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ABSTRACT 

 
This study sought to ascertain the preferred corrective feedback of ESL students and practiced corrective 

feedback of their teachers and to determine whether there were any matches or mismatches between preferences 

of ESL secondary school students and the practices of their ESL teachers for corrective feedback. The study used 

a quantitative research design. 200 ESL students enrolled in private secondary schools in Karachi, Sindh, 

Pakistan were given the adopted questionnaire by Ganapathy et al. (2020), which contained forty-four closed-

ended items with a range of "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." In SPSS (version, 22), both descriptive 

statistics and t-tests were used to analyze the study's two research questions. According to the findings of the first 

research question, comprehensive corrective feedback was most frequently given by ESL school teachers to their 

students followed by focused corrective feedback as the second most preferred and practiced corrective feedback. 

The results of the second research question showed no significant difference between preferred and practiced 

corrective feedback. The results of this study have important implications for ESL students and teachers. They are 

also pertinent to language teaching in terms of using corrective feedback in writing class. 

 

Keywords: Corrective Feedback, English as Second or Foreign Language, ESL Writing, Preferences of Students, 

Practices of Teachers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The status of the English language has witnessed a drastic change recently. Many studies on 

the status of the English language highlighted the importance of English as an international 

language (e.g. McKay, 2012; Alam, 2020; Smith, 2022). Considering the perspective of 

English as an International Language (EIL), the majority of the English varieties came into 

being due to a large proportion of second language learners (Crystal, 2004; Brown, 2017). In 

this manner, EIL is seen as a variety of English as well as a particular way of using English 

language for communication purpose (Cameron and Galloway, 2019). This varied idea of EIL 

has raised the question of the ownership of the English language. The native speakers are not 

the owner of the English language alone; whosoever uses the English language for 

communicative purposes may hold the ownership of it (McKay, 2002; Mastuda, 2003; Zia, 

2021).  Researchers also argued that it has brought drastic changes in SLA and TESOL 

methodology (Marlina, 2014; Sharifian 2009; Khan, 2022). As a linguistic tool, it enables 

educators, scholars, and researchers to modify their concepts, approaches, and strategies 

regarding language teaching (Marlina, 2014, Hussain, 2021). Therefore, the previous models 

on which the TESOL methodology was based are being challenged due to research on EIL. 

Theoretical contemplations about EIL have revealed insights into the status of English, its 

nature, and its usage in multilingual settings for communication purpose (Holliday, 2006; Ali, 

2018). Not only has the evaluation of the native speakers' false notions brought into question 

(Ahmed, 2019) and appropriateness but it has additionally raised a problem concerning 

varieties, instruction models, and standard methods (Selvi and Yazan, 2013; Tajeddin and 

Adeh, 2016; Hashmi, 2022). 

     English language has a prominent position in Pakistani society. A person cannot perceive 

his/her significant success in terms of social and financial gains without being literate in 

English language (Qureshi & Shamim, 2009). Generally there are two segments of educational 

institutions categorized by the medium of instruction: English-medium high-quality institutes 

for the upper class and Urdu low-quality institutes for the middle or lower class. Similarly, 

government Urdu-medium school students start learning English after passing their fifth grade. 

It enables private sector schools to establish their institutes or academies to attract parents for 

the enrollment of their children because those private schools offer English-medium classes 

from grade one (Channa, 2017). Though Shamim (2008) claimed that offering English-

medium from earlier grades by these private schools outperformed government Urdu- medium 



IJoLLT  Vol. 6, No. 1  (March) 2023 
eISSN: 2637-0484    

33 
 

schools, they do not completely employ English as a medium of instruction (South Asian 

Forum for Educational Development, 2010). Therefore, it can be observed that students with 

better access to English language are more likely to flourish in economic and social positions 

by gaining better employment opportunities in Pakistan. Consequently, the knowledge of 

English makes people strengthen their network with those who have influential positions at 

social, economic, and political arena (Nawaz, Hussain, & Qureshi, 2022). 

