort 2018
(62), and cohort 2019 (63).

h—th
n —N n

Instruments

The questionnaire focuses on preferences for tone of feedback, preferences for feedback amount,
preferences for correction techniques, and preferences for writing aspects where the items were
adapted with modification from Al Hajri and Al- Mahrooqi (2013), Orts and Salazar (2016),
Iswandari (2016), and Fithriani (2017) respectively. It consists of 2 multiple-choice items and 21
Likert-scale items that range from 1 to 4 with descriptors Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree and
Not Useful At All to Very Useful for some numbers. The adaptation was done by carefully
analyzing and matching the item formations from the aforementioned scholars with the dimension
of WCF in Nakamura (2016) and the definition of suggestive feedback in Ghazal et. al. (2014) to be
arranged in accordance with the preferences for amount of feedback, for writing aspects to focus on,
for correction techniques, and for tones of feedback.

In addition to the questionnaire, follow-up interview was also conducted to elicit reasons for
the students’ preferences reported through the questionnaire. The instrument validity was ensured
through expert validation by an ELE lecturer whose expertise is in writing courses. The instrument
items of the questionnaire were revised based on the feedback on the item clarity and the
appropriatness of the wordings. After getting validation, the questionnaire reliability was also tested
and showed Cronbach Alpha value .799, which means that reliability is considered strong (Jackson,
2009).

Data collection procedures

The distribution of online questionnaire was done in four days. As the number of participants
reached more than 150, the researcher reviewed the data and listed some names as the candidates for
interview after reviewing their responses. As data from all participants was collected, the data
percentages were re-reviewed and the names were sorted. Eight students from the three cohorts were
selected as the interviewees. These students were selected because their questionnaire responses
showed that they chose the scales on items that needed further explanation due to the high-
percentage rating as it brought up questions of why the scales that were chosen. This number of
participants was also taken after considering the minimum number of qualitative research
participants proposed by Morse (1994, as cited in Omona, 2013), which is a minimum of six. After
being contacted, the interviewees responded positively to the invitation and agreed to provide more
information on the interview through WhatsApp call.

Data analysis

To analyze data obtained from the questionnaire, the researchers utilized descriptive statistical
analysis by calculating the frequency, percentage, and also the mean of the responses to each item as
what has been suggested by Brown (2011) to include these results of calculation for individual Likert
items. The means were included so that the interpretation of the results would not be based on too
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heavy interpretation of only one particular response. For the purpose of data interpretation from the
means, interval computation was done based on the 4-point Likert scale. The use of mean range and
interpretation table was adapted from Jinowat and Wiboolyasarin (2022) and adjusted to the scale
used in and the focus of this research—preferences. The range was first obtained by subtracting the
lowest scale from the highest (4-1). This value was then divided by the highest scale (3/4), which
resulted to obtaining a value of .75 as the final range. Each of the mean range with its interpretation
is presented in Table 2 below.

Table 2.How frequent WCEF is expected to be provided

Mean Range Interpretation
1-1.75 Very low preferences
1.76 — 2.50 Low preferences
2.51-3.25 High preferences
326-4 Very high preferences

It was followed by the analysis of data from the interview. The researchers used thematic
analysis, which aims to identify, analyze, and reporting themes—similar ideas or patterns of
meaning that appear repeatedly—of participants’ responses that are found in collected qualitative
data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Interview data were read and reread to clearly understand the ideas
delivered by the participants, which then was followed by color-coding the key words and phrases
that are relevant to the interview questions. These codes that were found similar or reflected the
same ideas were grouped into categories. These categories were then reread and analyzed to create
the appropriate themes that could represent the main reasons behind students’ preferences.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Preferences of the Amount of Feedback

The first two items in the questionnaire aim to answer the first research question about preferences
for the amount of feedback. In response to item 1 whether the students always wanted to receive
written corrective feedback, most of the participants have shown how they would like to always
have their errors and mistakes marked by the lecturers (M=3.7). This finding is supported by the
interview result where the participants explained their reasons behind this preference.

Table 2. How frequent WCEF is expected to be provided

Responses
Item SD D A SA Mean
1 2 3 4

I would like to always receive my

lecturers’ written corrective feedback 1 6 44 137
whenever there are mistakes and errors (0.5%) (3.2%) (23.4%) (72.9%)
in my writing.

