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Abstract

This research aimed to reveal English as a Foreign Language (henceforth EFL) learners' attitudes toward the
written corrective feedback (WCF) from their peers and their teacher during their composition in the context
of EFL writing. Fifty-nine students were involved in this research and were required to fill in the questionnaire
to collect the research data. Additionally, the analysis of the data showed that: (1) students generally have a
positive attitude toward both the teacher's and their peers' WCF; (2) they felt challenged and encouraged to
have better writing when their teacher or peers always corrected the errors they had made in their writing
composition; (3) they had a more positive attitude toward direct WCF than indirect WCF; (4) they expected the
most pervasive errors in their composition to be corrected; (5) they preferred global errors to be corrected
instead of local errors. Based on the findings, it is possible to conclude that EFL learners generally require WCF
when learning to write a composition. It must include considerations such as the types of correction techniques
used (direct and indirect), which errors are prioritized for correction (the most common), and who should
correct the errors (teachers are preferred against peers).

Keywords: Student’s attitude, written corrective feedback, direct-indirect feedback, EFL writing

INTRODUCTION

Finding effective ways to help students enhance their writing skills is commonly still
a primary concern for any writing teacher. Corrective feedback has long been regarded as an
effective method for teaching students to master particular linguistic forms and structures,
according to researchers in the field of writing instruction and teachers of second or foreign
languages (Benson & DeK Geyser, 2019; Janah et al., 2021; Ranalli, 2018; Sherpa, 2021). They
have thus been preoccupied with figuring out the best ways to offer corrective feedback so
that students' writing accuracy increases. According to research findings, providing students
with written corrective feedback improves their writing skills (Kitchener & Knoch, 2010;
Ranalli, 2018); the socio-interactive SWELL writing method (Teo, 2006); and an
interactional approach to the teaching of writing (Ravand & Rasekh, 2011; Wahyuni, 2021).
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Some studies related to written corrective feedback in EFL writing classes have been
demonstrated in the literature. The accuracy of students' editing and rewriting during the
current school year was examined by Sinha and Nassaji (2022) for the effect of both the
direct and indirect WCF. Additionally, they investigated the connection between how
students perceived WCF and the efficiency of all feedback forms. The 56 participants were
split into three groups: the direct WCF group (n = 18), the indirect WCF group (n = 18), and
the control group (n = 20), from which data were collected. Each group produced narrative
texts based on visual cues, edited the original texts, and wrote new writing compositions
based on feedback from the teacher. Both treatment groups completed an observation-
reaction survey. The results revealed that the two feedback groups significantly
outperformed the control group regarding revision and rewriting. However, no significant
correlation was discovered between student perceptions and the two feedbacks' efficacy.

Furthermore, various strategies for improving the effectiveness of written feedback
have been proposed. These strategies, which include direct and indirect strategies, are used
to help students improve their writing skills (Facullo, 2022). As an illustration, consider how
written comments (as it is called written corrective feedback) can affect students' writing
and attitudes toward writing by establishing a personal connection between a teacher and a
student. Written comments from teachers are preferred by students as opposed to oral or
peer feedback (Cinkara & Galaly, 2018; Zahroh et al., 2020). However, which type of written
corrective feedback—direct or indirect—is better for accuracy improvement is a valid
question. When a student makes a linguistic error, the teacher directly corrects them by
pointing out the proper linguistic form or structure, as it is defined as direct written
corrective feedback (Eslami, 2014; Tursina & Chuang, 2016). It may consist of removing an
unnecessary word, phrase, or morpheme, inserting a missing word, phrase, or morpheme,
or providing the correct form or structure. In contrast, indirect corrective feedback indicates
that an error has been made somehow (Mafulah & Basthomi, 2022; Tursina & Chuang, 2016).
One of four methods can be used to highlight or circle the error, count the errors in a line in
the margin, or use a code to indicate the location and type of the error.