     Developing writing abilities is a prominent component of communication abilities (Graham, 

2018). Achievement in this domain is guaranteed by educators' appropriate guidance and 

instructions. These instructions are achievable with proper feedback. By giving pupils distinct 

types of constructed corrective feedback, such as indirect, direct, unfocused, and concentrated 

criticism, teachers can assist their learning (Bitchener and Ferris, 2012). However, pupils may 

not be able to enhance their writing skills due to the incompetence and lack of expertise of 

teachers and their inexperience (Nilaasini, 2015; Ganapathy et al., 2020). Possessing strong 

writing skills may increase students' chances of progress (Alexander, 2008). Writing is an 

essential component of communication while discussing the significance of writing. The 

variety of written discourse should be considered in instructional activities, tactics, and 

proficiency development in any language education plan (Khan, 2017). 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK 

 

Language learning and teaching involve corrective feedback as a tool in formal classroom 

learning (Nawaz, Hussain, & Qureshi, 2022). It is a widely practiced activity by ESL teachers to 

keep track of their students’ language learning and achievement (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). 

Different types of corrective feedback are practiced at different levels; initially a parent or 

guardian uses corrective feedback in the form of spoken correction when a child mispronounces 

a word or phrase. Although it has been used extensively, its efficacy is still up for debate. Two 

schools of thought have existed historically about the significance and necessity of corrective 

feedback. One set of academics contends that corrective feedback is ineffective and time-

consuming, making it more appropriate for revision than for progress (Truscott, 2007; Cohen & 

Cavalcanti, 1990; Panova & Lyster, 2002). When Truscott (1996) suggested that feedback is 

harmful and has little to no impact on error correction, the debate about the function of Written 

Corrective Feedback (WCF) began. He underlined that there should be alternatives to spending 

time and effort on developing one's writing skills. When given feedback on their grammar errors, 

students are more likely to avoid learning complicated concepts (Truscott, 2007). Another school 

of thought on corrective feedback, on the other hand, welcomes and defends the notion of 

offering feedback on students' errors since they believe that doing so will increase the 

effectiveness and caliber of writing abilities. Truscott's opinions are not developed enough to 

stop using corrective feedback because there is not enough data on WCF efficacy to make a 

judgment about it. Each person learns differently. Different learners have different levels of 

comprehension, which has an impact on their engagement, drive, and perception. In addition to 

having different cognitive abilities, learners also have different beliefs, attitudes, and 

perspectives. More research is needed to fully understand all these issues (Hartshorn et al., 2010; 

Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Ferris, 2010). 
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT FEEDBACK 

 

When the instructor highlights the errors and uses the appropriate phrases instead of the incorrect 
ones, this is known as direct corrective feedback. Due to their inability to address their language 
problems, pupils with lower proficiency particularly appreciate this form of corrective feedback. 
In direct feedback, teachers correct students' writing by using precise language for each error. 
Direct CF is a type of categorical written correction that teachers provide to pupils about poor 
grammatical usage in their writing (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). With their constructive criticism, 
teachers hope to help pupils improve their writing skills. Due to their inability to address their 
language problems, pupils with lower proficiency particularly appreciate this form of corrective 
feedback. However, because of the students' lower intellectual level, researchers believe that it 
hinders deep learning (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Ellis, 2009; Ferris, 2003; Jamalinesari et al., 
2015). Embedding an expression or morpheme, cutting out superfluous words, providing the 
right word structure, or inserting spoken metalinguistic clarification are all examples of direct 
feedback (Gholaminia & Marzban, 2014).  

