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ABSTRACT  

Over the years, researchers have conducted empirical studies to investigate the impact of 

various instructor feedback strategies to enhance English Language Learners (ELLs) writing 

performance. The present study synthesizes the findings of 46 articles, including both past and 

current publications. While greater focus was put on corrective feedback strategies, alternative 

feedback approaches were also considered; overall, the findings confirm that all instructor 

feedback positively impacts students' writing performance, albeit to different degrees. Moreover, 

my research indicates that ELLs believe instructor feedback contributes to their writing 

development. When attempting to gauge students’ specific feedback preferences as well as 

examine the differential effects of feedback strategies, I found that the benefits of feedback 

interventions were contingent on and influenced by different variables. Pedagogical implications 

and areas for further research are discussed.   
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GLOSSARY  

Metalinguistic Feedback: The use of examples and explanations to guide students toward the 

correct answer (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009).  

Direct/Explicit Feedback: Overtly pointing out and correcting errors (Bitchener & Knoch, 

2009).  

Indirect/Implicit Feedback: The use of symbols/clues to illustrate the presence of errors  

(Bitchener & Knoch, 2009)  

Coded Feedback: The use of codes on top of or next to errors to illustrate the categories of 

errors made (Bitchener & Knock, 2010).   

Uncoded Feedback: Underlining, circling, highlighting or inserting Xs on errors (Mujtaba et al., 

2020)  

Focused Feedback/Comprehensive: Feedback that targets one type of error or a specified 

number of pre-decided linguistic features (Ellis et al. 2008).  

Unfocused Feedback:  Feedback that targets all or a variety of errors in the student's written 

work (Kim, 2019)  
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

Instructors and students seem least inclined to focus on the skill of writing (Harmer,  

2015); it is a skill often overlooked due to its need for greater time and effort to develop (Harmer, 

2015). In the context of English language learning, it is regarded by many to be the most difficult 

skill to master (Hung & Diem, 2020; Sobhani & Tayebipour, 2015). Mastering the art of writing 

in a second language (L2) is a lengthy endeavour, requiring ongoing training and self-regulation 

techniques (Myles, 2002 in Linh 2018). English Language Learners (ELLs) at the postsecondary 

level participate in a variety of academic writing (Subon & Amir 2022). To support learners in 

becoming effective writers, instructors typically provide feedback, both constructive and 

corrective.  While constructive feedback focuses on overall quality of writing  

(clarity, coherence, content and organization), corrective feedback focuses on linguistic accuracy 

(specific errors in grammar, sentence structure and vocabulary). Corrective feedback is thought 

to play a significant role in writing development and second language acquisition as a whole  

(Ferris, 2014; Mekala & Ponmani, 2017 and Phothongsunan, 2023).   

An important debate surrounding the topic of corrective feedback concerns its usefulness 

in the language classroom. Truscott (1996) a leading voice against excessive grammar correction, 

argues that over-focusing feedback on writing accuracy may not result in improved writing 

performance and lead to language acquisition. Ferris (1999), in his rebuttal to Truscott (1996), 

presents evidence to support the relationship between writing accuracy improvements and 

corrective feedback. Much like Hattie and Yates (2014), authors of Visible Learning and the  

Science of How We Learn, I believe incorporating the ‘right’ type of feedback will directly 

impact students' progress and outcomes in their academic journey.  
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My motivation for examining the impact of instructor feedback on ELLs' writing 

performance stems from a desire to ensure every student receives the tools and support they 

need to succeed both inside and outside of the classroom. Drawing on my own experiences as 

an educator and student, I recognize that not all learners perceive and respond to the same type 

of feedback in the same way. Appreciating these differences among students, I intend to 

determine patterns to help me select effective feedback strategies that will facilitate learning and 

promote growth. With this in mind, it’s critical to recognize that the feedback and support we 

provide our students may influence their desire to seek new learning opportunities or avoid 

them. In my teaching practice, despite my efforts in providing timely, constructive, and 

supportive feedback to ELLs, I still have many questions and concerns surrounding the 

decisions I make. Given the demanding nature of providing student feedback, it is important to 

identify and acknowledge the types of feedback students value and engage with the most. 

Wingate (2010) contends that if we want students to embrace feedback, it needs to be 

purposeful and hold value to them; furthermore, students must be equipped to translate the 

feedback into action (Wingate, 2010). In order to establish the appropriateness of different 

feedback strategies, we must recognize learner variables that may impact engagement with the 

feedback. Along with a plethora of other variables, it is likely that the learners’ linguistic 

competence influences the way in which students understand and act on the feedback 

(Hartshorn & Evans, 2015). It is also important to consider the potential relationship between 

preferred feedback approaches and specific cultural groups. Some cultures place a high value in 

avoiding situations that may result in embarrassment; hence teacher sensitivity in that regard 

might impact their choice of corrective strategies; it is up to educational leaders to ensure all 

students receive quality education irrespective of their background (Bonner et al., 2018). 

Culturally responsive teaching aims to guarantee students receive the help they need by 
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applying effective communication and teaching strategies, valuing cultural differences, and 

making relevant connections to the curriculum (Irvine & Armento, 2001 in Bonner et al., 2018). 

Taking these variables into account may help instructors like myself recognize actions that are 

undermining the efficacy of specific feedback strategies. Apart from this, I am compelled to 

investigate the impact of instructor feedback on writing performance because sometimes 

pedagogical approaches are incentivized and encouraged in the absence of research validating 

its effectiveness. For instance, there is minimal evidence to suggest Portfolio Based Language 

Assessment (PBLA) enhances student language skills, yet it continues to be the most endorsed 

method by TESL Certified Organizations (Vanderveen, 2018).  From Vanderveen’s research, 

it can be concluded that there is a clear disconnect between research and practice and that 

research does not always translate to changes in practice. While there are studies underscoring 

the benefits of peer feedback on ELLs’ writing achievement (Yang et al., 2006; Hentasmaka & 

Cahyono, 2021; Jiang & Yu, 2014; Zhang & McEneaney, 2020), I deliberately refrained from 

incorporating this approach in my literature review. The process of teaching students how to 

successfully provide feedback takes time and dedication (Lauricella et al., 2022). As such, my 

first priority was to understand the nuances of providing student feedback. With this knowledge, 

I can then design and develop structured and valuable peer feedback opportunities that will 

empower my ELLs. Through this research, I make evidence-based recommendations that will 

support teachers in selecting the appropriate feedback strategies to employ with their students.   

 

1.1 Research Questions  

1) How effectively does instructor feedback impact ELLs writing development and performance?  

2) What types of feedback do students prefer for written tasks and assessments?  
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Chapter 2. Method   

2.1 Literature Search Process: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria   

Electronic databases, such as Education Resource Information Center (ERIC) via  

Proquest, Academic Search Premier via EBSCOhost, Education Source via EBSCOhost, 

Connecting Repositories (CORE) and Google Scholar were used to locate articles. Varying 

combinations of keyword strings were used to identify articles that address research question 1 

(Q1); examples of keyword searches include (writing skills) OR (writing ability) OR (writing 

development) OR (writing proficiency) OR (writing performance) OR ( writing achievement) 

AND (English language learners) OR (ELL) OR (ESL) OR (EFL) OR (English as a second 

language) OR (second language learning) AND (instructor feedback) OR (corrective feedback)  

OR (implicit feedback) OR (explicit feedback) OR (direct feedback) OR (indirect feedback) OR 

(Metalinguistic feedback) OR (focused feedback) OR (unfocused feedback) OR (comprehensive 

feedback) OR (oral feedback) or (spoken feedback) or (verbal feedback) or oral (comments) OR 

(teacher conferences). Articles were selected on the basis of relevant titles and abstracts; 

duplicated studies were eliminated. Studies were then filtered to exclusively include peer 

reviewed primary research studies published in English. This includes quantitative studies, 

qualitative studies, mixed method studies and case studies. The screening process was further 

narrowed down to studies with an adult population, specifically adult learners attending either a 

postsecondary institution or a language centre. Although the objective in the preliminary stages 

of the literature search process was to limit studies to the past 9 years (2015- 2023), there are 

several key empirical studies published within the early 2000s that employed robust and 

systematic methodologies, demonstrating their high validity (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; 
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Bitchener & Knoch, 2009b; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Sheen et al., 2009; Sheen, 2010). These 

studies contribute immensely to the current body of knowledge on feedback practices for writing 

achievement and as a result were included in this literature review. As for the research question 

on feedback preferences of ELLs, the same inclusion and exclusion criteria and combination of 

keywords were used with the addition of a few other specific keywords:(student preferences) OR 

(student perceptions) OR (student attitudes) OR (student wants). Once the collection of scholarly 

articles were analyzed to ensure the inclusion criteria were met, references were scanned to find 

additional articles; in the final stage, research articles were carefully reviewed and analyzed for a 

second time to guarantee studies were relevant to the research questions. This brought my total 

number of articles down to 46 (see Table 1 for Inclusion-Exclusion criteria).  