Arguments for both approaches (direct and indirect written corrective feedback)
have been advanced over time (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Tang & Liu, 2018). On the one
hand, Indirect feedback proponents contend that their method is the best because it forces
students to participate in guided learning and problem-solving, which encourages the kind
of reflection most likely to result in long-term language acquisition, especially in writing. On
the other hand, those who favour direct feedback claim that it is better for students because
it lessens the confusion that students may experience when they do not comprehend or
remember, for example, the meaning of error codes used by teachers. Implementing direct
written corrective feedback gives learners enough information to resolve more complicated
errors in, for example, syntactic structure and idiomatic usage; it gives more immediate
feedback on hypotheses that may have been misunderstood. (Sabarun, 2020; Wauningsihyh,
2020; Zheng & Yu, 2018)

Rashtchi and bin Abu Bakar (2019) revealed that students preferred direct and
explicit feedback and expected teachers to correct their errors as much as possible. In fact,
most teachers correct all of their students' errors and spend all of their time marking their
students' writing assignments. However, Damanik (2022) emphasizes that WCF can be
useful as a revision tool but not for long-term learning. The time spent correcting mistakes
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can be used for more productive learning activities. Furthermore, Wang and Jiang (2015)
contend that WCF is ineffective in improving L2 learners' writing ability and may even harm
the learning process. Many researchers have sought to define students' perceptions of
written corrective feedback in the teaching-learning process since it is critical to improving
students' linguistic accuracy (Benson & DeKeyser, 2019; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Mao &
Lee, 2020). However, current studies primarily focus on written corrective feedback from
teachers. Studies on students' attitudes toward written corrective feedback from teachers
and peers still need to be completed. In a nutshell, this study aims to describe (1) the
learners' attitudes toward their teacher's written corrective feedback on their composition
and (2) the learners' attitudes toward their peers' written corrective feedback on their
composition. This study concerns students' perceptions about receiving written corrective
feedback for their writing compositions in the EFL writing classes.

METHOD

Research Context and Participants

This study surveyed students' attitudes toward implementing written corrective
feedback from their teachers and peers. Fifty-nine undergraduate students, ages 20 to 22,
were chosen randomly from those taking and/or taking the Essay Writing course, which
focused on essay writing. These students were chosen based on their participation in the
prerequisite writing courses - Paragraph Writing, focusing on paragraph development - and
were thus assumed to have received corrective feedback treatments. Students completed
their previous writing course (called Sentence Building). They were expected to have good
sentence-level writing skills in their previous class. They proceeded to Paragraph Writing
Course as they were also demanded to write paragraphs effectively with excellent
grammatical rules.

Research instrument, data collection and data analysis

A questionnaire survey was used in this study. Survey research is used to learn about
population groups and their characteristics, opinions, attitudes, or prior experiences
(Abahussain, 2020; Wei & Cao, 2020). A three-point Likert scale questionnaire with the
choices agree (A), neutral (N), and disagree (D) was used to gather the data for the study.
(D). In essence, each of the 25 survey items was a statement of attitude with a corresponding
Likert scale (see Table 1). The questionnaire was split into two categories: (1) attitudes of
students toward written feedback from teachers; and (2) attitudes of students toward
written feedback from peers. Students' attitudes toward direct, indirect, and local, global
written corrective feedback from teachers were further broken down in the former. In
contrast, in the latter, students' attitudes toward direct, indirect, and local, global written
corrective feedback from peers were subdivided. Two methods were used to present the
data from the students' completed questionnaires. The overall distribution of questionnaire
responses was first summarized using descriptive statistical analysis (Vaismoradi et al,,
2013). Second, to display the number and percentage of responses from each student who
selected one of the three possible response options—agree, uncertain, or disagree—
frequency data analysis was used.
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FINDING AND DISCUSSION

Before discussing the main findings related to the student's perception toward the
written corrective feedback from their peers and their EFL writing teachers, the reliability
of the questionnaire is presented to ensure the credibility of the findings in the following
session.

The Reliability of the Questionnaire

In terms of the instrument used in this research, effective questionnaires require high
reliability. Some respondents could have answered questions perfunctory or not seriously.
Regardless of the group, there are always opportunities where the respondent needs to read
the question. Based on the responses collected, this study found (table 1 of the questionnaire
results) that each question was read carefully and showed high internal consistency based
on the responses indicated. The percentage score for items with opposite words is indicators.
If the response reveals the reversed valued score, it becomes more credible that the
respondent read and understood the comparable item similarly, regardless of the wording.
Three item pairs -items 12 and 13 (100% and 94.44%, respectively); 23 and 24 (94.44 and
83.33%), respectively), and 14 and 25 (83.33%), respectively, for items with reverse wording)
that were written backwards provide evidence that the respondent responded in a way that
could be entrusted. Furthermore, the questionnaire results are shown in the following
sections (Table 1 and Table 2).