     A teacher's indirect response to students' work is referred to as indirect corrective feedback 
(CF). This refers to the instructor's display of feedback offered to draw attention to students' 
errors without providing the proper form or structure. The feedback is given in an implicit way 
that could lead to a response, but the recipient may not directly respond to the feedback because 
the teacher is giving it to the learners in an implicit manner (Ellis, 2009). According to Bitchener 
(2008) the type of indirect feedback may vary depending on how explicit it is, such as through 
coding or underlining errors. More distinction is established for the use of code, and coded 
feedback separates the errors and the types included, whereas encoded feedback highlights the 
errors but allows the learners to interpret the error (Jamalinesari et al., 2015). The benefit of the 
feedback offered in code is that it enables students to view error as a working process, which 
may improve their learning (Westmacott, 2017). To do so, students must engage in directed 
learning and critical thinking activities that allow for reflection on semantic structures and 
promote deeply ingrained learning (Lalande, 1982). 

 

FOCUSED AND UNFOCUSED FEEDBACK 

 

According to Bitchener (2012), focused feedback may be beneficial for students with low 
proficiency levels because they can quickly understand and identify the few specific areas where 
instructors provide feedback, while unfocused feedback is preferable for students with higher 
proficiency levels because it focuses on a wider variety of grammatical errors. Similarly, focused 
and unfocused feedback should be offered to students depending on their proficiency levels 
(Mollestam & Hu, 2016). Focus feedback examines grammatical elements that are based on rules 
rather than forms, demonstrating that this type of correction could be applied with ease (Ferris, 
2002). However, unfocused feedback uses a disjointed approach to fix errors. Although this kind 
of feedback may lower students' motivation and confidence levels to use other writing 
approaches, it helps them learn the language and become proficient in it, which increases their 
accuracy and decreases the variety of mistakes they make in their drafts (Fazilatfar, Fallah, 
Hamavandi, & Rostamian, 2014). It validates the findings of Aseeri's (2019) study, which found 
that instructors and students preferred using general feedback rather than specific correction. 

     In his study of indirect and unfocused input, Karim (2020) determined how second language 
learners should employ punctuation, verb tenses, and subordination. The outcome demonstrated 
that input on grammatical correction was negatively impacted and that students who received 
unfocused feedback outperformed those who received indirect feedback. Martinez's (2015) 
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findings were completely at odds with one another, showing that students who received feedback 
that was focused performed better than those who did not. Numerous studies supported and 
showed the advantages of focused feedback over unfocused input, particularly for lower-level 
students. Higher-level students were thought to benefit from integrated types of feedback. Those 
who received focused input, however, were more likely to be driven and calmer than those who 
received unfocused feedback (Bakri, 2015). 

 

METALINGUISTIC FEEDBACK 

 

According to Ellis (2009), metalinguistic feedback refers to teachers’ comments to directly point 

out students' written mistakes by using specific codes, symbols, and grammatical justifications. 

As stated by Bitchener and Cameron (2005), metalinguistic (coded) feedback identifies the 

precise location and type of the error; in encoded correction, the teacher draws attention to the 

estimated location of errors to fix them. On the other hand, indirect metalinguistic feedback is 

the second type of correction. A succinct grammatical description is another type of feedback 

where the instructor clarifies the error. The feedback that is both written and spoken is referred to 

as metalinguistic feedback. While instructors provide written feedback with descriptions of 

errors on paper, oral feedback comprises brief discussions with the entire class (Bitchener et al., 

2005; Bitchener, 2008). By using different languages, such as the mother tongue, to provide 

metalinguistic feedback, instructors can more easily point out and discuss the problems of L2 

novices, which could improve communication (Aseeri, 2019). 

