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Abstract: This study explored the experiences of Grade 12 senior high school learners with teachers' written
corrective feedback (WCF) on their English writing compositions. The participants of this study comprised of 85
grade 12 learners and 2 English teachers. Quantitative and qualitative analyses were used. This study revealed that
written corrective feedback (WCF) improved the learners' writing skills in their mechanical errors, followed by
grammatical and vocabulary errors. Also, study shows that teachers employed different kinds of feedback strategies
namely; direct feedback which is the most used, followed by indirect feedback and metalinguistic feedback.
Moreover, learners perceived WCF as an important tool for improving their writing skills, particularly
capitalization.
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INTRODUCTION

The importance of English has always been recognized in the South East Asian (ASEAN) region.
English has been the language used in all programs offered in which the country’s educational
standard is meeting the requirement.

Tracing back the history, the American colonized the Philippines during the 1900. During
their colony, US president MCKinley mandated to make English as a medium of instruction in
the Philippines. That is why, the position of the English language, be it in the field of
entertainment, business, or science, is undeniably dominant. English is an international language
with speakers all over the world (Jenkins, 2003).

With the above scenario, Filipinos are of edge for English is considered as a second
language unlike the other Asian countries such as: Korea, Thailand, Japan, China, and etc. who
consider English as a foreign language.

To make a strong basis, In the Philippines Constitution 2003, Article XIV of Section 7
states that, “For purposes of communication and instruction, the official languages of the
Philippines are Filipino and English until otherwise provided by law, English.”

However, in more recent years, there has been an alarming decline in English language
proficiency in the country, with the Philippines falling from the 20th to the 27th spot in the 2020
English Proficiency Index (Baclig, 2020). This is a sad reality that studies are showing that the
Filipinos’ grasps of the English language is slipping while other Asian countries are fast catching
up. In connection to this, teacher’s correction and feedback plays a vital role in honing the
students’ language learning especially in the aspect of writing. Lizzio and Wilson (2008)
advocate that WCF plays a fundamental function in supporting students to minimize their errors.
WCF is a significant area of teachers’ work and researches sho that students value their teachers’
WCF and find it helpful to improve the process of writing (Chen, Nassaji, & Liu, 2016; Karim &
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Nassaji 2015; Nakamura, 2016; Raza, 2019; Sritrakarn, 2018). Research constantly shows that
learners give importance to teachers’ WCF and find it most useful among other types (e.g. oral

and electronic conferencing) feedback (Ekholm, Zumbrunn, & Conklin, 2015; Yang,
Badger, & Yu, 2006; Zumbrunn, Marrs, & Mewborn, 2016).

However, there is no universal agreement on the relevance of corrective feedback to
student learning for the reason that although feedback is considered vital, it is also believed that
students show disengagement from teachers” WCF (Robinson, Pope, & Holyoak, 2013). Some
students do not value corrective feedback if they do not like the comments given by their
teachers and the marks they get as a result of that (Marrs, 2016; Weaver, 2006). Teachers
complain that students give superficial attention to even a fastidiously composed corrective
feedback (Carless, 2007; Gibbs & Simpson, 2004). Teachers grumble that they spend a lot of
time for correcting errors in students’ drafts but it appears wastage of time and energies (Crisp,
2007). The views regarding lack of concern of students towards WCF are intriguing. Research
shows differing views of learners and teachers about WCF in terms of its function in improving
students’ writing.

Here is another issue of difference between teachers’ purpose of giving WCF and
learners’ views about that (Robinson et al., 2013). A lot of students are not even able to
understand their teachers’ WCF and act accordingly (Chanock, 2000; Ganapathy, Tan, & Phan,
2020; Orsmond, Merry, & Reiling, 2005). They do not understand the comments and cannot
interpret them properly. Students’ ability to understand teachers” WCF to improve their learning
in English is another area which needs attention (Higgins, Hartley, & Skelton, 2010). Student
perception is an important factor which actually influences the function of WCF in their learning.
To make WCF useful for the students, the teachers must be aware of their students’ perceptions
and preferences for the following reasons: firstly, a disconnect between students’ understanding
of different teaching strategies and teachers’ expectations from their students can lead to an
impairment in learning process (Amrhein & Nassaji 2010).

Conversely, students’ approving views evidenced by already conducted research studies
for WCF help the teachers to choose the best practices of instruction. This situation can offer a
stronger supportive confirmation of the role of WCF in a continuing academic debate of the
effectiveness of WCF (Ferris 2012; Saragih et al., 2021; Schulz, 2001; Srichanyachon, 2012;
Taylor et al., 2011; Trabelsi, 2019).

Corrective feedback refers to strategies that indicate to learners that their output is
erroneous in some way, and be provided on oral, written, and technology-mediated output, and in
response to a range of errors, including linguistic, content, organization, discourse, and pragmatic
errors (Nassaji & Kartchava, 2017).