 

Table 2.1  

Feedback Strategies: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria  

Publication Source  Inclusion: Peer-reviewed academic journals  

Exclusion: Conference proceedings and book 

chapters  

 

Literature Type  Inclusion: Primary sources (qualitative, 

quantitative, mixed methods studies or case 

studies)  
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Exclusion: literature reviews, dissertations, 

magazine articles, conference papers, theses 

and unpublished articles  

Participants  Inclusion: (a) English Language Learners or 

English Native Speakers; (b)Adult Learners 

eighteen years of age or older (c) learners 

attending a language institute or 

postsecondary institution (college or  

University)  

Exclusion: (a) Learners below the age of 18 

attending either primary, secondary, or high 

school  

Focus  Inclusion: Articles focusing on writing skills. 

Articles focusing on writing along with 

another language skill (productive or 

receptive  

Exclusion: Articles not focusing on writing 

skills  

Language  Inclusion: English  
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Exclusion: Other Languages  

Feedback Sources   Inclusion: Instructor feedback  

Exclusion: Peer feedback and automated 

feedback  

  

2.2 Background Information: Studies   

This literature review encompasses a selection of 46 articles, 37 of which were published 

between 2015 and 2023, and 9 of which are published between 2008-2012 (Figure 2.1).  

 

Figure 2.1  
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From the collection of articles selected, 29 primarily pertain to the topic of instructor feedback 

strategies (Q1), and the remaining 17 articles address student perceptions and preferences 2 (Q2). 

The qualitative, experimental and case studies were conducted in various countries: 12 studies 

were performed in the United States, 6 in China, 5 in Canada, 4 in Iran and 2 in each of Japan, 

New Zealand, Colombia, and Vietnam. In all other countries, one study was undertaken (Figure  

2.2).   

 

Figure 2.2  

  

  

43.5% of studies were conducted in an ESL context and 56.5% in an EFL context (Figure 2.3).   
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Figure 2.3  

  

The bulk of reviewed studies occurred in university settings, followed by language institutes and 

colleges (Figure 4).   

  

Figure 2.4  
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Proficiency levels were broadly grouped into 6 categories: (1) Mixed: varying proficiency levels  

(2) Advanced (3) Upper Intermediate: upper and higher intermediate (4). Intermediate (5) 

Beginner: beginner, low-intermediate, low proficiency, pre-intermediate, and  (6) Unspecified.  

Figure 2.5 illustrates the number of studies by proficiency level.   

Figure 2.5  

  

2.3 Types of Corrective Feedback  

Instructors must decide between providing (a) oral or written corrective feedback; (b) 

implicit, explicit and/or metalinguistic feedback; and (c) focused or unfocused feedback. In 

deciding between focused and unfocused feedback, they must also decide whether certain 

language features should be prioritized over others.  
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 Several feedback strategies can be used to draw students’ attention to linguistic errors. 

According to Kim (2019), written corrective feedback can be thought of as a continuum of 

highlighting errors; the extent of explicitness varies (Kim, 2019).  Direct/explicit written 

corrective feedback (WCF) involves the teacher overtly pointing out and correcting errors 

(Bitchener & Knoch, 2009). These corrections can be placed next to or above the error. For 

example, the teacher may add words or phrases as well as cross out redundant or unneeded 

phrases to make the statement correct (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009). Although providing direct 

feedback is a time-consuming process (Niu & You, 2019), it may help address the unique needs 

of lower-level students.   

In contrast, implicit/indirect written corrective feedback uses an assortment of 

signs/marks to illustrate errors and encourage students to reflect (Ito, 2015; Lyster, 2002). These 

clues indicate errors have been made without actually correcting them (Bitchener & Knoch, 

2009). According to Elashris (2013), there are two types of indirect feedback: Uncoded and 

Coded. Uncoded feedback entails underlining, circling, highlighting or inserting Xs on errors 

without providing an explanation (Mujtaba et al., 2020). Students are left to discover errors and 

correct them (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). With coded feedback, codes are placed on top of or next 

to errors to illustrate the categories of errors made (Bitchener & Knock, 2010). For example, 

typically ‘Prep’ indicates a prepositional error has been made; WF indicates a word form error; 

and, SVA demonstrates the students have made a subject-verb agreement error. Corrections and 

final revisions on writing tasks rely completely on students' current knowledge of the target 

language (Mujtaba et al., 2020).  Although some researchers argue that coded feedback is a form 

of metalinguistic feedback because it communicates information about the nature of the error, in 

this literature review, coded feedback is classified as a form of indirect feedback.  
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Teachers may choose to provide metalinguistic explanations in written and/or oral form. 

Metalinguistic feedback is an approach to guiding students towards the correct answer without 

explicitly providing it (Lauricella et al., 2022). This can be through explaining rules and 

presenting examples orally or in written form (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009).  With metalinguistic 

explanations (written or oral), teachers may supply examples and explanations to illustrate 

correct usage (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009). Other means of providing oral feedback include  

oneon-one meetings/conferences, which can be used to provide personalized feedback; and small 

group or class discussions where the feedback  can be used to address areas of concern of 

multiple students.   

Another dimension that needs to be considered is the extensiveness of CF: focused or 

unfocused. Unfocused feedback is comprehensive in that all or a variety of errors in the student's 

written work are corrected or emphasized (Ellis et al. 2008;  Kim 2019). For example, with this 

approach, the instructor might treat a wide range of errors including, articles, prepositions, 

tenses, word form, punctuation, singular plural, and spelling. Focused feedback can be extremely 

focused or moderately focused. Extremely focused corrective feedback targets one type of error 

(e.g. incorrect usage of articles) (Ellis et al. 2008). Moderately focused corrective feedback 

focuses on a specified number of pre-decided linguistic features (Ellis  et al. 2008)  
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Chapter 3. Writing Performance  

3.1 Overview of Findings  

When considering the evidence from 29 studies, I have found an overall positive 

relationship between instructor feedback and students’ writing performance (Alvira, 2016; 

Baleghizadeh & Gordani, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch, 2009b;  Bitchener & Knoch, 2010;  

Bitchener & Knoch. 2009; Diab, 2015;  Ellis et al., 2008;  Frear & Chui., 2015;  Guo & Barrot, 

2019;Hartshorn & Evans, 2015;  Hung & Diem, 2020;  Karim & Nassaji, 2018;  Kim, 2009; Li et 

al., 2022; Mekala & Ponmani, 2017; Mujtaba et al., 2020; Nematzadeh & Siahpoosh, 2017; Niu  

& You, 2019; Pan et al., 2023; Parreno, 2015; Rahimi, 2021; Sampson, 2012;Shalizar & Rezaei,  

2023; Sheen et al., 2009;  Sheen, 2010; Sobhani &Tayebipour., 2015; Solhi, & Eğinli, 2020; 

Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2018; Subon & Amir 2022; Wondim et al., 2023). Within studies, 

comparisons were made between either  (1) a single feedback approach and control group (2) 

various feedback  approaches, or (3) students’ scores before and after feedback intervention. The 

results below highlight instances where significant distinctions were observed due to a feedback 

intervention. Refer to  Appendix B for information on results including variations between 

studies, such as the genre of writing, the number of treatment sessions, revision requirements,  

forms of written compositions (paragraph vs. essays), modes of feedback (oral vs. written), and 

methods of feedback (focused vs. unfocused, direct vs. indirect vs. metalinguistic or combined 

approach).   
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3.2 Major Findings  

3.3 Oral Feedback and Teacher-Student Conferences   

Findings from Sobhani & Tayebipou’s (2015) study suggest that oral feedback is effective 

in improving students' writing skills. In their investigation, 75 low-intermediate Iranian students 

were required to produce an essay within 45 minutes based on a composition of pictures. Two 

weeks after receiving indirect oral feedback, students completed another narrative writing task 

and were evaluated using an analytical rubric. After scoring essays, it was determined that 

learners who received oral feedback outperformed those in the control group (no feedback) and 

those who received written corrective feedback (focused and unfocused). Supporting the 

conclusions of Sobhani & Tayebipou (2015),  Baleghizadeh & Gordani, (2012) found that TEFL 

graduate students' grammatical accuracy improved more when written direct feedback was 

combined with oral conferences compared to  students exclusively receiving written direct 

feedback or no feedback at all.  Hung and Diem (2020) study also demonstrates the positive 

impact conferencing feedback has on students' writing performance. As part of the intervention, 

48 lower-level first-year students attending college in Vietnam had the opportunity to partake in 

conferences, a form of feedback that is more conversational in nature. Conferences occurred 

following 5 writing tests and the topic of discussion were strengths and weaknesses. Pretest-

posttest analysis revealed a statistically significant difference in mean scores before and after the 

treatment, suggesting that even low-stakes conversational feedback results in student uptake. The 

findings reported in  Solhi & Eğinli (2020) and Alvira (2016)  seem to suggest that providing oral 

feedback via technology (recordings and screencasts) are also effective in improving students' 

writing abilities. Results from Solhi & Eğinli (2020) investigation on the efficacy of audio 



15 

 

feedback on paragraph writing (organization, mechanics, style and content) revealed that oral 

feedback via Telegram yielded improvement in organization and content. Similarly, Alvira 

(2016) found that using a blended approach, that is, incorporating multiple forms of feedback 

(writing and oral) via screencast improves students' paragraph writing in terms of structure and 

grammar.   