     Knowledge of metalinguistic feedback enables students to generalize various kinds of 

mistakes in various new settings and contexts (Golaminia, 2014). As Minnen (2001) investigated 

the learners’ usage of verb stems and noun forms. The findings indicated that participants who 

received direct or indirect metalinguistic feedback on their mistakes outperformed the 

experimental group participants in different settings. Hassan et al. (2022) made a comparison 

between direct rectifications with metalinguistic feedback and observed that participants who 

were given direct metalinguistic feedback significantly improved the results in post-test 

assessment. Bitchener (2008) also investigated the influence of metalinguistic feedback on the 

improvement of students’ definite and indefinite article usage. Participants who were given the 

integrated metalinguistic feedback with direct rectification and participants who were given only 

direct feedback outshined the experimental respondents. It indicated the ineffectiveness of oral 

metalinguistics when integrated with a written one. In contrast, Rezazadeh, Ashrafi, and 

Foozunfar (2018) observed that the integrated form of written and oral feedback ameliorated 

learners’ accuracy in writing but shows less accuracy when applying only one type of feedback. 

Nevertheless, learners responded affirmatively to all kinds of corrections.  

 
ELECTRONIC FEEDBACK 

 

Electronic feedback is spreading significantly in academia as the technology is replacing the 

traditional practices of teaching and learning; instructors and learners are adopting such 

innovations in the ESL context (Smith, 2020). A significant proportion of educators, during 

pandemic, were practicing e-feedback by preparing online quizzes and assignments with digital 

tools and required learners to submit through online medium and assign their marks through 

electronic feedback. The instructor could indicate the mistakes through hyperlinks and suggest 

accurate use (Bakri, 2015). The process of giving e-feedback may help in producing quality 

writing and managing a substantial amount of information (Tuzi, 2004, Sullivan & Pratt, 1996). 
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Integrating technology in education might also inspire learners to acquire more in terms of 

learning (Bellés-Calvera & Bellés-Fortuño, 2018). 

     According to Ware and Warschauer (2006), due to the advancement of technology, e-

feedback generated by software may replace direct feedback given by people. By keeping in 

view, the context of L2 writing, evaluative studies were conducted in which conventional 

physical feedback was compared with advanced software-generated feedback. Nostatzadeh and 

Hosseini (2014) examined ESP students’ grammar accuracy by comparing print and electronic 

kinds of feedback. The results concluded that in online feedback learners modified changes and 

revised their corrections more than traditional print feedback. 

 

 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 

1. To determine the preferred corrective feedback of students and practiced corrective 

feedback of their ESL teachers in writing class. 

2. To determine if there are any statistical matches or mismatches between students’ 

preferred corrective feedback and teachers’ practiced corrective feedback in writing class. 

 

 

RESARCH DESIGN 

 

A quantitative research design was adopted for this study. According to Dornyei and Ushioda 

(2013), the quantitative technique is regulated, systematic, and rigorous, focusing on 

measurements and producing reliable, repeatable data that can be used in different contexts. 

 
RESEARCH SAMPLE 

 

200 ESL students from five different private secondary schools in Karachi, Sindh, Pakistan, 

made up the sample. 

 
RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 

 

The questionnaire, which had five sections and forty-four items, was adapted from research by 

Ganapathy et al (2020). The distribution of the questionnaire's items against each component is 

shown in the following table: 

 
Table 1 

Distribution of items in the questionnaire 

Feedback Constructs                               Items in the Questionnaire 

 

How the Teacher Marks 

Students’ Errors  

                               

                              Table 2. 1,2,3,4,5,6 

Teachers’ Marking of Essays                               Table 3. 1,2,3,4,5,6 

Teachers’ Expectations after 

Marking of Essays  

                              Table 4. 1,2,3,4,5 
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PILOT STUDY 

The questionnaire was pilot tested on 30 ESL students from two private secondary schools in 

Karachi, Sindh, Pakistan, to ascertain the reliability of the instrument. SPSS was used to test the 

item's reliability. The readings obtained from the “Cronbach’s alpha test” was 0.81 which is 

considered acceptable (Creswell & Clerk, 2007). 

 
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 

The questionnaire was distributed to Pakistani ESL secondary school students in Karachi after 

receiving official consent from the students of all the secondary schools. Additionally, the nature 

of the study was explained to them, and they received guarantee about the privacy of their 

answers. In the presence of the researcher, they had 80 minutes to answer all the questionnaire 

items. 
 