Desire to Make Improvement for Future Writing
The result of interview from five students revealed that they wanted to always receive written
corrective feedback for their writing improvement.

“If lecturers do not give feedback on the errors, I will not know whether it is already

right or not. Anything from the feedback is important for me. I use it to improve my
writing.” (Student 2)
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Following the first item, in the next question where the participants were asked about
how many errors they expected to be marked, and the response has shown that most of them
reported high preference for mark all errors (70%, N=132). Others also indicated their
preferences for few marks on only some errors (16%, N=30) and marks on only errors from
one language component (14%, N=26).

Number of errors to be marked

W Mark all errors

B Mark only some errors

Mark only errors from
one language component

Figure 1. Number of errors to be marked

Marks Mean ‘Something Is Wrong’

From the interview, it was found that students who expected all errors to be marked tended to focus
on only the marks without trying to find other parts of their writing that may contain mistakes
and/or errors.

“By marking all errors and mistakes, it can help me to understand where I have made
mistakes in my writing. If only mark some, I tend to revise only the errors being
marked, and I don’t revise other mistakes that may be there in my writing.” (Student 3)

Desire to Learn Autonomously

As for those who chose to mark only some or only errors from one language component, they
reported that they wanted to have opportunity to learn and improve their knowledge and skills by
themselves. Three students agreed that by having only particular errors marked, there would be
more space for them to find mistakes and analyze errors on their own.

“I want to learn more independently. Sometimes when we find what mistakes we
made by ourselves, it is more likely for us to remember the types of errors and how to
correct them. The feedback is important, but not all should be given feedback.”
(Student 4)

Preferences for Writing Aspects to Focus on

To answer the second research question about students’ preferences for writing aspects to focus on,
the researcher analyzed the responses on the 3rd to the 14th item. As presented in Figure 2, the
means for each writing aspects range from 3.0 as the lowest and 3.9 as the highest mean score. These
scores has clearly shown that students’ preferences for writing aspects to be prioritized by the
lecturers starts with focus on grammatical errors (M=3.9), followed by organization (M=3.7),
mechanical errors (M=36), and vocabulary choice (M=3.6). The participants also showed their high
preference for writing styles (M=3.4) and content of writing (M=3.0), although they apparently
should be the latter focus during feedback provision.
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Writing style 3.4

Organization 1. 3.7

Content of writing 68.6% (129) 3

Vocabulary choice 4 62.2% (117) 3.6

Mechanical errors 4 68.6% (130) 3.6

Grammatical errors __ﬂﬁ_ 3.9
0% 20% A0% 60% 80% 100%

5D WD mA m3A

Figure 2. Writing aspects to focus on by lecturers

To see whether what the students expected from the lecturers is in line with the aspects that
they personally focus on, another similar item was also provided. The results that are presented in
Figure 3 show the consistency of students’ very high preferences for WCF on grammatical errors
(M=3.7) that is followed by organization (M=3.6) and mechanical errors (M=3.6). However, there is
switch of position between preferences for content of writing (M=3.6)—that in the previous item
ranked the lowest—with vocabulary choice (M=3.5). As for the WCF on writing style (M=3.3), it is
still in accordance with the result of previous item that the students had high preference for it
although it is put as the last aspect for them to pay attention to.

Writing style 46.3% (87)

Organization 2 61.2% (115)

Content of writing 3 66.5% (125)

Vocabulary choice 61.2% (115)

Mechanical errors 3 68.1% (128)

Grammatical errorsQ. 75.0% (141)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mSD mD mA mSA

Figure 3. Writing aspects that the students focus on

The Importance of Each Aspect for Writing

From the interview, the students addressed the importance of paying attention to written corrective
feedback on all writing aspects for processing their writing. Two students answered the interview
questions with explanation that the aspects listed in the questionnaire are all needed to write and

rewrite a good piece of writing text.

“I think when we write, we also think about the content we want to write and also the
grammar and the vocabulary, so all aspects are important for our writing. When
lecturers give feedback on grammar, I always pay attention to the feedback, and when
it is about vocabulary, I also focus on it. So whatever writing aspects are given
feedback on, I always pay attention to it.” (Student 3)

Student’s Weaknesses-Related Factor

Besides acknowledging the importance of all writing aspects to produce a good piece of writing, four
students explained how their weaknesses on particular aspects contributed to the way they focus on
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written corrective feedback from the lecturers. Three students reported how they felt that their
knowledge about grammar, vocabulary, and other aspects were still lacking and needed more
improvement. Two of them said how they usually forgot to use particular punctuations and right
spelling of words. They also found it difficult to focus on the topics they were discussing.