In the second or foreign language learning classroom, refers to different pedagogical
strategies, providing feedback in any form written/oral, to assist language learners in developing
L2 writing skills (Al Hilali & McKinley, 2021; Barrot, 2021; Cheng & Zhang, 2021; Mao and
Lee, 2020; Lee et al., 2021). Among these instructional strategies, written corrective feedback
employs L2 writing effectiveness, which may vary in form and content and types and features.

Given the importance of giving corrective feedback and its challenges, investigating how
students prefer feedback is considered essential to research. Many studies were conducted by
Ellis (2009) regarding students’ preferences of WCF strategies elaborated (e.g.: direct, indirect,
metalinguistic, focused, unfocused, reformulation, electronic). Unfortunately, they focused only
on certain strategies or comparing two strategies that are commonly applied in the learning
process.
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In connection to this, since many students have varied backgrounds such as ethnicity,
dialect and the way they prefer feedback are different. As per Zhang, et al. (2021) the results of
follow-up interviews showed that the linguistic features of learners’ first language, existing
knowledge of the target language, affective feelings, and teacher’s role were the main factors
contributing to variation inlearners’ preferences. Thus, the study seeks to explore the learners
experiences of written corrective feedback to inform educational practices and improve language
learning outcomes, with a focus on the effectiveness and delivery of feedback in English
language teaching and to determine the basis of intervention that should be proposed.

Statement of the problem
This research paper determined the effectiveness of written corrective feedback among grade 12
learners.

Specifically, it sought to answers the following questions:

1. What are the errors found in written compositions of the learners?

2. What type of written corrective feedback is employed on learners?

3. What is the perceived effect of written corrective feedback on the writing performance
of the learners?

3. What intervention program should be proposed to improve written compositions of the
learners?

METHODOLOGY

Research design

The researcher employed a mixed-method which is a combination of quantitative and qualitative
methods. A quantitative survey method was used in determining the perceived effects of written
corrective feedback among learners. Meanwhile, a qualitative method was used in determining
the type of written corrective feedback employed by the teachers on learners by getting the
corrected compositions of learners in the conduct of this study. The study gathered information
through survey questionnaire and interview since it best describeD the learners’ experiences in
written corrective feedback.

Respondents and locale of the study

The respondents of this study were 85 grade 12 students coming from the two different senior
high schools in Lubuagan, Kalinga namely: Saint Theresita’s School of Lubuagan (23) and
Senior High School in Lubuagan (62). These are the grade 12 students who were enrolled in the
two schools for the Academic year 2024-2025. The corrected English compositions were gotten
from the two different English teachers from these senior high schools. Furthermore, in order to
identify the perceived effect of written corrective feedback from the learners, the researchers
conducted a follow-up interview that involved fifteen (15) senior high school individuals that
were randomly chosen from the 85 learners.

Research instrument

In order to determine the errors found in the writing compositions of the learners, and explore the
written corrective feedback employed by the teachers, the researcher requested for the corrected
writing compositions of the learners from their English teachers. The writing composition
collected were 85 writing compositions, one writing composition activity in one learner.
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Meanwhile, to explore the learners’ perceived effects of teachers corrective feedback, this study
adapted the survey questionnaire developed by Samuel (2021), modifying the original 5-point
Likert scale to a 4-point Likert scale. The neutral option was removed to encourage respondents
to take a clearer stance, resulting in a scale that ranged from 1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-
agree, 4-strongly agree. Also, the researcher made a modification in the statement to suit the
research context. Specifically, the original framework was expanded to include “in English
writing” in statement number 2, “Written corrective feedback is helpful in improving my
performance in English writing”. This modification enabled a more comprehensive analysis of
the perceived effect of learners in teachers written corrective feedback and provided a richer
understanding of the findings which was followed by a distribution of self-accomplished
interview questionnaire with 3 open ended questions.

Treatment of data
For the quantitative part of this paper, the following were used to treat and analyze the data:

1. Weighted mean- this was used to determine the average of perceived effect of teachers
written corrective feedback among learners.

For the qualitative part, a content and thematic analysis were used. Content analysis was
used by the researcher in analyzing the corrected papers of the learners in order to examine the
errors found in the written compositions of the learners and to examine the types of written
corrective feedback (WCF) employed by the teachers. The analysis involved systematically
coding and categorizing the WCF into different types, such as grammatical, lexical, and
syntactical corrections.

In analyzing the perceived effect of written corrective feedback (WCF) to the learners, it was
examined through the following stages: (1) transcription of recorded statements so that a
thorough written account of specific issue is provided. (2) Coding and Thematic Analysis by
Broun and Clarke, (2006). Codes serve as ‘labels’ than sum up or bookmark brief passages of
text, aiding in the organization and sorting of the data. (3) Analyzing and interpreting qualitative
data, often using a two-step methodology (Silverman 2006; Wong 2008), by both providing a
straightforward, descriptive interpretation of the data and a theoretical interpretation. (4)
Determining the validity and dependability. Participants do not need to agree with all of the
researcher’s findings or conclusions (and vice versa) , but respondent validation can increase or
decrease confidence in the findings, lead to fresh perspectives, and encourage the researcher o
change or revise their conclusion.