DATA ANALYSIS 

 

The mean, frequency, and percentage of the participant's responses were calculated using 

descriptive statistics in SPSS (Version 22) to answer the study's first research question. The 

Independent-Samples t-test was used in SPSS to examine whether there was any statistically 

significant mismatch between the preferred corrective feedback of students and the practiced 

corrective feedback of their teachers in writing classes at private secondary school students in 

Karachi. This was done to answer the second research question of the study. Pallant (2013) 

claimed that the Independent-Sample T-test can be used to compare two groups' differences 

across many constructs. 

 

 

FINDINGS 

 
DATA ANALYSIS FOR FIRST RESEARCH QUESTION 

 
Table 1 

 
ESL Teachers’ Marking on Errors 

 

Items Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

f % f % f % f % f % 

All errors 2 1.00 58 29.00 37 18.50 97 48.50 6 3.00 

Major errors 1 0.50 75 37.50 32 16.00 83 41.50 9 4.50 

Most but not all 1 0.50 75 37.50 23 11.50 94 47.00 7 3.50 

Specific errors 1 0.50 79 39.50 31 15.50 84 42.00 5 2.50 

Types of WCF by Teachers                               Table 5. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21 

Students’ Preferences about 

Teachers’ WCF 

                              Table 6. 1,2,3,4,5,6 
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Ideas related errors 2 1.00 60 30.00 32 16.00 91 45.50 15 7.50 

No marking. 47 23.50 145 72.50 4 2.00 4 2.00 0 0.00 

Mean (%)  4.50  41.00  13.25  37.75  3.50 

 

The Table 1 above reveals how teachers mark students’ errors. Marks all errors 

(Percentage=51.50) was generally the agreed feedback practice followed by most but not all 

errors (P=50.50) as the second most agreed feedback practice by ESL teachers in writing class. 

However, no marking (P=2.00) was the least practiced feedback. It can be concluded that ESL 

teachers were practicing comprehensive corrective feedback and were also using focused 

feedback in ESL writing classroom to mark students’ errors.  

 
Table 2 

 
ESL Teachers’ Practiced Feedback 

 
Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

f % f % f % f % f % 

Codes and symbols.  1 0.50 33 16.50 44 22.00 118 59.00 4 2.00 

WCF with codes and symbols. 1 0.50 18 9.00 38 19.00 136 68.00 7 3.50 

Comprehension of codes and symbols  3 1.50 25 12.50 34 17.00 133 66.50 5 2.50 

Inclination for receiving WCF with codes and 

symbols.  

2 1.00 39 19.50 41 20.50 108 54.00 10 5.00 

Comprehensive WCF.  1 0.50 13 6.50 25 12.50 145 72.50 16 8.00 

Always WCF  3 1.50 36 18.00 38 19.00 118 59.00 5 2.50 

Mean (%)  0.92  13.67  18.33  63.17  3.92 

 

Table 2 above shows teachers’ practiced feedback on ESL writing. Comprehensive WCF 

(P=80.50) was the highly practiced feedback followed by WCF with codes and symbols 

(P=71.50) as the second most practiced feedback by ESL teachers in writing class. It can be 

observed that ESL teachers’ practiced feedback was focusing on comprehensive corrective 

feedback along with certain codes and symbols to check essay writing of ESL secondary school 

students. 