“I think my ability using the aspects is very low. I still don’t understand the right way to use
correct grammar, vocabulary, and others. That’s why I think all aspects are important and I
focus on all of them.” (Student 7)

Preferences for Correction Techniques

In response to the question on preferred correction techniques, 46.8% (N=88) of participants chose
direct WCF, followed by indirect WCF that locates and indicated erros (37.2%, N=70). The three
least preferred correction techniques are indirect WCF that only locates errors (10.1%, N=19), the
one that indicates errors at the margin (3.7%, N=7), and questions as clues (2.1%, N=4).

Preferred Correction Techniques

46.8%

50% (88)

[C1)
45% 37.2%
40% (70)
35%
30%
25%
20% 1071%
15% (19)

3.7% 2.1%

10%
A B B e
0%

Direct WCF  Indirect WCF  Indirect WCF  Indirect WCF  Questions as
(locating) (locating and  (indicating at clues
indicating margin)
errors)

Figure 4. Preferred Correction Techniques

The preferences for correction techniques are also seen from the participants’ responses on the
usefulness of each technique. In Figure 5, the means range from 1.9 showing the least preferred
correction technique to 3.7 as the most preferred one. The participants showed a very high
preference for Direct WCF (M=3.7). This technique was followed by indirect WCF that locate and
indicate the errors (M=3.0), which still represents a high preference for it. Indirect WCF that only
locate the errors (M=2.6) still belongs to a high preferred technique, while indirect WCF that
indicate errors in margin (M=2.1) and questions as clues (M=1.9) are the least preferred strategies.

Table 3. Correction techniques and the examples

Correction Techniques Examples used in the questionnaire

. Since she arrived, we did-not-tatk to each other.
Direct WCF " "have not talked

Indirect WCF (locating the errors) Since she arrived, we did not talk to each other.

Since she arrived, we did not talk to each other.

wrong tense

Indirect WCF (locating and indicating the errors)

Indirect WCF (indicating errors at the margin) wrone s‘::::;.she arrived, we did not talk to each

» 1 Since she arrived, we did not talk to each other.
Ques 101S$ as clues what do you mean?
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Questions as clues

Indirect WCF (indicating at margin)

Indirect WCF (locating and indicating) 51.1% (96)

Indirect WCF (locating) 5 50.5% (95)

Direct WCF 3

0% 20% A0% 60% 80%  100%
B Not usefulatall mNot useful Useful mVeryuseful

Figure 5. Students’ opinion of the usefulness of correction techniques

Feedback that Allows Students to Learn

From the interview sessions, the students explained the reasons behind preferring and considering
direct feedback and indirect feedback that locates and indicates the errors useful. These two
correction types are considered helpful because they show the error location and give reason why
that particular part is wrong. Besides, with direct feedback that directly provides the students with
correct forms of the errors, the students felt that these attributes allow them to learn from the
feedback given.

“When I'm learning, I think it is best for me to know why I'm wrong rather than
finding what I did wrong because finding stuff doesn’t make me learn anything, but
looking for the reason, that’s gonna make me open my grammar book, my dictionary,
and that is much more helpful.” (Student 1)

Needs for Clear and Detailed Feedback

Interview revealed that five students have similar opinions regarding the needs for having feedback
that is clear and detailed. It is because the students find it difficult to identify their own errors with
indirect feedback that only locate, indirect feedback that only indicate, and feedback in form of
questions. Clues that are actually given by underlining, indicating the errors, and questioning are
considered not enough to make the students make use of the feedback for their learning and
improvement.

“It is because what my lecturer means with just the underline? I don’t know the
mistake is about grammar or ... I even don’t know why it is wrong, whether only about
grammar or any aspects. It’s just not clear for me.” (Student 2)

Preferences for Tones of Feedback

In response to items on preferences for tones of feedback, the students reported very high preferences
for all the three tones. Suggestive tone became the feedback tone that most of participants preferred
(M=3.8). Suprisingly, suggestive tone has been followed by negative tone (M=3.7) that was
preferred more than the positive tone (M=3.5). The reasons behind it are presented in the form of
interview excerpts below.
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I would like to get suggestionson how Q4.4
to improve my writing. (27)

3.8

| would like my lecturers to point out 25.5%

3.7
the weaknesses of my writing.