3.4 Focused and Unfocused Feedback  

Among the 7 studies aimed at comparing the effects of focused and unfocused feedback, 

findings from 3 studies demonstrate a significant improvement in writing outcomes due to 

focused feedback (Shalizar and Rezaei, 2023; Sobhani & Tayebipour; 2015;Sheen et al., 2009), 

results from 2 studies show no statistically significant difference between focused and unfocused 

feedback (Ellis et al., 2008; Frear and Chiu, 2015), and 2 studies show mixed results ( Kim,  

2019; Rahimi, 2021). Shalizar and Rezaei (2023) examined the differential effects of focused 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), unfocused ZPD, focused explicit feedback and unfocused 

explicit feedback on writing accuracy. Over the course of the semester, students produced 5 

essays and received one of the 4 aforementioned feedback strategies regularly. ZPD feedback is a 

strategy that involves students self-editing and the provision of implicit feedback in the initial 

phase and explicit feedback in the later stages if students are unable to resolve answers on their 

own. In comparing ZPD groups, they found that over time the focused ZPD group outperformed 

the unfocused ZPD group on various linguistic features and required less support and less 

explicit feedback. Similarly, data analysis of pretest-posttest gains from Sobhani & Tayebipour 

(2015) research investigation revealed that students who received focused written corrective 

feedback showed significant overall improvement in targeted features (past tense, capitalization 

and punctuation), whereas the unfocused group did not. Likewise, the research led by Sheen et 
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al. (2009) which involved intermediate level college students, indicates that focused feedback is 

effective in improving accuracy of both specific language features and various grammatical 

structures.  In their study, the focus feedback participants received corrections on 

definite/indefinite articles, while the unfocused feedback group received corrections on 5 

different grammatical features: copular be; regular & irregular past tense; preposition (time and 

location); articles. In examining delayed posttest results, Sheen found a significant difference 

between the focused group’s article accuracy scores and the control groups scores; in terms of 

linguistic accuracy of the 5 target features, both the focused feedback group and the writing 

practice group performed significantly better than the control group, whereas the unfocused 

group did not. The conclusions drawn from Sheen et al. (2009) are inconsistent with the findings 

of Ellis et al., (2008). In their study, students were assessed using 3 narrative writing tasks and 2 

error correction tests. Students received either focused feedback, targeting errors in the use of 

articles, unfocused feedback, targeting a range of linguistic errors, or no feedback at all (control 

group). Posttest 2 analysis  reveals treatment groups scores were significantly better than control 

groups in both the narrative and error correction test; however, the difference between types of 

treatments is non-existent. As such, Ellis et al. (2008) contend that focused and unfocused 

feedback are equally effective and better than no feedback at all. Fear and Chiu (2015) also 

compared the effects of indirect focused and indirect unfocused feedback on learners' accuracy in 

new pieces of writing. Students were instructed to read and study a fictional newspaper essay 

before having to rewrite it from memory and using picture prompts. Results indicate that both the 

focused and unfocused group improved significantly in accurate usage of weak verbs from 

pretest to posttest 1 and pretest to posttest 2, and significantly outperformed the control group in 

both posttests. Despite this, no significant difference between treatments was found. In regards to 

overall accuracy, both treatment groups scored better than the control group, and showed no 
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significant difference in immediate and delayed posttests. The findings from both Kim (2019) 

and Rahimi (2021) showed mixed results. In Kim’s (2019) investigation on  the relative effects 

of focused and unfocused direct corrective feedback on students' accurate usage of  indefinite 

articles and past hypotheticals, he found that in terms of  pretest-posttest gains,  treatment groups 

outperformed the control group and were equally effective in improving accuracy of hypothetical 

conditionals; however, concerning indefinite articles, focused feedback was more effective. 

Rahimi (2019) compared the effect of focused and unfocused feedback with and without a 

revision requirement on students' word and sentence errors, overall accuracy, and writing quality.  

Teachers provided coded feedback (indirect) on seven argumentative essays, though only 3 of 

them were selected for analysis (week 1, week 8 and week 14). A significant difference was 

found in week 8 essays where overall, the focus groups made significantly less word errors on 

their essay than those who received unfocused feedback. Concerning sentence errors, the focus 

group that revised their original essay performed better than the unfocused groups in the second 

and final evaluated essays. When analyzing overall accuracy, it was found that the unfocused 

revision group was most effective in improving accuracy in sentence, word, verb and noun 

ending, that is 4 out of the 5 categories.   

3.5 Indirect Feedback  

Results from Mujtaba et al. (2020) study suggests that indirect feedback with or in the 

absence of praise comments is effective in improving students' narrative writing. Ninety 

undergraduate students enrolled in a business program were required to produce a 70–100-word 

narratives using three pictures. In incorporating the indirect feedback, the students' writing 

performance significantly improved from draft one to draft two and draft two to  draft three in 

terms of grammar, structure, content and wording (Mujtaba et al., 2020). Similarly, Niu & You  
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(2019) also found that indirect feedback strengthens high intermediate students' writing abilities. 

As part of a writing course and intervention, students were required to produce 4 argumentative 

essays, 500 words in length on various topics. For each essay, students were provided with 

indirect feedback on linguistic errors relating to mechanics (punctuation, capitalization, spelling), 

grammar and vocabulary. Over the course of 16 weeks, there was a clear progressive 

improvement in writing accuracy when comparing the number of errors made in the immediate 

revisions stage and delayed revision stage of each essay. Moreover, comparing the pretest writing 

administered at the start of the semester with the independent revision made in week 16 of the 

pretest, illustrates the long-term effect of indirect feedback on linguistic accuracy (Niu & You, 

2019). In the study by Subon and Amir (2022), it was also revealed that implicit feedback via 

underlining and circling enhances upper intermediate students' writing skills. Across a twoweek 

period, learners engaged in four treatment sessions in which they produced 4 short essays using 

guiding questions presented by the instructor; following submission of their drafts, learners 

received indirect feedback, and self-corrected errors before submitting their final essay. Upon 

completing this training process, students wrote 200-word short essays(post-test) within thirty 

minutes. Using Jacob et al. (1981) rubric for writing, the researchers found a significant 

difference in learners' essay writing scores before and after intervention (Subon & Amir, 2022). 

Similarly, results from Wondim et al. (2023) study suggest that indirect feedback positively 

impacts students' writing achievement. In examining the effects of coded and direct feedback 

Sampson (2012) found that those who received indirect feedback displayed a modest advantage 

in self-correcting errors. In  Parreno(2015)  investigation with intermediate level students, he 

compared the impact of three feedback strategies, namely indirect uncoded, indirect coded and 

direct feedback, on students' accurate usage of verb tense, verb form and subject verb agreement 

in descriptive revision tasks. The evidence highlighted the substantial delayed effects indirect 
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coded corrective feedback has on revision tasks; results demonstrate that the number of 

subjectverb agreement errors decreased for all groups in posttest 1 and 2 compared to the pretest; 

however, the difference between pretest and posttest 2 results were insignificant (limited delayed 

effect). In terms of verb tense errors, all treatment groups outperformed the control group in 

posttest 1; however, only the coded feedback group showed significant delayed effects (posttest  

2). All treatment groups showed a significant decline in verb form errors from pretest to posttest 

1.In terms of delayed effects (posttest 2),only participants in the coded corrective feedback 

showed significant improvement in accuracy  (Parreno,2015).Findings from Hartshorn et al. 

(2015) longitudinal investigation  examining the impact of a traditional writing course combined 

dynamic written corrective feedback suggests that consistently incorporating indirect coded 

feedback significantly improves linguistic accuracy compared to traditional grammar class. 

Contrary to these studies, findings from Bitchener & Knoch (2010) suggests that the 

improvement in writing performance from receiving indirect feedback alone is not retainable. 

Despite showing gains in the immediate posttest and outperforming the control group, the 

accuracy scores of students who received indirect feedback slightly decreased in the delayed 

posttest and were comparable to that of the control group (insignificant difference).  

  

3.6 Direct Feedback   

Soltanpour & Valizadeh (2018) investigated the impact of direct corrective feedback on 

upper intermediate learners’ syntactic accuracy. They compared the posttest results of students  

who read and processed the direct feedback (without making any revisions) with learners who 

made revisions based on the feedback. They found that learners who received direct feedback 

regardless of how they engaged with it performed better than the control in posttest 1 and 

delayed posttest. They did, however, highlight the greater gains made in delayed posttest scores 
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of students who studied the feedback over those that revised their work based on feedback 

(Soltanpour & Valizadeh 2018). The research carried out by Bitchener & Knoch(2009) with 

lowintermediate students likewise suggests that providing explicit feedback on specific errors  

(article usage: a/the) has a long-term impact on learners’ writing accuracy. After receiving 

feedback on one descriptive writing piece (pretest), researchers found that students who received 

direct feedback significantly outperformed the control group in the immediate posttests and 

delayed posttests. In another study conducted by Bitchener and Knoch (2009b), it was also 

revealed that offering direct feedback alone is effective in improving low-intermediate students’ 

usage of indefinite articles. Findings from Mekala & Ponmani (2017) research study also 

illustrates the advantage of incorporating direct feedback to improve lower-level learners’ writing 

proficiency. Students received explicit feedback on (a) fill-in-the-blank worksheets they 

completed on various grammatical features (prepositions, verb tense, concord, articles, pronoun, 

relative pronoun); and (b)6 writing tasks. Results from their study demonstrate that direct 

corrective feedback along with grammar instruction helps learners reduce overall number of 

grammar errors (post-test) and that some gains are retainable (Mekala & Ponmani, 2017).  