Furthermore, in conducting the content analysis of written corrective feedback (WCF), the
researcher analyzeD the written compositions of the learners through Elli’s (2008) framework,
which categorizes WCF into three types:

1. Direct Feedback- this approach involves providing students with the correct form by explicitly
correcting errors. Specifically, the teacher directly addressed mistakes related to word choice,
spelling, capitalization, tense of verb, and article usage, offering students a clear model for
improvement.

2. Indirect Feedback- this type of written corrective feedback indicates that an error exist but
correction is not provided. In this type of WCF, It means that the students must carefully correct
their own errors.

3. Metalinguistic Feedback- this kind of corrective feedback provides metalinguistic clue to the
error.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Errors found in written compositions of the learners

Mechanics which includes spelling, punctuation, and capitalization got the highest form of errors
committed by the learners whereas Grammar which includes verb tenses, subject verb
agreement, pronoun usage, clause and sentence structure came second and vocabulary got the
lowest error found in the compositions of the learners.

Types of written corrective feedback that the teachers employ

The direct written corrective feedback was the most used feedback from the teachers in their
English writing followed by Indirect written corrective feedback while the least feedback that
was employed was the metalinguistic feedback . This table indicated that the teachers employed
a direct corrective feedback more than indirect and metalinguistic written corrective feedback
which definitely help students in correcting their errors in writing such as correcting their
capitalizations spellings, etc.

Perceived Effects of Written corrective feedback

The Grade 12 learners perceive their teachers’ written corrective feedback as beneficial, with the
highest mean score of 3.02 indicating that they find it “helpful in reducing my errors in
capitalization” followed by “I understand what I have to do to improve my writing when I read
my teacher’s written corrective feedback™ (3.01), “Written corrective feedback is helpful in
improving my performance” (3.0), “Written corrective feedback helps in noticing my errors in
English writing” (2.99), “Written corrective feedback prepares me for higher levels of academic
writing” (2.98), and “Written corrective feedback has helped me to learn spelling® (2.98).
However, the statements “Written corrective feedback is helpful in improvement of my writing
in English” received the lowest mean scores, with a value of 2.62, followed by “Written
corrective feedback has helped me to learn punctuation” (2.88), “Written corrective feedback
makes me more conscious of my errors in writing” (2.94), “Written corrective feedback has
helped me to learn grammatical rules” (2.96), and “Written corrective feedback has helped me to
improve my academic achievement in English” (2.99), compared to the other statements. It
showed that teachers’ written corrective feedback has the least impact on preparing students for
higher levels of academic writing. In contrast, the table revealed that secondary school learners
perceived WCF as beneficial in various ways like: Improving their writing performance;
reducing errors in capitalization; raising awareness about errors in English writing and providing
guidance for improvement in writing. Overall, the findings highlighted the value of WCF in
supporting students’ writing development, although with varying degrees of impact.

Effects of teachers written corrective feedback to the learners
Learners feel a mixed of emotions when receiving WCF

Mixed emotion refers to a complex and contradictory emotional state characterized by the
simultaneous experience of two or more emotion that are opposite or conflicting, such as both
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happy and sad, frustrated and grateful, or anxious and hopeful. There are instances that learners
often feel mixed emotions such as frustration and happiness whenever they received WCF. In
this regard, it is essential for teachers to provide WCF in a supportive, specific, and actionable
manner.

T# 1: “ I usually feel a bit disappointed but also motivated to improve”

T# 3: “When I received my papers with corrections, I usually feel mix of emotions. At
first, I might feel a little nervous or disappointed if I made a lot of mistakes. However, I also see
it as an opportunity to learn and improve.”

T# 8: “My reaction to seeing correction on my papers varies. Sometimes I feel
encouraged to improve while other times I feel frustrated or discouraged. It depends on the
nature of the corrections and my overall mood”

T# 10: “ I would feel relieved, grateful, and motivated. Relieved that I could learn from
my mistakes, grateful for the teachers feedback, and motivated to improve and apply the
corrections to future work.”

T# 11: “Receiving corrected papers from a teacher is always a moment of learning for
me, | feel a bit disappointed and sad if | made a mistake especially if I see a lot of corrections but
instead of feeling bad, I choose to use the feedback as motivation...”

T# 14: “When receiving corrected papers, I often feel a mix of disappointment and relief
recognizing the need of improvement while also feeling motivated to learn from my mistakes.”