EFL Students’ Attitude regarding the Teacher’s Written Corrective Feedback

All students preferred their mistakes in their writing projects to be corrected (Item
1, Agree = 100%), as shown in table 1, regarding their opinion of their teacher's written
corrective feedback. It shows that students have a good attitude towards written remedial
from the teacher. Students hoped the teacher would point out their mistakes in their writing
assignments and how they should be corrected (Item 2, Agree = 100%). Furthermore,
students asked their teacher to indicate where their writing errors were formed (item 3,
Agree = 88.89%). They show a good attitude toward indirect written corrective feedback by
doing so. In addition, there was a marked tendency for students to anticipate that their
teacher would not only point out the problem they made in their writing assignment but also
offer hints on how to fix it (item 4, Agree = 94.44%). However, students prefer direct written
corrective feedback to indirect written corrective feedback when compared with the
percentage of students who like direct and indirect written corrective feedback. The detailed
responses are illustrated in the following table.

Table 1. The Questionnaire result regarding the learners' attitudes toward written
corrective feedback from their teachers

Item Question D N A
% % %
1. Whenever my teacher assigns me to write, [ want him/her 100
to correct the errors [ have made in my writing tasks.
2. [ hope my teacher indicates the presence of the errors I 100

have made in my writing tasks.
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3. | hope.my teache.r indicates the location of the errors I have 1111 38.89
made in my writing tasks.
4, [ hope my teacher provides clues or tips on how I should
: o 5.56 94.44
correct the errors I have made in my writing tasks.
5. I h.o.pe my teacher only gives general comments in my 388.89 1111
writing tasks.
6. [ hope my teacher only gives scores in my writing tasks. 88.89 556 5.56
7. [ hope my teacher only discusses our writing tasks in class. 83.33 5.56 11.11
8. | hope.my teache.r does not always correct the errors I have 83.33 16.67
made in my writing tasks.
0. [ hope my teacher only corrects the most frequent errors I
. L 5.56 94.44
have made in my writing task.
10. | hopg my teac.hler only corrects the global errors I have 88.89 556 556
made in my writing task.
11. I hope my teacher does not correct the local errors I have
. - 94.55 5.56
made in my writing task.
12. [ feel challenged or encouraged when my teacher always 100
corrects the errors, | have made in my writing task.
13. [ feel embarrassed or discouraged when my teacher always
. 7 94.55 5.56
corrects the errors, | have made in my writing task.
14. I like my writing errors to be corrected by my teacher 556 1111 83.33
rather than by my classmate.
15.  Ifeel embarrassed when my teacher uses my writing errors

as an illustration for class explanation. >0 11113889

Then, for teachers who only provided general feedback and graded their writing
projects, students tended to disagree (items 5 and 6, each scored 88.89 % for Disagree). It
shows that students value their teacher's more thorough criticism, so they can better
understand how to correct their mistakes. Students disagreed with their teacher, who only
sometimes corrected the mistakes they made in their writing assignments, regarding the
frequency of written corrective comments (item 8, Disagree = 83.33%). They prefer that
their teachers always point out their mistakes. Learners anticipated that their teacher would
correct only the errors they made the most frequently in their writing assignments (Item 9
= 94.44% for Agree), in terms of which errors deserved correction input. It is because
students consider receiving corrected essays with lots of crossed-out words, new words
inserted, and lots of comments, usually written in red ink, to be burdensome. If their writing
is corrected this way, many children feel humiliated and lose confidence. The students
wanted their teacher to wait to immediately address their global and local errors (items 10
and 11 = 88.89% and 94.44% of disagreement, respectively) of this type of error. It implies
that correcting errors that prevent students from understanding phrases or messages should
take precedence over those that do not.

In addition, from their answers, students have a positive attitude towards written
corrective feedback, feeling challenged or motivated when the teacher always corrects the
mistakes, they have made in writing assignments (Item 12 = 100% for agreement). They
would choose their teacher (Item 14, Agree = 83.33%) when asked to ask a friend or teacher
to correct their mistakes. It proved they were more confident in their teacher's ability to
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provide written corrective feedback on their assignments. Finally, using students' mistakes
as examples is still a contentious issue among students because when asked about feelings
of embarrassment when teachers use their writing mistakes as examples in class, 50%
disagree, 11.11% are neutral, and 38.89 agree (item 15). However, on the other hand, this
can show that the number of students who do not want to lack their composition is
suspended in public for fear of being embarrassed.