Findings from Sheen (2010) suggest that explicit written corrective feedback is more effective in 

improving students' accurate usage of English articles both short and long term compared to oral 

recast and no feedback at all. Acquisition of correct articles was assessed using three tests: error 

correction test, speed dictation test and written narrative test (Sheen,2010).   

3.7 Comparing Feedback Strategies  

A number of studies have sought to measure and compare the relative effectiveness of 

multiple feedback strategies. Guo & Barrett’s (2019) study comparing the effect of direct 

feedback and metalinguistic explanation illustrates that direct feedback may be more effective 
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than the latter in improving accurate use  of irregular past tense; although the researchers didn’t 

observe a significant difference between the  treatment groups’ accurate usage of regular past 

tense and preposition of space compared to the control, they concluded that both strategies may 

be helpful in addressing the target language. Karim & Nassaji’s (2018) study with intermediate 

level students demonstrates that receiving direct feedback, indirect feedback and indirect 

feedback with metalinguistic information is better than receiving no feedback at all. In terms of 

reduction in error rates, the direct feedback group continuously exhibited the most improvement 

in the 3 revision tasks (Karim & Nassaji ,2018).  According to the findings of Nematzadeh and 

Siahpoosh (2017) and Sheen (2010), some feedback interventions yield comparable results in 

terms of effectiveness. The evidence, as found by Nematzadeh and Siahpoosh (2017) 

demonstrate that both direct and indirect feedback improve intermediate students' writing 

performance and that the difference between these two approaches are insignificant. Similarly, 

results from Sheen’s (2010) study suggest that oral metalinguistic feedback as well as written 

metalinguistic feedback are equally effective in improving students' acquisition of articles when 

compared to the control group. Furthermore, the provision of metalinguistic feedback whether in 

oral or written form significantly increases student's awareness of the target language when 

compared to feedback in the absence of metalinguistic information (Sheen, 2010).  

Bitchener and Knoch’s (2009) found that there is no merit to combining metalinguistic 

feedback (orally or written form) with written direct corrective feedback to improve 

lowintermediate students' use of definite and indefinite articles; this supports the notion that 

direct feedback alone is effective in increasing linguistic accuracy of target features. Similarly in 

another study by Bitchener & Knoch (2009b) with low-intermediate students, they found no 

significant difference in accurate usage of definite and indefinite articles between the 

experimental groups, which further supports the claim that direct feedback alone is useful. In 



22 

 

contrast, results from Wondim et al. (2023) study shows that students who received direct 

feedback accompanied by a metalinguistic explanation performed better in their paragraph 

writing than those that received indirect feedback alone.  Findings from Shalizar and Rezaei 

(2023) reveal that ZPD feedback, that is, a process of gradually moving from implicit to explicit 

feedback, when necessary, is more effective in improving accuracy of target features (article 

usage) overtime than explicit feedback alone. Li et al. (2022) also found that though direct 

feedback is useful, cultivating self-regulation strategies, such as goal setting, progress tracking, 

and reflecting had an even greater effect on students' writing achievement.  

In certain studies, feedback effectiveness showed variation across different stages of 

testing (immediate and delayed posttests) and occasionally demonstrated the superiority of a 

specific intervention in targeting particular error types.  In Diab’s (2015) study comparing the 

efficacy of three feedback strategies (direct feedback + indirect coded feedback; indirect coded 

feedback; self-correction), all groups decrease the number of pronoun errors in their immediate 

posttest (essay), with the greatest improvement produced by students who received direct 

feedback along with codes (posttest 1). A significant difference in pronoun errors between 

immediate and delayed posttest for students who received coded feedback. The number of word 

choice errors also decreased for all groups in posttest 1, and there was no significant difference 

between groups. As for word choice error in delayed posttest, only the direct feedback codes 

group was able to maintain their gains, while the control group and indirect coded group 

increased in word choice errors from immediate posttest to delayed posttest.  Similarly, results 

from Sampson (2012) study illustrates that students' progress from first to final draft did not 

follow a straight path. He commented “almost all showed an alternating pattern of increasing and 
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decreasing success from one test to the next, suggesting that receptive acquisition, if any, is 

nonlinear, occasionally regressive, with some observable bursts of progress” (p. 499).  

Chapter 4. Student Perceptions and Preferences   

4.1 Overview of Findings  

From the studies examined, it is evident that both teachers and students understand and 

recognize the value of receiving feedback.  Overall, students hold a positive view of instructor 

feedback and believe it plays a vital role in their writing development and achievement (Akbar & 

Al-Gharabally, 2020; Amara, 2015; Best et al. 2015; Bhowmik & Chaudhuri, 2021; Chen et al.,  

2016; Corbin, 2019; Eckstein et al., 2023; Ene  & Kosobucki, 2016; Gredler, 2018; Irwin (2017)  

Jahbel et al. 2020’ Karim & Nassaji, 2015; Linh, 2018; Maliborska & You, 2016; Mohammad & 

Rahman (2016); Pan et al., 2023; Wang & Li, 2011)  

  

4.2 Major Findings                                        

4.3 One-on-One Engagement: Conferences and Oral Feedback   

Participants in Bhowmik & Chaudhuri (2021) research study contend that in order to 

address difficulties in writing that are rooted in cultural differences, there is a need for more ‘talk 

sessions’ with the instructor. Not only do students believe instructors should “sit with them” to 

deconstruct the feedback, but the majority of learners believe follow-up or dialogue regarding 

feedback on activities can help address issues related to writing various genres. In general, 

students in this study view ongoing writing support through physical check-ins as imperative to 
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their development (Bhowmik & Chaudhuri 2021). Similarly, findings from Best et al. (2015) 

suggest that ELLs view student-teacher conferences favourably and see it as important to their 

growth as learners. They consider it a chance to improve as writers and receive clarity on 

comments made that they believe were vague, unclear, or displeasing. According to students, the 

one-on-one session allows them to receive more detailed recommendations and encourages them 

to actively engage with the feedback and teachers' comments during the live discussion. 

Simultaneously, through these conferences, students feel that they can convey their ideas that 

may have been misunderstood by the teacher. Best et al., (2015) describe this as a "give-and-take 

process, a cooperative exchange between student and instructor. “Participants in Amara's (2015) 

study also believe it is vital to incorporate some form of discussion along with indirect written 

feedback to invite conversation and facilitate understanding rather than judgment. Advanced 

language learners in Pan et al. (2023) study conveyed a strong interest in having opportunities to 

discuss feedback with teachers; one student commented that in discussing with the teacher, she 

received clarification on lexical errors and received expanded explanation on grammatical errors 

that needed to be revised (Pan et al., 2023). Results from Maliborski & You (2016) study also 

indicate students and teachers alike prefer balanced discussions where neither party leads. In 

general, students are satisfied with feedback writing conferences as they find it encouraging, and 

conducive to the revision process. Other benefits cited by students include personalized feedback 

focusing on their unique needs and follow-ups to ensure the appropriate revisions are being made 

(Maliborski & You, 2016). Despite these benefits, several students in Maliborski & You, (2016) 

study reported difficulties communicating with their instructors. For instance, one student noted 

experiencing frustration for their inability to explain ideas during feedback conferences; another 

student reported that the teacher assumed they understood the student's concerns when in reality 

they didn't. Similar to Maliborski & You (2016) findings, Alvira's (2016) study on the use of oral 
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and written feedback via screencast shows that the majority of students believe written and oral 

commentary is easier to understand. The study by Chen et al. (2016) brought forth a noteworthy 

revelation: Although 35% of respondents consider oral communication to be more 

straightforward and understandable, over half the participants believe it is not useful because 

unlike WCF it cannot be accessed or revisited in the future. Many students in Chen et al., (2016) 

study believes oral feedback, particularly for written errors, is ineffective.   

4.4 Focused and Unfocused Feedback  

Among the studies reviewed, two yielded mixed results, 3 suggested students desire 

feedback on all errors (unfocused feedback), and two studies indicate a preference for targeted 

feedback (focused). Half of the participants in Corbin's (2019) research study believe teachers 

should correct all errors, whereas the other half disagreed with this approach. Chen et al. (2016) 

findings also produced inconclusive results in that the disparity in the number of students 

favouring one method over the other was relatively small. When presented with choices, students 

prioritize "correcting errors that interfere with communicating ideas'', " correcting all errors" and  

"major errors”, respectively. The proficiency level of students did not seem to affect their 

choices (Chen et al., 2016). On the other hand, nearly all students in Makela et al. (2017) study 

reported that correcting all errors is the duty of teachers. Approximately 75% of respondents in 

Irwin's (2017) study indicated a preference for extensive feedback on every error made in the 

written work. When probed on the topic of future feedback on written work, learners were 

strongly in favor of greater error correction. Irwin (2017) posits that perhaps ELLs felt that too 

many errors were overlooked, highlighting that 33% of errors were not corrected. Similarly, 

Jahbel et al. (2020) study demonstrates a clear preference of unfocused feedback amongst 
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students. In contrast to these finding, all learners in Sampson’s (2012) study agreed that 

extensive feedback is demotivating, with one student stating “when you try so hard to do your 

best, a page covered in corrections is disheartening”; Parreno (2015) reported that students 

emotions are influenced by the quantity of corrective feedback. Even though students didn’t 

express negative views on written corrective feedback, the researchers recognized negative 

emotions from students who received comprehensive grammar feedback.  