Learners experience range of emotions, from frustration and disappointment to gratitude
and encouragement. This emotional state can significantly impact learners motivation, self-
perception, and overall learning experience. Through acknowledging and addressing this learners
attitude toward WCF, educators can create a more supportive and effective learning environment.

Direct corrective feedback makes learners feel grateful and disappointed but takes it as an
opportunity to learn and improve

T# 1: “ ’m extremely grateful to my teacher for providing correction on my paper directly. I see
this as an opportunity to learn and improve my skills and accept my teacher’s corrections with an
open mind.”

T# 5: “I usually feel grateful at the same time I am motivated because my teacher
clarified my errors or mistakes, so that next time I will double check my paper and avoid errors
or mistakes.”

T# 6: “ If my teacher gave corrections directly on my paper, I’d feel both thankful and a
little nervous. I’d be happy because it helps me understand what I need to fix, but I might also
feel a bit upset if there were a lot of mistakes. However, it would help me learn and get better at
my work next time.”

T# :10: “ I would appreciate it because it helps me see exactly what I need to improve. It
makes learning easier since [ don’t have to guess where [ went wrong."

T# 13: “ As a student, [ would appreciate the teacher correcting my error directly because
it shows me exactly where I went wrong and how to improve.”

Indirect written corrective feedback causes learners to feel confused and frustrated

T# 3: “ If my teachers only circled or crossed out errors without providing corrections, I would
feel frustrated and confused...”
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T# 6: “ When my teacher just encircles or crosses out my errors without providing any
corrections, I might feel confused or frustrated. It’s had to know exactly what I did wrong and
how to fix it..”

T# 10: “ I might feel frustrated since just marking the errors doesn’t tell me how to fix
them. I’d prefer if my teacher gave some guidance so I could improve my writing.”

T# 11: “I would feel confused because I wouldn’t know what the correct answer is. |
would be more helpful if my teacher explained my mistakes so I could learn from them.”

T#14: “I would feel confused and a little frustrated because I wouldn’t know how to fix
my mistakes. I want to learn and improve, so it would help me more if my teacher explained
what was wrong and how to correct it.”

Metalinguistic written corrective feedback makes learners feel frustrated and unsure

T# 1: “ I feel frustrated because I don’t know what specific corrections I need to ask my teacher
to clarify their comments and provide specific corrections.”

T# 3: “ Receiving general comments without specific corrections would leave me with a
sense of ambiguity...”

T# 7: “ If my teacher only writes general comments without giving specific corrections, it
can feel unclear or even frustrating especially if the feedback is vague.”

T# 10: “ I would feel a bit lost because I wouldn’t know exactly what to change. A
written comment is helpful, but without specific corrections, it’s harder to improve my work
properly.”

T# 13: “ When my teacher writes comments on my paper without giving specific
corrections, | feel a bit confused. I appreciate the feedback, but without clear corrections, and |
am not sure how to fix my mistakes...”

WCF Improves over-all writing (mechanics, grammar, and vocabulary)

This refers to the process of enhancing written content to make it more effective, clear, and
engaging. Learners perceived written corrective feedback as helpful in their writing skill.

T# 1: “Written corrective feedback helps me identify error and enhances my writing
skill.”

T# 3: “Written corrective feedback helps me become more aware of my errors especially
in grammar, sentence structure, and word choice.”

T# 9: “The aspects of my writing that has been most affected by written corrective
feedback is my grammar and sentence structure.”

T# 11: “Among the many aspects of writing, my writing that has been affected most by
WCF are grammar, mechanics, and vocabulary use.”

T# 13.” Written corrective feedback significantly improves my writing skills and
performance, It helps me identify my weakness and areas for improvement, such as grammar,
punctuation, sentence structure, and clarity.”

T# 15: “ Written corrective feedback has had a major impact on my writing, particularly
in improving grammar, organization, and clarity. By carefully analyzing and applying them to
future works.”
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Learners perceived written corrective feedback as an effective tool to improve their
writing skills and performance. Effective written corrective feedback is essential for learner’s
growth and development.

CONCLUSIONS

Since learners committed many errors on their mechanics, teachers written corrective feedback
plays a vital role in the improvement of the learners writing skills.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Firstly, teachers should provide written corrective feedback (WCF) all the time whenever they
require written activities to their learners since they find it helpful for their writing skills and they
should teach seriously on the language essentials as it found out that mechanics, grammar and
vocabulary were the common errors found in the written compositions of the learners.

Secondly, teachers should also do a one on one coaching to address individually the
lacking and needs of the learners.

Thirdly, heads of the school should also provide enough teaching and learning resources
to support an effective learning and teaching strategy. In-service training of teachers may be
arranged to train teachers and make them more aware of various methods of WCF and their
usefulness to improve their classroom practices.

Moreover, the present study was conducted on learners views about WCF at secondary
level particularly senior high school learners, so it is suggested for future researchers to conduct
studies at junior high level.