 
Table 3 

 
ESL Teachers’ Follow-ups 

 
Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

f % f % f % f % f % 

Do not do anything. 21 10.50 147 73.50 17 8.50 13 6.50 2 1.00 

General discussion with all 3 1.50 12 6.00 28 14.00 140 70.00 17 8.50 

Individual discussion 9 4.50 82 41.00 41 20.50 64 32.00 4 2.00 
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Check revised draft 1 0.50 16 8.00 32 16.00 137 68.50 14 7.00 

Ask for error checklist. 5 2.50 30 15.00 31 15.50 126 63.00 8 4.00 

Mean (%)  3.90  28.70  14.90  48.00  4.50 

 

Table 3 above demonstrates ESL teachers’ follow-ups of students’ writing. General discussion 

with all (P=78.50) was the commonly practiced way of addressing the errors of learners followed 

by check revised draft (P=75.50) as the second common practice by ESL teachers in writing 

class. On the contrary, do not do anything (P=7.50) was the least practiced way of feedback. It 

can be understood that ESL teachers were mainly involved in general discussions and checking 

revised drafts of their ESL learners to rectify their mistakes in writing class. 

 
Table 4 

 
ESL Teachers’ Focus 
 
Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

f % f % f % f % f % 

Introduction 0 0.00 6 3.00 46 23.00 123 61.50 25 12.50 

Thesis statement 0 0.00 7 3.50 40 20.00 130 65.00 23 11.50 

Topic sentence 0 0.00 2 1.00 27 13.50 146 73.00 25 12.50 

Discourse markers 0 0.00 6 3.00 26 13.00 150 75.00 18 9.00 

Appropriate reasons 0 0.00 7 3.50 61 30.50 106 53.00 25 12.50 

Conclusion 1 0.50 4 2.00 10 5.00 151 75.50 34 17.00 

Unity and organization 0 0.00 3 1.50 17 8.50 149 74.50 31 15.50 

Quality of language 0 0.00 12 6.00 81 40.50 85 42.50 22 11.00 

Focus on relevant topic 0 0.00 3 1.50 15 7.50 155 77.50 27 13.50 

Comprehension is priority 0 0.00 7 3.50 35 17.50 137 68.50 21 10.50 

Avoid unnecessary information 1 0.50 4 2.00 34 17.00 144 72.00 17 8.50 

Relevant examples 1 0.50 2 1.00 27 13.50 149 74.50 21 10.50 

Varieties of structures 1 0.50 9 4.50 25 12.50 152 76.00 13 6.50 

Cohesion 0 0.00 10 5.00 20 10.00 155 77.50 15 7.50 

Clarity 0 0.00 0 0.00 19 9.50 156 78.00 25 12.50 

Coherence 0 0.00 5 2.50 18 9.00 153 76.50 24 12.00 

Accuracy of words 0 0.00 2 1.00 10 5.00 161 80.50 27 13.50 

Explanation of difficult words 0 0.00 10 5.00 30 15.00 141 70.50 19 9.50 

Spelling 1 0.50 0 0.00 9 4.50 160 80.00 30 15.00 

Punctuation  0 0.00 3 1.50 17 8.50 155 77.50 25 12.50 

Correct capitalization 0 0.00 2 1.00 8 4.00 170 85.00 20 10.00 

Mean (%)  0.12  2.48  13.69  72.10  11.60 

 

Table 4 indicates ESL teachers’ areas of focus during the provision of corrective feedback on 

writing task. Majority of the learners showed their agreement to all items. Correct capitalization 

and spelling (P=95.00) were the highly focused areas of teachers followed by accuracy of words 

(P=94.00) as the second highest area of focused by ESL teachers in writing assessment. It can be 

assumed that ESL teachers were paying attention to all errors in general and correct 

capitalization and spelling in particular. 
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Table 5 

 
ESL Students’ Preferred Corrective Feedback 

 
Items Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

f % f % f % f % f % 

Grammar 0 0.00 4 2.00 7 3.50 130 65.00 59 29.50 

Vocabulary 0 0.00 6 3.00 22 11.00 142 71.00 30 15.00 

Content 0 0.00 7 3.50 37 18.50 125 62.50 31 15.50 

Organization and structure 0 0.00 7 3.50 25 12.50 139 69.50 29 14.50 

Cohesion and coherence 0 0.00 13 6.50 21 10.50 131 65.50 35 17.50 

All errors 1 0.50 3 1.50 2 1.00 112 56.00 82 41.00 

Mean (%)  0.08  3.33  9.50  64.92  22.17 

 

Table 5 above highlights the preferred corrective feedback of the students. All errors (P=97.00) 

were mostly preferred corrective feedback by the students followed by grammar (P=94.50) and 

vocabulary (P=86.00) respectively. It can be concluded that comprehensive feedback was the 

highly preferred corrective feedback by ESL secondary school students in writing class. 