4.5 Metalinguistic Information and Detailed Comments  

In Karim & Nassaj’s (2015) study assessing students’ attitudes and views towards 

corrective feedback, the majority of participants in all treatment groups agreed that underlining 

errors (indirect feedback) and providing a metalinguistic explanation is more valuable to their 

learning than indirect feedback alone (underline only) and direct feedback. Respondents pointed 

out that this combined approach gives them a hint as to what the error is and leaves them room to 

discover on their own (Karim & Nassaj, 2015). Similarly, findings from Mohammed and 

Rahman's (2016) study demonstrate that the majority of students consider "clues or direction on 

how to fix an error" (p.16) as important. Similarly, Intermediate-level students attending a 

language program at a university in the United States also emphasized the importance of 

incorporating explanation along with indirect feedback (Amara, 2015). Some respondents were 

unhappy with the fact that teachers did not leave written feedback about the errors made and their 

overall writing. For example, one student asked, " Why did she not mention what's wrong in both 

circles?”, thus illustrating the limited assistance indirect feedback provides (Amara, 2015). In a 

longitudinal case study investigation conducted by Ene & Kosobucki (2016), the case study 

subject reported greater appreciation for written comments and explanations as opposed to 

indirect feedback (codes and symbols). More comments, according to the student, are insightful, 
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motivating and clarifying. Likewise, several ELLs in Maliborska & You (2016) study explained 

that to aid in the revision process, they need thorough and precise feedback. In Corbin's, (2019) 

research investigation it was demonstrated that detailed explanations and thorough comments 

were preferred by students. 97% of learners in Gredler's (2018) study agreed that 

explanations/comments should accompany error correction to provide further insight. A number 

of students conveyed the need for understandable and in-depth feedback from instructors. One 

respondent emphasized the significance of feedback that elaborates on particular errors and 

commentary explaining content that should be included and excluded from written work. 

Moreover, students expressed a desire to receive thorough feedback even when grades received 

were pleasing (Gredler's, 2018). Best et al., (2015) found that comments help students 

comprehend and rationalize grades, while encouraging them to actively engage in revising their 

work. Moreover, students want the points made by the instructor to be comprehensible, 

achievable and action-oriented.   

4.6 Affective Factors (Support, Tone, and Positive Comments)  

Receiving feedback can elicit a spectrum of emotions. The results discussed outlines 

factors that trigger strong reactions from students, whether that be positive or negative. In 

examining international doctoral students' emotional reactions to supervisor feedback, Wang &  

Li (2007) identified two categories of affective response to the feedback:  (a)  

Frustrated/uncertain tendency (group 1) (b) Inspired/confident tendency ( group 2). Students 

who reported negative affective emotions felt that they did not receive the support needed, and 

they did not appreciate the teacher embracing a subordinate role. These participants anticipated 

receiving explicit guidance and often reported feeling stressed, unsure and scared to reach out for 

help. On the contrary, students who experienced positive emotions valued the opportunity to 
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assume a leading role, explore on their own, and engage in thoughtful discussion with the 

supervisor (Wang & Li, 2007). Gredler’s (2018) study on postsecondary students' preferences for 

feedback in an online environment illustrates students' desire for empowering and constructive 

feedback. Participants noted that judgmental comments, disrespectful words, and harsh criticism 

are neither constructive nor encouraging (Gredler, 2018). Amara (2015) reported that learners 

can misinterpret teacher comments and sometimes react strongly to them. Students’ responses to 

words or simple phrases, such as ‘Really!’ and ‘Wait!’ were perceived by some as provocative, 

confusing and even rude. In terms of praise comments, results from Akbar & Al-Gharabally 

(2020) research indicate that students appreciate the incorporation of praise comments that focus 

on their writing efforts and they see the value in grading effort. In this study, grades were based 

on students' ability to follow feedback instructions on their first draft of a paper. While the 

practice of praising efforts over writing abilities was new to participants, many seemed to believe 

that it was an effective strategy (after receiving positive results). Although praise may not result 

in increased uptake, it appears, nevertheless, to be appreciated by students. Furthermore, many 

students reported an interest in applying the 'praise effort' scheme in subsequent courses (Akbar 

& Al-Gharabally 2020). Consistent with these findings, results from Amara's study (2015) 

demonstrate that positive feedback is valued by all students and is thought to positively influence 

the effort put forth as well as their perspectives toward their writing and instructor comments. 

Not a single participant revealed that praise comments were ineffective or pointless, irrespective 

of the length of the comment. Additionally, some students appreciate remarks of praise even if it 

is vague (Amara, 2015; Best et al., ). ELLs in Best et al. (2015) study were receptive and grateful 

for all types of positive comments. The theme of positive remarks was brought up multiple times 

by students in Corbin’s (2015) study, with several students stressing the importance of receiving 

compliments. Ene & Kosobucki (2016) also found that positive comments can be motivating and 
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reinforcing: "When I see good comments, I feel good. I feel like my writing has improved."; "I 

was happy with this comment because it shows how I improved. I felt encouraged.” Although 

students yearn for positive feedback, they likely want to know if their writing is of high quality. 

In their investigation, Eckstein et al., (2023) found that not only does praising performance lead 

to better writing outcomes than praising the person (comments focused on intelligence), but it is 

also viewed by students as more straightforward, useful, and motivating. Furthermore, they 

perceived that they gained more new ideas when their performance was praised. Nonetheless, 

many students also considered personal praise to be beneficial (Eckstein et al., 2023). Findings 

from Mujtaba et al.(2020) indicate that participants believe indirect feedback(coded) with simple 

positive comments boosts their motivation. Based on the findings of these studies, it is clear the 

students desire constructive, positive, and uplifting feedback.  

4.7 Students Concerns and Priorities  

Findings from Chen et al (2016) survey with intermediate, upper intermediate and 

advanced students indicate that learners want teachers to prioritize organization errors first, 

followed by grammar errors and then vocabulary errors. Respondents also believe comments 

focusing on their overall quality of writing and organization are more important than remarks on 

grammar.  In general, organization is viewed by students as integral to their writing development  

(Chen et al., 2016). Similarly, participants in Amara’s (2015) research study also desired deeper 

insights into features such as organization and arguments. For instance, one participant noted the 

importance of receiving feedback on connecting and organizing ideas (Amara, 2015).  

Participants in Parreno’s (2015) study highlighted that written comments focusing on ideas helps 

them improve their overall quality of writing. The case study subject in Enes & Kosobucki’s 

(2016) research study, also expressed her personal focus on content of writing, emphasizing that 
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with restricted time, it's more important to  concentrate on  ideas as opposed to grammar. A 

recurring theme that emerged in Bhowmick’s (2017) study was that of cultural divergences and 

influences of L1 in academic writing in L2; As noted by several participants, feedback should 

bring students’ attention to the cultural differences in writing expectations. These include 

elements of academic writing, such as structure and order, “English text structures” “style”, 

“voice” “originality”, "clarity” and other “culturally loaded concepts such as thesis statements 

and essays.”  Furthermore, students agree that feedback should be broadened to encompass not 

only technical aspects of writing but also components such as coherence, transition, formality, 

etc. (Bhowmik & Chaudhuri, 2021) (Bhowmick, 2017). Some participants in Maliboroska &  

You’s (2016 ) study also reported feeling irritated when attempting to logically and skillfully 

convey their ideas in writing. Participants highlighted the importance of teachers understanding 

and accepting different ideas. One learner in Wang & Li’s (2011) study also expressed similar 

concerns in that they felt the feedback received was a clear indication that their  unique 

experiences and background were disregarded and unappreciated. Other students struggled with 

understanding formal vs informal standardized writing principles and were discontent with their 

supervisor focusing heavily on revising grammar errors (Wang & Li, 2011). On the contrary, 

only 2.6% of learners in Irwin’s (2017) study believe that feedback should concentrate on content 

and ideas, whereas nearly half the students indicate that they prefer teachers to focus their 

feedback on lexical errors. Many also believe written corrective feedback on grammatical errors 

should be prioritized (Irwin, 2017).   

4.8 Direct, Indirect and Metalinguistic Comments        

Results from Suboon's et al. (2022) follow-up interview with upper intermediate-level 

students indicate that learners have an overall positive perception of indirect 
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feedback(underlining or circling errors); they believed it supported them in decreasing errors and 

enhancing their quality of writing. In general, students viewed indirect feedback favorably. 

Similarly, Corbin's (2019) study with college students revealed that students see highlighting 

errors as an advantage, for it encourages them to discover how to correct errors independently. In 

Parreno’s (2015) study comparing the impact of three feedback strategies, intermediate level 

students that received indirect uncoded corrective feedback noted that it was easier to recall and 

avoid errors in subsequent activities and those that received indirect coded feedback explained 

that examining and comprehending mistakes is made easier by the provision of codes. It is worth 

mentioning that a ‘correction guide’ is an important part in the revision process. Findings from 

Jahbel et al. (2020) suggest that learners prefer indirect feedback to direct feedback. The 

evidence presented by Linh (2018) indicates that both teachers and learners agree on the 

advantages of providing indirect feedback on grammar. The majority of participants found it easy 

to correct errors when presented with indirect feedback. However, in terms of content and 

organization, many students felt confused about how to correct these sorts of errors  

(organization: connecting ideas; content: lack of supporting evidence). They believed indirect 

feedback is ineffective in improving the content of writing. Over half of the learners revealed 

that they spend a lot of time and effort engaging with indirect WCF (Linh, 2018).In a study that 

compared indirect coded feedback and direct feedback, the majority of students favored coded 

feedback (Sampson, 2012). Moreover, students who received coded feedback experienced 

positive emotions when engaging in revision tasks and also described the process as beneficial 

and enjoyable. On the contrary, Pan et al. (2023) found that indirect feedback posed a challenge 

to both high and low proficiency students. Students were unclear as to what certain symbols 

aimed to convey. Feedback on grammar errors were understood by all high proficiency learners, 

whereas low proficiency learners had trouble understanding the feedback. Similarly, diary entries 
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from participants in Parreno (2015) unveiled that students often have misconceptions about the 

target of written corrective feedback. For instance, a circle around a word, they explained, could 

either be grammar error, spelling mistake, or incorrect word.  