REFERENCES
Al Hilali, T. S., & McKinley, J. (2021). Exploring the socio-contextual nature of workplace writing: Towards
preparing learners for the complexities of English L2 writing in the workplace. English for Specific Purposes, 63,

86-97.

Alkhawajah, F. (2022). The effect of written corrective feedback on the acquisition of different types of linguistic
features. Saudi Arabia: Canadian Center of Science and Education. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v15n9p32

Almutairi, N. D. (2018). Teaching writing to non-native speakers: First language composing vs. second language
composing. Arab World English Journal, 9(3), 434—445. https://dx.doi.org/10.24093/awej/vol9no3.29

Amrhein, H. R., & Nassaji, H. (2010). Written corrective feedback: What do students and teachers prefer and why?
Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 13(2), 95-127.

Aquino, C. J. B., & Cuello, R. (2020). Teachers’ beliefs and practices on written corrective feedback: Matched or
mismatched? [Paper  presentation]. @~ DLSU  Research  Congress 2020, Manila, Philippines.
https://www.dlIsu.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/pdf/conferences/researchcongress-proceedings/2020/LLI-01.pdf

Baclig, C. E. (2020). Philippines drops further in global English proficiency rankings. Retrieved February 26, 2021,
from https://newsinfo.inquirer.net/136295 1/philippines-dropsfurther-in-global-english-proficiency-rankings

Barrot, J. S. (2021). Using automated written corrective feedback in the writing classrooms: Effects on L2 writing
accuracy. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 1-24.

587



Exploring learner’s experiences of teachers written corrective feedback: basis for an intervention program

Birenbaum, M. (2007). Assessment and instruction preferences and their relationship with test anxiety and learning
strategies. Higher Education, 53(6), 749—768. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-005-4843-4

Bowles, M., et al. (2022). Heritage, second and third language learner processing of written corrective feedback:
Evidence from think-alouds. Studies in Second  Language Learning and  Teaching.
https://doi.org/10.14746/ss11t.2022.12.4.7

Brown, H. D. (2001). Teaching by principles: An interactive approach to language pedagogy. New York: Longman.

Bueie, A. A. (2016). Nyttige og mindre nyttige leererkommentarer—slik elevene ser det. Nordic Journal of Literacy
Research, 2, 1-28. http://dx.doi.org/10.17585/njlr.v2.188

Carless, D. (2007). Learning-oriented assessment: Conceptual bases and practical implications. Innovations in
Education and Teaching International, 44(1), 57—66. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14703290601081332

Chanock, K. (2000). Comments on essays: Do students understand what tutors write? Teaching in Higher Education,
5(1), 95-105. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135625100114984

Charles, S. (2018). Student vs. teacher feedback in L2 writing. Bulletin of Nagoya University of Foreign Studies.
https://www.nufs-pd.org/teacher-articles

Chen, S., Nassaji, H., & Liu, Q. (2016). EFL learners’ perceptions and preferences of written corrective feedback: A
case study of university students from Mainland China. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and Foreign Language
Education, 1(5), 1-17.

Cheng, X., & Zhang, L. J. (2021). Sustaining university English as a foreign language learners’ writing performance
through provision of comprehensive written corrective feedback. Sustainability, 13(15), 8192.

Chong, S. W. (2019). A systematic review of written corrective feedback research in ESL/EFL contexts. Language
Education & Assessment. https://dx.doi.org/10.29140/lea.v2n2.138

Crisp, B. R. (2007). Is it worth the effort? How feedback influences students’ subsequent submission of assessable
work. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 32(5), 571-581. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0260293060111691

Dewi, A. K. (2023). Conventional written corrective feedback for EFL learners' writing skill enhancement.
International Journal of Educational Best Practices (IJEBP), 7(2), 172-188.
https://doi.org/10.32851/ijebp.v7n2.p172-188

Ekholm, E., Zumbrunn, S., & Conklin, S. (2015). The relation of college student self-efficacy toward writing and
writing self-regulation aptitude: Writing feedback perceptions as a mediating variable. Teaching in Higher
Education, 20(2), 197-207. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2014.97402

Elfiyanto, S., et al. (2021). Three written corrective feedback sources in improving Indonesian and Japanese
students’ writing achievement. https://doi.org/10.29333/1ji.2021.14325a

Ellis, R. (2009). A typology of written corrective feedback types. ELT Journal, 63(2), 97-107.
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccn023

Falhasiri, M., et al. (2020). Corrective feedback in second language writing: From theory and research to practice.
TESL Ontario.

Faraz, A., et al. (2022). Investigating the online corrective feedback to the university students in Pakistan: A
pandemic COVID-19 scenario. Annals of Human and Social Sciences.

588


https://dx.doi.org/10.29140/lea.v2n2.138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0260293060111691
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2021.14325a
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccn023

Annie Loiza Bunagan
Farooq, M. S., Uzair-Ul-Hassan, M., & Wahid, S. (2012). Opinion of second language learners about writing
difficulties in English language. South Asian Studies, 27(1), 183—-194.
Ferris, D. (2003). Response to student writing: Implications for second language students. Routledge.