I would like my lecturers to point out 35

the strength of my writing. (64)

0% 20%  40%  60% 80%  100%
BSD WD WA mSA

Figure 6. Students’ Preferences for Tones of Feedback

Increasing Positive Feelings towards Writing

When being asked about the reasons of expecting the lecturers to give positive comments, the
students expressed similar opinions related to the positive feelings they received towards writing.
Four students told the researcher how the comments are perceived as rewards and the reasons why
they feel motivated, happy, and confident about their writing.

“I think the comment on strength of my writing helps me to be motivated. It helps me
to know the characteristic of my writing or in what part I am good at writing.”
(Student 4)

The Sources of Improvement

Based on the interview, the students found that comments on weaknesses of writing and suggestions
are interrelated as both are the sources of their improvement on writing. Not only do the comments
with negative tone show what are still insufficient from students’ works but also function as
motivation for the students to always improve. The suggestions are also important for the students to
support them in this process as they allow the students to know what step they need to do after
receiving notes on their weaknesses. Six students gave their opinions, one of which can be seen as
follows.

“If the lecturers keep telling me “you need to do this to make it better”, basically it
means that I still have so much to learn and I still need to improve myself more and
more.” (Student 1)

Discussion
Preferences for Amount of Feedback

Based on the findings presented in Table 2, the fact that the students value lecturers’ written
corrective feedback by expecting to always have it on errors and mistakes found in their writing is
supported by previous study (see Irwin, 2017). They addressed the importance of having WCF to
identify which parts of their writing contain errors so that they can avoid making similar errors
and/or mistakes in the future writing. The reason for this preference is also in line with what Gredler
(2016) and Irwin (2017) found that students have desire to improve their writing skills from the
feedback given. The majority of the students, as presented in Figure 1, also showed how they
preferred unfocused feedback to focused feedback, which means that feedback on all errors was
more favored. Focused feedback is feedback focusing only on certain type of errors in a time (e.g.
only errors in grammatical aspect), while the unfocused feedback is feedback given on all types of
errors that are found in the writing. Students in this study reported how they had difficulty to locate
their own mistakes and errors, and they had tendency to focus only on the marks. Without marks on
other parts of writing, the students will be unsure whether the writing is already fine or not because
mark can be seen as the sign of mistakes and/or errors. Thus, when the WCF is on only some errors,
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other errors left are hard to identify. A similar pattern of results was obtained in previous studies
(Alkhatib, 2015; Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Hamouda, 2011; Orts & Salazar, 2016; Shahrani, 2013).

Students’ reason behind this preference confirmed what Alkhatib (2015) found in her study
that the marks could make the students think that the marked ones are the only errors, which also
affected their improvement to be slower. From the findings of this study, it can be inferred that
majority of the students are still reliant on the lecturers for pointing out their errors. They may also
share similar thought that the more written corrective feedback means the more useful it is for their
learning (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010). Similar to what Rashtchi and bin Abu Bakar (2019) found, the
students seem to not place high value on learner autonomy when it comes to the amount of
feedback.

While this feedback is found beneficial by the students, marking all mistakes and errors will be
very time consuming. Furthermore, if all repeated errors in students’ writing are marked, there will
be very little room for the students to self- correct, which would be unfortunate since the students
also need to be able to deal with less direct feedback as the indication of their L2 development
(Storch, 2018). Some students that wanted to receive feedback on some errors believed that by giving
them chance to analyze their own errors, they would be more independent. They would also more
likely remember the errors and feedback; thus, the benefits of the WCF may exist for longer time.
Previous researchers, according to Al Hajri and Al- Mahrooqi (2013), agreed that focusing on
particular errors at a time can have better results for short-term and long-term accuracy in writing.