EFL Students’ Attitude regarding their Peer’s Written Corrective Feedback

The results show that respondents have friendly perceptions toward written
corrections made by peers: When using the error reduction method, students rely on their
peers to point out the errors they make in their work. Furthermore, they hoped that their
classmates would not only point out their writing errors but also offer tips or suggestions on
correcting them (items 16, Agree = 88.89%); item 17, Agree = 83.33%; and item 18, Agree =
88.89%, respectively), as shown in Table 2. It would allow them to benefit from the
corrections of their peers.

Furthermore, 55.56% disagreed, and 44.44% agreed when asked about general
comments in their assignments given by classmates. It meant there was a matter of
disagreement among students regarding their colleagues' written corrective feedback in
general comments. That is, some students see the use of general comments in writing
assignments, and others see them as useless. Students do not expect their colleagues to
correct the most common mistakes when asked about errors that need to be corrected (item
20 =72.22%). They may believe that their colleagues do not know which are considered the
most common mistakes. Students prefer to correct local rather than global errors that must
be corrected (each response, item 22, Disagree = 72.22% and; item 21, Disagree = 66.67%).

It can be interpreted that students need more confidence in their partner's ability to
identify mistakes that impede the understanding of sentences. Finally, on the question of
feeling challenged or motivated when their colleagues consistently corrected mistakes, they
made in their writing assignments (Item 23, Agree = 94.44%), students' positive attitudes
toward corrective feedback became apparent. Students do not have a psychological barrier
to receiving written feedback from their peers. Based on current research findings, students
(item 25, Disagree =83.33%) always prefer to have their mistakes corrected by their teacher.
The reason is that students can lose confidence if their work is corrected excessively.
Negative attitudes such as fear of making mistakes, hopelessness, and frustration in learning
can result from a lack of self-confidence. Budianto et al. (2020) found the same thing; namely,
students and teachers both believed in the benefits of WCF in increasing the accuracy of
students' writing. In addition, direct, specific, and comprehensive feedback is preferred by
students to indirect feedback. However, researchers found inconsistency between students'
priorities and teachers' practice in composition class in the amount, type, and need for
feedback with students who required more significant amounts of WCF than what their
teachers provided. Teachers and students need to ensure the effectiveness of the WFC
provided by the teacher to adjust the disorientation that occurs. Those, as highlighted by
Khoiriyah (2021) in her research, teachers are suggested to implement collaborative writing.
By receiving feedback from teachers and exchanging ideas with group members, students
can develop their writing through collaborative writing and produce better writing.
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Table 2. The Questionnaire result regarding the learners' attitudes toward written
corrective feedback from their peers
Item Question D N A

% % %

556 556 88.89

16. [ hope my classmate indicates the presence of the errors I
have made in my writing tasks.
17. I hope my classmate indicates the location of the errors I

have made in my writing tasks. 1111556 8333

18. [ hope my classmate provides cllues or t1p§ on how [ should 556 556 88.89
correct the errors I have made in my writing tasks.

19. | hgpe my classmate only gives general comments on my 5o 44,44
writing tasks.

20. [ hope my classmate only corrects the most frequent errors 7292 2778

[ have made my writing task.

21. [ hope my clgs:smate only corrects the global errors I have 66.67 556 2778
made my writing task.

22. [ hope my clalls:smate does not correct the local errors I have 9292 556 7292
made my writing task.

23. [ feel challenged or encouraged when my classmate always

2 556 94.44

corrects the errors, | have made my writing task.