Ferris, D. R. (2012). Written corrective feedback in second language acquisition and writing studies. Language
Teaching, 45(4), 446-459.

Ganapathy, M., Tan, D. A. L., & Phan, J. (2020). Students’ perceptions of teachers’ written corrective feedback in
the Malaysian ESL classroom. Malaysian Journal of Learning and Instruction, 17(2), 103-136.
https://doi.org/10.32890/mjli2020.17.2.4

Ghaithi, A. A. (2023). The effect of corrective feedback via a computerized course on Omani EFL learners' writing
performance. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education (TOJDE). ISSN 1302-6488

Ghane, M. H., et al. (2024). The impact of written corrective feedback on students’ writing performance, self-
efficacy, and anxiety. Journal of Writing Research. https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0891-883 1

Gibbs, J., & Simpson, C. (2004). Conditions under which assessment supports students’ learning. Learning and
Teaching in Higher Education, 1(1), 3-31.

Gonzales, M. L., et al. (2020). The amount and usefulness of written corrective feedback across different educational
contexts and levels. TESL Canada Journal. https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v37i2.1333

Gonzales, M. L., et al. (2021). Teacher written corrective feedback in a French language classroom. Journal of
Response to Writing, 7(2), Article 3.

Hamid, M. A, et al. (2021). A preference analysis and justification of Arabic written corrective feedback among
instructors and undergraduates. Indonesian Journal of Applied Linguistics. e-ISSN: 2502-6747, p-ISSN: 2301-9468.

Harrasi, A., & Mohammed, S. N. (2019). The effectiveness of direct and indirect written corrective feedback in
improving the grammatical accuracy of Omani EFL learners.

Hassan, M. U, et al. (2022). Comparing Pakistani EFL learners’ beliefs about written constructive feedback and
their impact on L2  writing accuracy. Journal of Development and Social Sciences.
http://dx.doi.org/10.47205/idss.2022(3-IV)08

Hidayah, N., et al. (2021). EFL teachers' beliefs and practices in using teacher written corrective feedback on
students' writing. English Education Journal. ISSN: 2302-6413 (Print), 2716-3687 (Online)

Higgins, R., Hartley, P., & Skelton, A. (2010). The conscientious consumer: Reconsidering the role of assessment
feedback in student learning. Studies in Higher Education, 27(1), 53-64.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070120099368

Hokanson, A. (2020). Intervention programs for struggling readers: A review of the literature. Reading and Writing
Quarterly, 36(1), 34-35.

Hussain, S. A., Nawaz, M., & Bhatti, T. N. (2022). The contemporary English language teaching techniques used by
secondary teachers of Sindh: Challenges and solutions. Pakistan Journal of Society, Education and Language, 9(1),

67-79.

Jenkins, M., & Hanson, J. (2003). E-learning series: A guide for senior managers. Learning and Teaching Support
Network (LTSN) Generic Centre, United Kingdom.

589


https://doi.org/10.32890/mjli2020.17.2.4
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0891-8831
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v37i2.1333
http://dx.doi.org/10.47205/jdss.2022(3-IV)08
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070120099368

Exploring learner’s experiences of teachers written corrective feedback: basis for an intervention program

Jinowat, N., & Wiboolyasarin, W. (2022). Investigating learner preferences for written corrective feedback in a Thai
higher education context. TEFLIN Journal, 33(2), 386. https://doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v33i2/386-402

Kang, E., & Han, Z. (2015). The efficacy of written corrective feedback in improving L2 written accuracy: A meta-
analysis. Modern Language Journal, 99, 1-18.

Keh, C. (1990). Feedback in the writing process: A model and methods for implementation. ELT Journal, 44, 94—
304.

Karim, K., et al. (2019). The effects of written corrective feedback: A critical synthesis of past and present research.
Equinox Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1558/isla.37949

Kartal, M., & Derin, A. (2019). Corrective feedback on writing in EFL context: Comparison of two approaches.
Eurasian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 5(3), 385—401. http://dx.doi.org/10.32601/ejal.651390

Khaki, M., et al. (2021). Assessing the effect of direct and indirect corrective feedback in process-based vs. product-
based instruction on learners’ writing. Language Teaching Research Quarterly.
https://doi.org/10.32038/1trq.2021.21.03

Kivrak, C. (2023). Turkish EFL learners’ perceptions and preferences of written corrective feedback. Journal of
Language Research (JLR), 7(1), 15-28. https://doi.org/10.51726/jlr.1341654

Khan, H. (2019). English teachers’ perceptions about creativity and teaching creative writing in Pakistan. American
International Journal of Contemporary Research, 2(3), 57-67.