Preferences for Writing Aspects to Focus on

In this study, the students, in Figure 2, has shown how important lecturers’ feedback on all writing
aspects is, and they also reported on Figure 3 that they always focused on each feedback that was
provided. This result is in the contrary with the result of other studies where students mainly valued
feedback on particular aspects, namely errors on grammar (Hamouda, 2011; Kagitci, 2013;
Mungungu-Shipale & Kangira, 2017; Panhwar et al., 2016; Shahrani, 2013; Tom et al., 2013) and
vocabulary (Kahraman & Yalvag, 2015; Irwin, 2017) more than other writing aspects. It was proven
by the percentages of participants in those studies that chose grammar and vocabulary much higher
than other aspects such as mechanics and content. It might be because feedback on grammar is
perceived to be more important as students see it helpful in making sentences and composition
clearer (Tom et al., 2013). The findings that indicated slightly similar result with what is found in
this current study is by Fithriani (2017) which indicated that students took feedback on all aspects
seriously although they expected teachers to focus more on giving feedback on ideas and
organization.

In this current study, some students explained how their weaknesses on all writing aspects
contributed to their decision not to choose only one or some but all of them. Although the
percentages of students that rated Strongly Agree on grammatical aspects are the highest among
others, the overall results of students who chose other aspects indicated high preferences for each.
Students being interviewed told that their problems in using grammatical aspect and their limited
vocabulary were the main causes of the importance of WCF on these two aspects. Some of them
also addressed how frequent mistakes on mechanics, their inability to constantly focus on one topic,
and their overall low ability to integrate these aspects in writing made them cannot ignore one of
these aspects when the lecturers provide feedback. This result is in line with the finding in previous
study (Horbacauskiene & Kasperaviciene, 2015) that students’ confidence of their writing skills in
overall contributed to their preferences on what kind of feedback is important. Besides, instead of
just acknowledging grammar as the most important part of writing like what some students in other
studies did (e.g. Kagitci, 2013; Tom et al., 2013), the awareness that all writing aspects are essential
and inseparable parts to produce a quality writing may be a factor that contributed to students’
preferences in this study.

Preferences for Correction Techniques

Most of the students, as reported in Figure 4, preferred direct feedback and indirect feedback that
locates and indicates the types of errors. Direct feedback got the highest percentage of being
preferred, which is consistent with studies (Aridah et al., 2017; Irwin, 2017; Mungungu-Shipale &
Kangira, 2017; Shahrani, 2013; Tom et al., 2013) showing that most of the students chose direct
feedback for their writing. Direct feedback is provided on students’ works with the correct forms of
the errors, while the indirect feedback is given using some clues to help the students find the errors

84



Lucia Geneviave Bella Shinta, Utari Praba Astuti, Nova Ariani | ELT Forum 12(2) (2023)

by themselves. Indirect feedback with location and indication of error types, however, was found by
the students in this research to be more beneficial than the other types (see Figure 5). The fact that
these feedback techniques provide the students with correct form and more information on the errors
is the main reason why they are favored. With the nature of these techniques, the students said that
they were allowed to learn and get benefit from the feedback.

It seems that although there is no exact type of WCF that suit all students, their views of what
they think useful are usually defined by the same principles (Al Hajri & Al-Mahrooqi, 2013). For
instance, although some of the students were not able to use feedback that only underlines errors,
some others may still consider it useful. As proven in this study, the students shared similar point of
view of how clarity and details of the feedback are crucial. Their responses to the indirect locating
feedback, indirect indicating feedback, and also questions showed that these types of correction
could not let most of them revise, learn, and improve the writing independently, which was
consistent with previous study by Ferris (2006). The students expressed how these types of
correction techniques made them confused and questioning on what was actually wrong and why it
was wrong. It corresponds with what students in Wan Mohd Yunus (2020) reported that mostly
they could not understand the reasons behind indirect feedback that underlined their sentences. The
need to be assisted with clear explanation proved that students in this study found indirect feedback
challenging. This may support students’ self-reflection that they had problems in using particular
writing aspects or all writing aspects in general. Black and Nanni (2016) also said that this might be
a sign that students might have lack of confidence in the ability to identify their own errors and make
corrections of indirectly corrected errors independently.

Furthermore, when the students said that they would like to receive feedback that allowed
them to learn (i.e. direct feedback and indirect locating and indicating feedback), it somehow
revealed that the students focused only on learning from their lecturers. Although WCF is provided
to help the students identify which part of their writing works that contains errors, why the part is
incorrect, and how they can revise, it should be highlighted that feedback is also provided to build
students’ awareness, knowledge, and strategic competence to develop skills to monitor their own
writing (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Thus, it is believed that to actually learn from the feedback,
students’ participation is needed by allowing them to find out their own errors and make guesses
about the correct form (Atmaca, 2016).