24. 1 feel embarrassed or discouraged when my classmate 83.33 16.67

always corrects the errors, | have made my writing task.
25. I like my writing errors to be corrected by my classmate

rather than by my teacher. 83.33 11.11 5.56

Regarding error types, the findings revealed that learners would rather have their
global errors corrected than their local errors. Furthermore, when it came to which errors
required corrective feedback, the learners strongly expected that their teacher would only
correct the most common errors they had made in their writing tasks. Lee (2019) and Yeo
(2018) appear to support these findings, arguing that "more is not better" and thus "less is
better." Lee (2019) argues that more WCF does not benefit teachers and students. This
treatment can have a negative impact on teachers' professional status, making them feel like
"marking machines" (Lee, 2021) who do the same tiring job day after day, as they frequently
have piles of students' work. According to Hyland (2010), this exhaustive work is "reflexive"
in the sense that teachers respond to errors habitually and unthinkingly. Receiving papers
full of error correction confuses and even discourages students, especially when this
treatment is repeated over time (Cinkara & Galaly, 2018; 1. Lee, 2019)

According to Brutt-Griffler (2021), providing less WCF is more beneficial to teachers
and students. Teachers can pay attention to errors in content, organization of ideas, and
other essential components of writing when WCF focuses only on some written errors.
Furthermore, providing focused corrective feedback makes them more likely to return
feedback to students on time. With fewer underlines, circles, and error markings, WCF is less
perplexing and threatening to students. Students are more likely to make hypotheses (e.g.,
trying out new expressions to convey meaning rather than using grammatically acceptable
forms that do not necessarily reveal they are genuinely intended meaning) and, as a result,
build self-confidence in writing. In line with Lee (2021), Bitchener (2021) argued that with
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WCF, students have a better chance of being aware of and understanding feedback or
correcting their errors because there are fewer grammar items to pay attention to.

In summary, correcting one global error in a sentence will clarify the intended
message more than correcting several local errors in the same sentence. Furthermore, errors
that occur frequently in students' writing should be corrected first. This is because if not
corrected promptly, such errors have a high chance of becoming fossilized. The fossilization
of errors will lead to more complex problems when learning the target language.

Other results reveal that students prefer direct corrective feedback to indirect
corrective feedback. It was congruent with the research of Eslami (2014). In order to find
this out, Eslami (2014) compared two WCF methods with 60 lower-middle-level EFL
students in Karaj, Iran. He suggested using direct and indirect written feedback when dealing
with student composition. The former can show whether a fault is present or where it is
precisely. When a teacher believes that a student can self-report an error or find an
appropriate solution by consulting the right self-help resources, they will use this treatment.

Additionally, students prefer teachers over classmates to point out their mistakes. In
order to effectively correct mistakes, the teacher must be a reliable source of knowledge
about the target language. The purpose of teacher corrections is to confirm students'
assumptions (i.e., error correction experience) about the target language by giving data and
examples, explaining and describing as needed, and most importantly, verifying their
assumptions. While many students find asking the teacher to correct their mistakes helpful,
this may only sometimes be a successful teaching method. For some teachers and students,
it can be more advantageous in terms of time and effort to correct errors for friends or self-
correction under the guidance of a teacher (Kuyyogsuy, 2019; S.M. Lee, 2020; Lopez-Pellisa
et al., 2021). Hence, this finding suggests that the effectiveness of an instructional strategy
should be confirmed through a series of experiments because there is little empirical
research to test these hypotheses.

CONCLUSION

According to the research findings, EFL learners generally had a positive attitude
toward the teacher's and their peers' written corrective feedback. When teachers or peers
consistently pointed out their writing errors, they were even more challenged or
encouraged. They specifically stated that they preferred direct written corrective feedback
over indirect written corrective feedback. Additionally, there was a significant tendency for
students to anticipate that their most common writing errors would be fixed. Then, they
preferred that those global errors be fixed rather than local errors. They then preferred that
their teacher, not their classmates, correct their errors. Based on the findings, it is possible
to conclude that EFL learners require WCF when learning to write a composition. It must
include considerations such as the types of correction techniques used (direct and indirect),
which errors are prioritized to correct (the most common), and who should correct the
errors (teachers are preferred against peers). Using written corrective feedback during
writing activities will be more effective and in line with the needs of the students.

The survey's results have been analyzed, and some crucial points regarding using
WCF for composition tasks for learners are presented. The teacher must also consider the
attitudes of the students when administering correction. One aspect of being a successful
language learner is the ability to use and make errors in a foreign language. Since making
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mistakes is a natural part of learning any new skill, including foreign languages, the teacher
should foster a positive learning environment where students understand that making
errors is a part of learning. Lastly, due to the limitation of this research, other researchers
strongly suggested investigating the comparison of peers' written corrective feedback and
teachers' corrective feedback in enhancing the EFL learners' writing competence.