Labicane, G. M., et al. (2022). Common errors in composition writing by college students. Language Literacy:
Journal of Linguistics, Literature, and Language Teaching, 6(1). https://doi.org/10.30743/11.v611.4975

Lee, 1. (2019). Teacher written corrective feedback: Less is more. Language Teaching, 52(4), 524-536.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444819000247

Lee, 1., Luo, N., & Mak, P. (2021). Teachers’ attempts at focused written corrective feedback in situ. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 54, 100809.

Lizzio, A., & Wilson, K. (2008). Feedback on assessment: Students’ perceptions of quality and effectiveness.
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 33(3), 263-275. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02602930701292548

Mafulah, S. (2021). The effect of direct corrective feedback on students’ writing performance. Advances in Social
Science, Education and Humanities Research. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.211212.053

Mao, Z., & Lee, 1. (2020). Feedback scope in written corrective feedback: Analysis of empirical research in L2
contexts. Assessing Writing, 45, 100469.

Mao, Z., et al. (2024). Written corrective feedback in second language writing: A synthesis of naturalistic classroom
studies. Cambridge University Press.

Marrs, S., Zumbrunn, S., McBride, C., & Stringer, J. K. (2016). Exploring elementary student perceptions of writing
feedback. Journal on Educational Psychology, 10(1), 16-28.

Marrs, S. (2016). Development of the students’ perceptions of writing feedback scale (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Virginia Commonwealth University. https://scholarscompass.vcu.edu/etd/4404/

Miao, J., et al. (2023). Research trends of written corrective feedback in L2 writing: A bibliometric analysis. SAGE
Open. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221135172

590


https://doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v33i2/386-402
https://doi.org/10.1558/isla.37949
https://doi.org/10.51726/jlr.1341654
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02602930701292548
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.211212.053
https://scholarscompass.vcu.edu/etd/4404/

Annie Loiza Bunagan
Mohammad, N., et al. (2021). The role of error type and working memory in written corrective feedback
effectiveness on first-language self error-correction. Written Communication, 38(2), 278-310.

Mohsen, M. A. (2022). Computer-mediated corrective feedback to improve L2 writing skills: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Educational Computing Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/07356331211064066

Moses, R. N., & Mohamad, M. (2019). Challenges faced by students and teachers on writing skills in ESL context:
A literature review. Creative Education, 10, 3385-3391. https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2019.1013260

Mulati, D. F., et al. (2023). Teacher written-corrective feedback: A case study in EFL writing classroom. PROJECT
(Professional Journal of English Education).

Nassaji, H., & Kartchava, E. (2017). Introduction. In H. Nassaji & E. Kartchava (Eds.), Corrective feedback in
second language teaching and learning: Research, theory, applications, implications (pp. ix—xv). Routledge.

Nassaji, H., & Swain, M. (2000). A Vygotskian perspective on corrective feedback in L2: The effect of random
versus negotiated help on the learning of English articles. Language Awareness, 9(1), 34-51.

Nawaz, M. (2022). An investigative study of Pakistani ESL secondary school students’ perceptions and teachers’
practices of written corrective feedback in writing class. Pakistan Journal of Society, Education and Language.

Nawaz, M., et al. (2023). Exploring the preferred corrective feedback and practiced corrective feedback among
Pakistani ESL secondary school students and teachers in writing class: Matches and mismatches. International
Journal of Language, Literacy and Translation. https://doi.org/10.36777/ijollt2023.6.1.062

Nguyen, C.-D. (2021). Scaffolding student engagement with written corrective feedback: Transforming feedback
sessions into learning affordances. Language Teaching Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688211040904

Nicol, D. J., & Macfarlane-Dick, D. (2006). Formative assessment and self-regulated learning: A model and seven
principles of good feedback practice. Studies in Higher Education, 31(2), 199-218.

Pathan, A. (2021). The most frequent capitalization errors made by the EFL learners at undergraduate level: An
investigation. Scholars International Journal of Linguistics and Literature, 4(3), 65-72.

Pourdana, N., Nour, P., & Yousefi, F. (2021). Investigating metalinguistic written corrective feedback focused on
EFL learners’ discourse markers accuracy in mobile-mediated context. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and Foreign
Language Education, 6(1), 1-18.

Plaindaren, C. J., & Shah, P. M. (2019). A study on the effectiveness of written feedback in writing tasks among
upper secondary school pupils. Creative Education, 10(13), 3491-3508. https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2019.1013269

Pui, K. P, et al. (2023). Learners’ beliefs and teachers’ practice of grammar-focused written corrective feedback in
the Malaysian primary ESL classrooms: A pilot study. Asia-Pacific Social Science Review.

Rasool, U., Aslam, M. Z., Mahmood, R., Barzani, S. H. H., & Qian, J. (2023). Pre-service EFL teachers’ perceptions
of foreign language writing anxiety and some associated factors. Heliyon, 9, e13405.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e13405

Robinson, S., Pope, D., & Holyoak, L. (2013). Can we meet their expectations? Experiences and perceptions of
feedback in first-year undergraduate students. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 38(3), 260-272.