For this issue, previous researcher suggested that types of feedback should be varied according
to different types of errors by paying attention to whether the errors are “treatable” or “untreatable”
(Ferris, 2006). He explained that “treatable” means that errors can be corrected based on fixed rules
(e.g. subject-verb agreement, run-ons), while the “untreatable” errors refer to ones that do not have
set of fixed rules to consult (e.g. word choice). This point was in line with Van Beuningen et al.
(2012) that grammatical errors and non-grammatical errors benefit from different techniques of
corrections. Direct feedback is better for grammatical errors, while the indirect one is better suited to
the non-grammatical errors. Based on this idea, lecturers can be more selective in providing feedback
on students’ errors to address both students’ preferences and their learning needs.

Preferences for Tones of Feedback

When explaining their responses for preferences for feedback tone that was presented in Figure 6,
the students conveyed that comments on the strength of their writing were essential and needed as
rewards of what they did in their writing. It helped them develop positive feeling towards writing,
and gave them a sense that they could actually perform well in parts of their writing after processing
it for some time. This is in accordance with the result of Ghazal et al. (2014) that encouraging
comments from lecturers made students feel good and that what they wrote was not so bad. It hints
that positive comments may help the students to grow their self-confidence and interest in writing as
the comments also show the students in which aspects or part they do well. The use of positive tone
in WCF is also considered important by previous researcher (Amara, 2015) that the feedback can be
a learning channel where lecturers tell the students about their performance and praise them for their
good work in writing.

While Ghazal et al. (2014) found how students did not like criticism on their writing, and
MacDonald (1991) said that students tended to get disappointed and ignored the negative feedback,
this study found the opposite result in which students highly valued comments with negative tone.
They saw it as motivation for them to improve their skills and performance in processing their
writing. Students’ questionnaire responses and interview results did not indicate any disagreement
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about comments with negative tone on their writing, yet they found it helpful as the source for their
improvement. From their responses, the students pointed out the first thing that made comments
with negative tone was essential was that they helped the students to find what they actually had to
improve from their writing and drove them to process future writing in a better way.

Nakamura (2016) said that negative comments might cause negative emotional reaction and
lead to lower motivation of continuing learning. It is the reason why the tone needs to be balanced
by providing students with comments on the strength of their writing. However, after analyzing the
students’ responses, the researcher in this study interpreted that the balance are more between
comments with negative tone and suggestive tone as they were seen by the students as interrelated
and inseparable. It is because comments that point out the weaknesses of students’ writing are
perceived as more beneficial when students know what they should do next for the improvement.
Suggestion helps students by providing them with new ideas and new ways to rewrite as it functions
as guidance to organize better writing draft (Tom et al., 2013). When the lecturers provide only what
is lacking in students’ writing, it seems that the students will less benefited from the feedback given.
On the other hand, when negative comments and suggestions are included there, it can be more
constructive, and the openness to constructive criticism needs to be promoted to the students so that
errors and mistakes are recognized as opportunities for improvement (Brookhart, 2017, p. 79).

CONCLUSION

As ELE students in this study may have various preferences for WCF provided by the lecturers, it is
essential to investigate how the feedback delivery is expected. An important insight served by the
findings of this research is that, although the students view lecturers’” WCF for the betterment of
their writing, they are somehow very reliant on the WCF, and it is proven by their preferences for
unfocused feedback, all writing aspects to be focused on by the lecturers, as well as direct feedback
and indirect feedback with location and indication as the highly-preferred correction techniques.
This suggests that the lecturers should increase the students’ awareness of how they can actually get
benefits from different WCF techniques, and at the same time accommodating their preferences so
to motivate them in writing process. Increasing students’ awareness can be done by providing
students with different forms of WCF and giving them opportunity to make their own efforts for
understanding the feedback given. What is also found unique is that the students viewed negative
tone of WCF as motivation to make improvement, while some studies pointed out negative impacts
of this tone of feedback. Thus, the lecturers may focus on facilitating the students with this feedback
tone along with the other tones to create motivating, constructive WCF. Although this study have
uncovered the ELE students’ preferences for WCF, the researcher did not include students’
characteristics (e.g. gender and proficiency level) to be analyzed whether they contribute to the
preferences or not. Since some of the students also related their preferences to their writing skills in
general or in some writing aspects, it will be beneficial to conduct further study to reveal whether
students with different proficiency levels or writing achievement also have different preferences for
WCEF.
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