REFERENCES
Abahussain, M. 0. (2020). Investigating EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Collaborative Writing.
International Journal of English Linguistics, 10(3), 32-47.

https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v10n3p32

Benson, S. & DeKeyser, R. (2019). Effects of written corrective feedback and language
aptitude on verb tense accuracy. Language Teaching Research, 23(6), 702-726.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168818770921

Bitchener, J. (2021). Written Corrective Feedback. In The Cambridge Handbook of Corrective
Feedback in Second Language Learning and Teaching (pp. 207-225). Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108589789.011

Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2010). Raising the linguistic accuracy level of advanced L2 writers
with written corrective feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 19(4), 207-217.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2010.10.002

Brutt-Griffler, ]. (2021). Decision letter for "ESL learners’ perception and its relationship with
the efficacy of written corrective feedback”. Wiley.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.12378/v1/decision1

Budianto, S., Sulistyo, T., Widiastuti, O., Heriyawati, D. F., & Marhaban, S. (2020). Written
corrective feedback across different levels of efl students’ academic writing proficiency:
Outcomes and implications. Studies in English Language and Education, 7(2), 472-485.
https://doi.org/10.24815 /siele.v7i2.16569

Cinkara, E., & Galaly, F. ]. (2018). EFL students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards written
feedback in writing classes: A case of Iraqi high-schools. I-Manager’s Journal on English
Language Teaching, 8(1), 44. https://doi.org/10.26634/jelt.8.1.13947

Damanik, . Y. (2022). Peer feedback to improve Indonesian adult learners’ writing skills: A
literature review. JET: Journal of English Teaching, 8(1), 49-58.

Eslami, E. (2014). The effects of direct and indirect corrective feedback techniques on EFL
students’ writing. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 98, 445-452.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.438

Facullo, K. (2022). Effectiveness of written feedback strategies. International Journal of
Recent  Research in  Interdisciplinary  Sciences  (IJRRIS), 9(2), 23-36.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo0.6505479

Hyland, F. (2010). Future directions in feedback on second language writing: Overview and
research agenda. International Journal of English Studies, 10(2), 171.
https://doi.org/10.6018/ijes/2010/2/119251

Janah, U., Usadiati, W., & Ristati, R. (2021). Written Corrective Feedback Applied By English
Teacher At the Eighth Grade Students of Smp Nu Palangka Raya. Intensive Journal, 4(2),
33. https://doi.org/10.31602 /intensive.v4i2.5750

41


http://e-journal.hamzanwadi.ac.id/index.php/veles/index

http://e-journal.hamzanwadi.ac.id/index.php/veles/index Vol. 7, No.1; 2023

Khoiriyah. (2021). Students’ perceived comfort in using Google Docs for online synchronous
collaborative  writing. The Journal of Asia TEFL, 18(2), 640-648.
https://doi.org/10.18823 /asiatefl.2021.18.2.18.640

Kuyyogsuy, S. (2019). Promoting Peer Feedback in Developing Students’ English Writing
Ability in L2 Writing Class. International Education Studies, 12(9), 76.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ies.v12n9p76

Lee, L. (2019). Teacher written corrective feedback: Less is more. In Language Teaching (Vol.
52, Issue 4, pp. 524-536). Cambridge University @ Press (CUP).
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0261444819000247

Lee, . (2021). Written Corrective Feedback. In Research Questions in Language Education and
Applied  Linguistics  (pp. 425-429). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-79143-8_76

Lee, S. M. (2020). The impact of using machine translation on EFL students’ writing.
Computer Assisted Language Learning, 33(3), 157-175.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1553186

Lépez-Pellisa, T., Rotger, N., & Rodriguez-Gallego, F. (2021). Collaborative writing at work:
Peer feedback in a blended learning environment. Education and Information
Technologies, 26(1), 1293-1310. https://doi.org/10.1007 /s10639-020-10312-2

Mafulah, S., & Basthomi, Y. (2022). The effect of direct and indirect corrective feedback on
Iranian EFL learners’ spelling errors. 67th TEFLIN International Virtual Conference & the
9th ICOELT 2021, 624, 199-203. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v7n8p53