Results from Irwin’s (2017) research study were inconclusive in that nearly half the 

students preferred direct feedback (47.4%) while the other half (52.6%) preferred indirect 

feedback. Students preferred indirect coded feedback over the usage of other symbols and 

underlining errors (indirect uncoded feedback); however, they explained that coding explanations 

are imperative. Similarly, students in Mekala & Ponmani (2017) study prefer errors to be 

indicated either by supplying the correct answer (explicitly) or noting the error made  

(codes-indirect feedback). Participants in Wang & Li’s (2007) study who felt less competent 

expected ongoing ‘explicit and directive feedback’, whereas students who were confident 

appreciated the facilitative role teachers assumed. Respondents in Karim & Nassaj’s (2015) 

direct feedback group reported having difficulty recalling errors and corrections provided, while 

those in the underline-only feedback group noted their basic understanding of vocabulary and 

grammar made it difficult to correct answers on their own (Karim & Nassaj, 2015).  

 Contrary to these findings, evidence as found by Bhowmik & Chaudhuri (2021) suggests 

that despite the effectiveness of implicit feedback in error correction, the provision of explicit 

feedback is a technique needed to deal with cultural issues in formal writing. For instance, one 

interviewee from China stated, "We are students and we need to learn, and sometimes the teacher 

[would] want to teach us some grammar mistakes [in texts] because he thinks we can find it by 

ourselves but actually some students can’t... there is no way to fix this… " This demonstrates the 

need for more direct guidance. Consistent with these findings, university students at the same 
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proficiency level (intermediate, upper intermediate, and advanced students) studying in Mainland 

China also reported a preference for direct feedback in the form of explicit grammar correction  

(Chen et al. 2016). When presented with error correction approaches, on average students prefer  

"locating the error and also indicating the type of error”, followed by "correcting the error and 

then providing an explanation for the correction" and “simply indicating that you have an error in 

the sentence by putting a cross next to it without locating or correcting the error". It is, however, 

important to note that advanced students rated explicit feedback on a lower level than the other 

two proficiency groups (Chen et al. 2016). Considering the perceived value of different types of 

feedback, many students in Mohammed & Rahman's (2016) study feel that clues alone are not 

helpful, but must be accompanied by explicit correction. They also believe that receiving explicit 

feedback encourages them to self-correct.  In attempts to understand how students cognitively 

process the feedback, Pan et al. (2023) found that low proficiency students tended to copy the 

direct feedback without putting effort into understanding where they went wrong, whereas high 

proficiency learners were able to discern the reason for these corrections. Overall, the revision 

rates were better for advanced students, indicating they were more attentive to the feedback 

provided. Nonetheless, lower-level students expressed a preference for direct feedback, citing 

that it facilitates learning. The majority of the high proficiency learners preferred both 

approaches, referencing the usefulness of indirect feedback for the revisions of basic grammar 

errors and direct feedback for revision of complex grammar points (Pan et al., 2023).  

Intermediate level students who received direct feedback in Parreno’s, (2015) study, appreciated 

this form of feedback as it didn't leave them wondering what error they made and how to correct 

it. Others also emphasized that it made them more attentive to their errors (Parreno, 2015).  
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Chapter 5. Analysis   

5.1 Limitations  

While the objective of this review is to examine the impact of instructor feedback on 

written language development and to gain insight into student perceptions and preferences 

related to feedback, it's important to recognize the various limitations of this study.  This is true 

first and foremost, in the area of measuring successful uptake of teacher feedback. For example, 

as part of treatment, some experiments required students to revise their work after receiving 

instructor feedback whereas in other studies, students only reviewed the feedback before moving 

on to the next treatment session or completing a posttest. Another critical difference between 

studies is the number of treatment sessions students received; this ranged from as few as one 

session all the way through to weekly sessions for two semesters. Moreover, the number of 

corrections students receive per linguistic category, irrespective of the approach used (focused vs 

unfocused), potentially affects the reliability of the data collected. Furthermore, in order to 

identify patterns, and interpret results, I categorized students into 6 proficiency levels; the 

problem is the studies I reviewed may involve different conceptions and/or scales for placement 

level. As such, there is no way of determining the equivalency between students within the same 

proficiency level. Another point to consider is that some of the experimental studies did not 

contain a control group, but instead measured improvement within the group over time; it is 

possible that in some cases, progress may be attributed to writing practice rather than feedback 

itself.  As I draw conclusions and discuss the implications of my findings, it's important to keep 

these limitations in mind.   
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5.2 Discussion  

Based on analysis of research, the findings confirm providing feedback generally leads to 

improved writing performance of English Language Learners.  With regard to research question 

1, the evidence demonstrates some variations in outcomes among participants between studies.  

These variations can be attributed to an interplay of moderating factors mentioned in Limitations. 

Although there is clear evidence supporting the value of each of these approaches, it is important 

to consider learner differences and preferences when deciding which strategy to employ.  The 

studies consistently show that incorporating some form of oral feedback enhances students' 

writing performance. One possible explanation for this outcome is that it affords negotiation, 

dialogue and allows students to actively respond to feedback in real time. Providing oral  

feedback may help some students accept critique more easily; as highlighted in several studies 

focusing on student feedback preferences, corrections all throughout a student’s paper may evoke 

negative emotions and discourage students; however, meaningful conversations and listening to 

the needs of students while providing feedback may help minimize the intensity of emotions. 

Furthermore, conversations may help ensure students understand comments made on their 

written work. If teachers decide to provide oral feedback exclusively, it is important to have 

students participate in the discussion and take notes rather than passively listen. Without tangible 

notes, students may forget key points and errors discussed in conversations. Concerning the 

accuracy of specific linguistic features, the research seems to indicate that focused feedback is 

more effective than unfocused feedback. Even in studies where the observed differences between 

the unfocused and focused group did not reach statistical significance (Ellis et al., 2008; Frear & 

Chiu , 2015), there was a general trend in which focused feedback yielded consistent and long 

term benefits for targeted language features. One plausible reason for these outcomes can be 
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explained by the Noticing Theory proposed by Schmidt (1990). According to his theory, there are 

three key levels of awareness, namely, perception, noticing and understanding (Schmidt,  

1990). Focused feedback contributes to ‘noticing’ errors as it draws students' attention to specific 

elements of their writing that need to be improved. Schmidt (1990) argues “that noticing is the 

necessary and sufficient condition for converting input to intake.” (p.1). With multiple treatment 

sessions, students may begin to develop a sense of awareness and notice errors, which in turn 

may influence their writing output. However, when targeting multiple linguistic features, as done 

in unfocused feedback, it may overload students, making it difficult for them to attend to all 

errors relating to form. Other researchers, including Ferris (2006) and Ellis et al. (2006) have 

discussed the issue of unfocused feedback and student awareness, emphasizing that focusing on a 

single linguistic category makes it easier to recognize and process the feedback. Nonetheless, 

research by Hartshorn & Evans (2015) demonstrates that the provision of consistent 

comprehensive (unfocused) coded feedback over an extensive period of time  in a traditional 

writing class can significantly impact ELLs’ linguistic accuracy. It may be that unfocused 

indirect feedback requires multiple treatment sessions and revisions for students to fully benefit 

from it. In terms of the relative effectiveness of direct, indirect and metalinguistic feedback, it 

seems that certain interventions or strategies might work better for specific individuals and not 

for others due to various moderating factors. Generally, students who receive some form of 

feedback improve their writing performance more than those who do not receive feedback 

(control group). Multiple studies demonstrate the effectiveness of explicit feedback for learners, 

highlighting the advantages students at various levels experience. Lower-level students may 

benefit from the simple provision of error corrections alone (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; 

Bitchener and Notch, 2009b). Direct feedback allows students not only to recognize that an error 

has been made, but provides them with the linguistic solution to their error. Repeated exposure to 



37 

 

correct linguistic forms along with metalinguistic explanation may allow students to acquire 

declarative knowledge and aid with the third stage of awareness, ‘Understanding’ as described by 

Schmidt (1990). Some researchers hypothesize that declarative knowledge is the first step in the 

learning continuum (Anderson 1982 in Schmidt, 1990). Assuming this premise holds true, then 

the lack of grammatical knowledge lower-level students possess explains why sometimes 

indirect feedback alone does not lead to enhanced writing performance in the long term. Another 

significant issue that should not be ignored is the difference between coded and uncoded indirect 

feedback. Although coded feedback can be classified as either metalinguistic information or 

indirect feedback, in this study it is classified as indirect feedback.  As implied by the Noticing 

Hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990)), highlighting and circling of errors as well as inserting symbols 

such as question marks, while  perhaps suggesting something is wrong, may  not help students 

fully register what kind of error is present in their writing, thereby making it difficult for them to 

truly notice and correct errors. It is also important to acknowledge that noticing can be facilitated 

or disrupted by elements such as “learners’ aptitude, developmental readiness, and various 

affective factors” (Hanaoka & Izu‑ mi,  2012, p. 333 in Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2018).In terms 

of corrections codes, there are studies indicating the delayed benefits of indirect coded feedback 

for self-corrections and improvement in accuracy. It seems that the advantages may be more 

apparent for advanced students since self-correcting depends on a student’s linguistic knowledge. 