Rowe, A., & Wood, L. (2008). Student perceptions and preferences for feedback. Asian Social Science, 4(3), 78—88.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v4n3p78

591


https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2019.1013260
https://doi.org/10.36777/ijollt2023.6.1.062
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688211040904
https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2019.1013269

Exploring learner’s experiences of teachers written corrective feedback: basis for an intervention program
Sa’adah, L. (2021). Written corrective feedback provided by the teacher on students’ descriptive writing for fostering
students’ writing quality. RETAIN (Research on English Language Teaching in Indonesia). ISSN 2356-2617

Sadig, H., et al. (2022). ESL teachers’ perceptions regarding the usefulness of oral corrective feedback at
undergraduate level. Linguistics and Literature Review, 8(2), 91-113. https://doi.org/10.32350/11r.82/05

Sahmadan, S., et al. (2023). Direct and indirect written corrective feedback in learning writing: The students'
perception. Journal of Research in Instructional. e-ISSN: 2776-222X

Samuel, A., et al. (2021). Students’ perceptions and preferences about teachers’ written corrective feedback at
secondary level. Bulletin of Education and Research.

Saragih, N. A., et al. (2021). Written corrective feedback: Students’ perception and preferences. International Online
Journal of Education and Teaching (IOJET), 8(2), 676—690.

Sarré, C., et al. (2019). Fostering accuracy in L2 writing: Impact of different types of corrective feedback in an
experimental blended learning EFL course. Computer Assisted Language Learning.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1635164

Schulz, R. A. (2001). Cultural differences in student and teacher perceptions concerning the role of grammar
instruction. The Modern Language Journal, 85(2), 244-258.

Semie, M. A. (2020). Beliefs and practice of EFL instructors and students’ preferences regarding written corrective
feedback: The case of English as Foreign Language Students in Debre Markos University, Ethiopia. [Doctoral
dissertation, University of South Africa]. University of South Africa Institutional Repository.

Shadiev, R., et al. (2023). Using automated corrective feedback tools in language learning: A review study.
Interactive Learning Environments. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2153145

Steinlen, A. K. (2018). The development of German and English writing skills in a bilingual primary school in
Germany. Journal of Second Language Writing, 39, 42—52. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jslw.2017.12.001

Suerni, Fani, S., Asnawi, & Wariyati. (2020). EFL learners’ perception of written corrective feedback. Proceedings
of the 5th Annual International Seminar on Transformative Education and Educational Leadership (AISTEEL 2020).
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.201124.012

Suharyanti, E. M., et al. (2020). Written corrective feedback on EFL students at an Islamic junior high school.
Journal of Applied Linguistics and Literature. http://dx.doi.org/10.33369/joall.v5i2.11207

Sukha, P. G., et al. (2022). Students’ perspectives on the teachers’ written corrective feedback in online professional
writing class. LLT Journal: A Journal on Language and Language Learning.

Sun, H. (2022). Effects of written corrective feedback on college EFL students’ writing accuracy and linguistic
knowledge acquisition. Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics. https://doi.org/10.1515/CJAL-2022-0310

Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes. Language Learning, 46, 327-369.

Valizadeh, M. (2020). The effect of comprehensive written corrective feedback on EFL learners’ written syntactic
accuracy. Advances in Language and Literary Studies. ISSN: 2203-4714

Velizadeh, M. (2021). Revision vs. attention requirements: Impacts on the efficacy of the written indirect corrective

feedback. Turkish Online Journal of English Language Teaching (TOJELT), 6(1), 25—43. https://orcid.org/0000-
0002-4312-9731

592


https://doi.org/10.32350/llr.82/05
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2153145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.201124.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.33369/joall.v5i2.11207

Annie Loiza Bunagan
Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological process. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Wang, Y. (2022). The effect of automated corrective feedback on L2 writing in POS categories. Atlantis Press
SARL. http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Wiboolyasarin, W. (2021). Written corrective feedback beliefs and practices in Thai as a foreign language context: A
perspective from experienced teachers. Language Related Research. https://doi.org/10.29252/[L.RR.12.3.4

Yunus, W. (2020). Written corrective feedback in English compositions: Teachers’ practices and students’
expectations. English Language Teaching Educational Journal. ISSN 2621-6485

Yussif, K. (2020). Writing skills of SHS students in composition writing: The case of Yendi Senior High School.
University of Education, Winneba. http://ir.uew.edu.gh

Zhang, T., et al. (2021). EFL students’ preferences for written corrective feedback: Do error types, language
proficiency, and foreign language enjoyment matter? Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 660564.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.660564

593


https://doi.org/10.29252/LRR.12.3.4
http://ir.uew.edu.gh/