Mao, Z., & Lee, 1. (2020). Feedback scope in written corrective feedback: Analysis of empirical
research in L2 contexts. Assessing Writing, 45(November 2019), 100469.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2020.100469

Ranallij, J. (2018). Automated written corrective feedback: how well can students make use
of it? Computer  Assisted Language Learning, 31(7), 653-674.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2018.1428994

Rashtchi, M., & bin Abu Bakar, Z. (2019). Written corrective feedback: What do Malaysian
learners prefer and why? International Journal of Engineering and Advanced Technology,
8(5), 1221. https://doi.org/10.35940/ijeat.E1173.0585C19

Ravand, H., & Rasekh, A. E. (2011). Feedback in ESL writing: Toward an interactional
approach. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 2(5), 1136-1145.
https://doi.org/10.4304/jltr.2.5.1136-1145

Sabarun, S. (2020). Teacher corrective feedback in EFL writing class at higher education:
What students perceive. Vision: Journal for Language and Foreign Language Learning,
9(1), 18-33. https://doi.org/10.21580/vjv9i14652

Sherpa, S. Z. (2021). Effects of direct and indirect written corrective feedback on bhutanese
learners’ grammatical accuracy over time. LEARN Journal: Language Education and
Acquisition Research Network, 14(1), 574-603.

Sinha, T. S., & Nassaji, H. (2022). ESL learners’ perception and its relationship with the
efficacy of written corrective feedback. Int ] Appl Linguist, 32, 41- 56.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.12378

Tang, C., & Liu, Y. T. (2018). Effects of indirect coded corrective feedback with and without
short affective teacher comments on L2 writing performance, learner uptake and
motivation. Assessing Writing, 35, 26-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2017.12.002

42


http://e-journal.hamzanwadi.ac.id/index.php/veles/index

http://e-journal.hamzanwadi.ac.id/index.php/veles/index Vol. 7, No.1; 2023

Teo, A. (Lei) K. (2006). Social-Interactive Writing for English Language Learners. The
CATESOL Journal, 18(1), 160-178.

Tursina, P., & Chuang, M.-T. (2016). Direct and indirect corrective feedback on EFL students’
writing performance. The 1st English Education International Conference (EEIC) In, 209-
214.

Vaismoradi, M., Turunen, H., & Bondas, T. (2013). Content analysis and thematic analysis:
Implications for conducting a qualitative descriptive study. Nursing and Health Sciences,
15(3), 398-405. https://doi.org/10.1111/nhs.12048

Wahyuni, S. (2021). Interactional approach in improving students’ writing skills as s
strengthening of theaAbility of religious moderation at State Islamic Institute of Kediri.
INFERENSI: Jurnal Penelitian Sosial Keagamaan, 15(1), 163-184.
https://doi.org/10.18326/infs13.v15i1.163-184

Wang, T., & Jiang, L. (2015). Studies on written corrective feedback: Theoretical perspectives,
Empirical evidence, And future directions. English Language Teaching, 8(1), 110-120.
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v8n1p110

Wauningsihyh, S. (2020). The role of corrective feedback on academic writing performance:
EFL students’ perceptions. Edulingua: Jurnal Linguistiks Terapan Dan Pendidikan Bahasa
Inggris, 7(1), 13-21. https://doi.org/10.34001 /edulingua.v7i1.1167

Wei, W., & Cao, Y. (2020). Written corrective feedback strategies employed by university
English lecturers: A teacher cognition perspective. SAGE Open, 10(3), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020934886

Yeo, M. (2018). When Less May Be More: Rethinking Teachers’ Written Corrective Feedback
Practices: Interview with Icy Lee. In RELC Journal (Vol. 49, Issue 2, pp. 257-261). SAGE
Publications. https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688217738819

Zahroh, R., Mujiyanto, ]., & Saleh, M. (2020). Students’ attitudes toward teachers’ written
corrective feedback and their writing skill. English Education Journal, 10(1), 9-17.
https://doi.org/10.15294 /eej.v10i1.32511

Zheng, Y., & Yu, S. (2018). Student engagement with teacher written corrective feedback in
EFL writing: A case study of Chinese lower-proficiency students. Assessing Writing,
37(November 2017), 13-24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2018.03.001

43


http://e-journal.hamzanwadi.ac.id/index.php/veles/index