Harmer (2015) rightly points out that to capitalize on this form of indirect feedback, students 

need to first understand the grammatical principles conveyed by these codes and practice using 

these codes to self-edit errors. Ferris (1999) in his article, The case for grammar correction in L2 

writing classes: A response to Truscott questions the reliability of indirect feedback in addressing 

all types of errors. She posits that treatable errors, that is errors guided by a clear set of rules, 
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unlike untreatable errors, can be resolved by use of indirect feedback. Comparing the conclusions 

drawn by Hartshorn and Evans (2015), Bitchener and Knoch (2009, 2009b, 2010) as well as 

Shalizar & Rezaei (2023) clearly illustrate the effectiveness of different feedback approaches and 

the importance of taking into account the interrelated factors that may be mitigating the 

effectiveness of each of these methods.   

In regards to research question two, the reviewed studies present mixed findings in terms 

of student’s perceptions of feedback and preferences of feedback. While some studies suggest 

ELLs prefer unfocused feedback, others indicate the opposite or mixed response. Similar results 

were found when investigating students’ views towards direct, indirect and metalinguistic 

explanation. Across studies, however, detailed feedback and commentary is viewed favorably by 

students. Overall, some variations in attitudes, perceptions and preferences can be attributed to 

cultural differences, personality differences and proficiency level. With the proficiency level of 

ELLs considered, it seems that beginner and lower-level students tend to favor comprehensive 

feedback, whereas advanced students hold differing opinions.  Moreover, in general, there seems 

to be an overall positive perception of direct feedback, and the perspective that there are clear 

situations where direct feedback is preferred amongst students. In students' views, direct 

feedback is necessary to address ‘untreatable’ errors, organization and content issues as well as 

cultural differences in writing. Across studies, we also observed that students prefer and value 

detailed constructive feedback. The overall positive perception towards direct feedback, 

unfocused feedback and detailed commentary can be explained by the same underlying factors. 

Students who prioritize grading and evaluation may hold the belief that in order to revise their 

work and achieve the best grades, the provision of explicit written corrective feedback on every 

single error is necessary. Furthermore, indirect feedback may be of little use to students who do 

not possess the grammatical knowledge needed to revise errors independently. Identifying and 
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explaining mistakes through written corrective feedback and commentary may help students 

understand what aspects of their writing are effective and what needs improvement, which may 

help them avoid these mistakes in the future. Through my systematic review of the literature, I 

found students in general are in favor of detailed commentary and in many cases believe it is 

necessary for making progress. The conclusion drawn by Mahfood (2011) is that in the absence 

of explanatory comments outlining the reason for errors, Arab students often did not accept 

teachers' written feedback. Cultural differences, as illustrated through Mahfood’s (2011) study as 

well as personality differences may further shed light on my findings. Decapua and Wintergrest 

(2016) in their book discuss differences in cultural expectation in education, highlighting that in 

some cultures the teacher’s role is not to guide but to impart knowledge in a systematic and direct 

way. Similarly, Hofsted et al., (2010) points out that teachers are the ‘sage on the stage’ in 

cultures where power distances are large and that they pave the educational road for students to 

adhere to (Hofsted et al., 2010). This paints a clear picture as to why many students across 

studies prefer and expect teachers to correct all errors and provide explicit feedback. It also helps 

explain why some participants in Wang & Li (2007) study experienced negative affective 

emotions due to the facilitative role supervisors were undertaking. These students clearly 

expressed their desire and need for direct guidance in their doctoral journey. Wang & Li (2007) 

noted students' emotional responses to the feedback are rooted in culture and that culture 

influences students' response to critical feedback. Their study unveiled a significant pattern, 

namely the type and quantity of feedback students require change as time progresses. The  

“Apprentice master model" is desired in the early phases where specific and organized feedback 

is necessary and then over time and as they build confidence students begin to appreciate the  

‘mentor model’. This finding suggests that personality traits, culture, as well as students' level of 

readiness, influences students’ perceptions about and engagement with the feedback.  
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Chapter 6. Conclusions  

6.1 Pedagogical Implications  

The current review showcases the overall positive impact instructor feedback has on 

writing development and performance. This literature review also presents a unique perspective 

on the variables mitigating the impact of various feedback strategies.  Educators must consider 

these factors in order to maximize advantages and facilitate academic growth. Based on the 

results, there are a number of pedagogical implications. First, language teachers must consider 

cultural differences, not only in academic writing but also in expectations and responsibilities. 

Bonner et al. (2018) asserts that when teaching practices and strategies are in line with students' 

learning preferences and when instructors embrace the unique perspectives and experiences 

students bring forth, academic success will increase. (Trans-multi) culturally responsive teaching, 

as Raisinghani (2019) highlights, invites students to participate in decision-making processes. 

This may include considering students" input on feedback strategies. Gay (2010) emphasizes that 

culturally competent teachers work towards establishing learning environments where all 

students can thrive through incorporating culturally relevant pedagogy. Second, educators must 

consider students’ proficiency level, grammatical competence and confidence in order to select a 

suitable feedback approach. Students with a stronger command of the English language are more 

equipped to recognize and self-correct errors, benefiting from indirect feedback, whereas novice 

English language learners may need to rely on teacher direct support more. Third, students tend 

to respond positively to oral feedback; however, for it to be truly beneficial, it must be a balanced 

conversation where both voices are heard and negotiation takes place. Fourth, there is not a one-

size-fits all approach; The ZPD feedback study by Shalizar & Rezaei (2023) and Hartshorn et al. 
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(2016) study on dynamic feedback shows us that it may be a good idea to experiment with 

different feedback approaches for writing and compare the results to see what works best for 

your students. In terms of preferences, students value constructive detailed feedback and 

generally respond positively to explicit feedback. The delivery of feedback, i.e. tone can affect 

students’ motivation and influence their response to the feedback.  

  

6.2 Future Research  

To devise more specific recommendations regarding feedback approaches to improve 

ELLs writing performance, future researchers will need to compare studies that are homogenous 

in content, design and learner competency. This means examining studies with the same number 

of treatment sessions, with the same target structures, and studies where students are ranked at 

the same proficiency levels and are given the same amount of time to either study the feedback 

or revise work based on feedback. It would also be interesting to investigate the impact of 

indirect, direct and metalinguistic feedback on a range of linguistic features and aspects of 

writing. Future research can also examine how context, EFL vs ESL and feedback strategies 

influence writing outcomes and engagement with feedback.  To draw reliable conclusions about 

the long-term impact of a particular feedback strategy, researchers need to ensure the difference 

in time between pretest and delayed posttest are comparable across studies. It may also be 

worthwhile to consider whether the genre of the writing task influences ELLs’ writing 

performance. Lastly, given the current demand for online learning, it may be beneficial to see 

whether the advantages of various feedback strategies extend equally to an online environment. 

Future studies should address these unanswered questions. Despite the existing gaps, this review 

has contributed immeasurably to my understanding of the complexities involved in providing 

feedback on students’ writing performance. In light of these findings, I am determined to help 
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students build the confidence and skills needed to effectively engage and respond to the feedback 

they receive; I will incorporate praise comments and consider the needs and preferences of my 

students. Educators, like myself, must continue to experiment with different feedback approaches 

and keep up to date with the latest research to make the best decisions for our students.  
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APPENDIX A  

Intervention Variables and Overview of Writing Performance Results  

  

  Improvement  

in writing 

performance  

Target  

Structure 

/Focus  

Number of  

Treatment  

Sessions  

Narrative  

Writing  

Descriptive  

Writing  

Persuasive/ 

Argumentat 

ive Writing`  

Worksh 

eets  

Focused /  

Unfocused  

Direct, 

indirect or 

metalingui 

stic  

Oral or 

written  
Essay  Paragraph  Revision  

Requirement  

Final Results  

Sheen et al. (2009)  

Intermediate  

Yes  Articles 

Vs be; 

regular & 

irregular 

past tense; 

prepositio 

n (time 

and 

location)  

2  Yes (with 

pictures)  
      Focused vs  

Unfocused  

Direct        Yes  Focused > unfocused  in articles  

Ellis et al. (2008)  

Intermediate  

Yes  Articles  

VS  

various 

linguistic 

features  

3  Yes (with 

pictures)  
      Focused vs  

Unfocused  

Direct          Focused feedback group=unfocused  

in articles  

Frear & Chui. 

(2015)unspecified  
Yes  regular 

and  
1          Focused vs  

Unfocused  

Indirect: 

underline  
  Yes      Focused=unfocused  
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  irregular 

past tense 

(weak 

verbs) vs 

various 

linguistic 

features  

            

Sobhani &  

Tayebipour.(2015) 

Lowintermediate  

Yes  Capitaliza 

tion, 

punctuatio 

n & past 

tense vs 

various 

linguistic 

features  

1  Yes (with 

picture)  
      Focused vs  

Unfocused  

Indirect: 

highlighted  
oral vs 

written  
    Yes  Oral focused & unfocused>written 

(focused and unfocused ) in past 

tense  

Hartshorn & Evans (2015)  

Intermediate  

Yes  rhetorical 

appropriat 

eness, 

fluency, 

complexit 

y, and 

vocabular 

y  

developm 

ent  

Longitudin 

al study: 2 

semesters  

        Unfocused  Indirect:co 

ded  
  Yes  Yes  Yes  Dynamic Feedback>traditional 

feedback- linguistic accuracy  
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Kim (2019) Intermediate  Yes  indefinite 

articles 

and past 

hypotheric 

s vs 

various 

linguistic 

features  

2        Text 

reconstr 

uction 

from 

memory  

Focused vs  

Unfocused  

direct        Yes  Unfocused= focused--> hypothetical 

conditional; focused corrective > 

unfocused feedback -->indefinite 

articles  

Mujtaba et al. 

(2020)unspecified  
Yes  Overall 

writing 

quality: 

grammar;  

(2) 

structure; 

(3) 

content; 

and, (4) 

wording 

and 

spelling.  

1  Yes          Indirect 

coded/- 

Affective 

comments  

      Yes  Indirect +/- Affective comments--> 

writing performance  

Soltanpour & Valizadeh  

(2018) Upper intermediate  

Yes  Syntactic 

accuracy  
3      Yes    Unfocused  Direct    Yes    Yes  Study> Revision  
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Niu & You (2019) Higher  

Intermediate  

Yes  Grammati 

cal errors, 

lexical 

misuses,  

16 weeks/ 4 

treatment 

sessions  

    Yes    Unfocused  Indirect:un 

derline  
  Yes    Yes+/- 

languaging  
written languaging+ indirect= 

indirect  

 

  and errors 

in  

mechanics 

including 

spelling, 

capitalizat 

ion, and 

punctuatio 

n  

            

Diab (2015)-unspecified  Yes  pronoun 

and word 

choice  

1      Yes    Focused  Direct vs 

Indirect:  

Coded  

      Yes  indirect>direct; direct+codes in 

pronoun errors direct+codes>code; 

direct in lexical errors  

Pan et al.(2023)*** Mixed  

(High and low)  

Yes  various 

linguistic 

and 

sentence 

structure 

errors  

            Direct vs  

Indirect  

      Yes    
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Mekala & Ponmani (2017)  

Mixed  

Yes  prepositio 

ns, verb 

tense, 

concord,  

articles,  

pronoun 

and  

longitudinal 

study (14 

weeks)  

      Yes &  

Writing  

Tasks  

  Direct      Yes  Yes  Direct retained gains> control in 

preposition, verb tense and pronoun  

 

  relative 

pronouns  
            

Bitchener & Knoch 

(2009)low-intermediate  
Yes  Articles  

(a/the)  

1    Yes (with 

pictures)  
    Focused  Direct,  

Indirect & 

Metalingui 

stic  

both        (direct + written and oral 

metalinguistic explanation; direct + 

written meta-linguistic explanation; 

direct >control  

Bitchener & Knoch  

(2009b)-low-intermediate  

Yes  Articles  

(a/the)  

1    Yes (with 

pictures)  
    Focused  Direct,  

Indirect & 

Metalingui 

stic  

both        Direct + written and oral 

metalinguistic explanation= direct + 

written meta-linguistic explanation= 

direct >  
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Bitchener & Knoch (2010)-  

Advanced  

Yes  Articles  

(a/the)  

1    Yes (with 

pictures)  
      Indirect 

(circle) vs 

written 

metalingui 

stic  

Oral 

form 

focused 

instructi 

on 

+written 

metalin 

guistic  

      written metalinguistic explanation; 

written metalinguistic information+ 

oral form focused instruction 

retained gains; Gains not retained--> 

control and indirect  

Baleghizadeh & Gordani  

(2012)-unspecified  

Yes  grammatic 

al  

accuracy  

longitudinal 

study: 

multiple 

treatment 

sessions  

          Direct  Direct 

vs 

direct+ 

confere 

nce  

      oral conferences +direct 

feedback>direct feedback alone & 

control  

 

Sampson (2012)unspecified  Yes  variety of  

grammatic 

al and 

sentence 

errors  

4  Yes (with 

pictures)  
      Unfocused  Direct vs  

Indirect  

Coded  

      Yes  Indirect coded >direct in self 

correcting  
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Karim & Nassaji (2018)- 

Intermediate  

Yes  Writing  

Accuracy  

longitudinal 

study: 

multiple 

treatment 

sessions  

Yes (with 

pictures)  
      Unfocused  Direct vs 

indirect  

(underline) 

+ 

metalingui 

stic vs  

Indirect(un 

derline)  

      Yes  Revision effect: direct 

improvements> 

indirect+metalinguistic; 

indirectrevision; Transfer effect: 

fluctuated  

Guarro & Barret (2019)- 

Pre-intermediate  

Yes  regular 

and 

irregular 

past tense 

and 

prepositio 

ns (space)  

1    Yes      Focused  Direct vs 

metalingui 

stic  

    Yes    Direct> metalinguistic in irregular 

past tense  

Parreno (2015)- 

Intermediate  

Yes  Verb  

Tense,  

Verb  

Form &  

Subject-  

Verb  

7    Yes      Focused  Indirect 

(underline/ 

circle) vs 

direct vs 

Indirect  

+codes  

Written    Yes  Yes  Indirect coded >direct; Indirect in 

verb tense (delayed effects)  

 

  Agreemen 

t and  

Word  

Form  
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Wondim et al. 

(2023)unspecified  
Yes  Overall 

writing 

achieveme 

nt  

1    Yes      Unfocused  Direct+ 

metalingui 

stic vs  

Indirect  

Written    Yes  Yes    

 al. (2022)-unspecified  Yes  Self 

regulation 

skills; 

writing 

performan 

ce ( 

organizati 

on, 

language 

use, 

content, 

vocabular 

y)  

3      Yes      Direct vs 

selfregulation 

strategies  

Written  Yes    Yes or No  SRL overall gains>control gains 

SLR> control in content, 

organization and vocabulary in 

posttests  

Solhi, & Eğinli (2020)- 

Intermediate level  

Yes  Overall 

quality of 

writing: 

organizati 

on,  

  Overall 

writing:org 

anization, 

mechanics,  

        written 

metalingui 

stic  

feedback  

Recorde 

d oral 

feedbac 

k  

Yes    Yes  Oral Feedback> written 

metalinguistic in organization and 

content  

 

  mechanics 

, style and 

content  

 style and 

content  
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Hung & Diem (2020)-low 

proficiency  
Yes  Overall 

quality of 

writing: 

organizati 

on, 

content, 

style and 

mechanics  

5    Yes        metalingui 

stic  

explanatio 

n  

Confere 

nces 

and 

some  

written  

comme 

nts  

  Yes    posttest>pretest  

Alvira (2016)-unspecified  Yes  Overall 

quality of 

writing  

3  Yes  Yes      Unfocused    Screenc 

ast oral 

and 

written  

  Yes  Yes  Final writing scores> Diagnostic 

writing scores  

Sheen (2010)-Intermediate 

proficiency  
Yes  acquisitio 

n of 

correct 

usage of 

definite 

and 

indefinite 

article in 

written 

and  

2  Yes      Yes  Focused  Direct; 

metalingui 

stic  

oral:rec 

asts; 

written  

      direct written >oral recast; oral 

metalinguistic; written 

metalinguistic> control  
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  spoken 

language  
            

Rahimi (2021)-  

Intermediate  

Yes  global and 

complex  

linguistic 

errors (  

word and 

sentence); 

writing quality 

( text  

comprehe 

nsibility and 

clarity of 

expression 

) vs all learner 

errors  

      Yes    Focused vs 

unfocused  
Indirect 

coded &  
written      Yes VS No  Focus>unfocused in word errors; 

Focus+ revision > other groups in 

sentence errors & writing quality 

(week 8) unfocused> other groups in 

overall writing accuracy  
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Shalizar & Rezaei 

(2023)unspecified  
Yes  Target 

depended on 

need of 

studentFocused  

(definite  

      Yes    Focused vs 

unfocused; 

focused 

ZPD vs 

unfocused  

ZPD  

Direct; 

metalingui 

stic  

written        ZPD (focused & unfocused) > 

explicit (focused & unfocused) ZPD 

focused >ZPD unfocused on various 

linguistic features  

  and indefinite 

articles) vs 

various 

linguistic 

features  

            

Subin & Amir (2022)- 

upper intermediate  
Yes  Essay writing 

skills  
4      Yes      Indirect 

(underlinin 

g/ circle)  

written  Yes    Yes  posttest>pretest  

Namatzadeh & Siahpoosh,  

(2017)-intermediate  

Yes  Overall quality 

writing  
          unfocused  Indirect vs 

direct  
written  Yes  Yes  Yes  Indirect=direct  

  

  

*Yes indicates improvement/gains in students' writing performance compared to the control group or alternative methods. In studies where multiple 

approaches were compared, the results will state which approach resulted in significant gains compared to the control group.  