 
DATA ANALYSIS FOR SECOND RESEARCH QUESTION 

 
Table 1 

 
The Result of Independent Samples T-test 

Note. Difference is significant at p=<0.01. 

 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The major aim of the study was to investigate the ESL students' preferences and teachers’ 

practices of corrective feedback on ESL writing. The findings revealed that the majority of the 

students preferred comprehensive corrective feedback followed by focused feedback and then 

metalinguistic feedback from the teachers to identify their mistakes. Students were fully aware 

of the assessment criteria in terms of marking their essays as they have an examiner’s report 

card which covers every aspect of the language and helps students to figure out their writing 

performance.  

     Teachers also remark comprehensively and specifically on students’ written work in a 

similar manner. Lee (2020) discovered that students preferred detailed corrective feedback 

since it would strengthen their capacity to improve their writing skills with higher efficiency 

and precision (Brown, 2015). Additionally, it is in line with Ganapathy's (2020) observations 

Corrective Feedback Students Mean        SD       Teachers Mean         SD                    t              Df              P 

Overall Constructs            164.60                25.06        164.54                 22.21              -.608           94          .545 
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that tutors typically employ unfocused and coded WCF while assessing ESL writing. Students 

could develop their writing skills more quickly by considering their preferences for corrective 

feedback as ESL teachers evaluated students' works using comprehensive corrective feedback, 

unfocused feedback, and metalinguistic feedback using special symbols and codes (Lee, 2009; 

Kirgoz, 2015). 

     According to the findings, most instructors fix students' mistakes by giving them 

comprehensive corrective feedback, focused feedback, and then metalinguistic feedback 

because they thought it to be thorough and supportive in students' writing development. All 

teachers employed the Cambridge assessment criteria to mark the essays of their pupils. 

Additionally, students wanted their teachers to critique their written work in length and with 

relevance. 

     The findings of this study are in line with Bimba's (2016) suggestions for detailed written 

corrective feedback, which implies that this kind of feedback may enable students to 

participate in long-term and deeply entrenched learning (Westmacott, 2017). This is also 

consistent with Rajagopal's (2015) findings that instructors used unfocused and coded written 

corrective feedback when evaluating ESL writing; in that study, instructors used symbols and 

codes to review their students' errors; taking this into account, such types of feedback may be 

beneficial for learners' deep learning (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Poorebrahim, 2017). 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This research study aimed to explore the preferences and practices of ESL teachers and 

students regarding WCF and this study supports the practices of written corrective feedback 

and requires teachers to know about various kinds of written corrective feedback and use 

suitable feedback in their pedagogical practices. Even though instructors were also providing 

appropriate feedback about the preferences of their learners, they should be aware of different 

feedback strategies which help learners ameliorate their writing skills and performance.  

     The present study aims at assisting ESL instructors who are teaching at the school level 

(public or private). The instructors may prepare themselves with effective educational practices 

about corrective feedback as per the needs of the context and the preferences of the learners. 

Taking this into account, schools and other stakeholders expect students to achieve a certain 

proficiency level in the English language to effectively pass their exams. Moreover, the 

implication of this research emphasizes the development of the writing skills of ESL learners 

and useful teaching practices of instructors at the school level and facilitates instructors to 

select their written corrective feedback as per the learners' requirements. Future research could 

be conducted on electronic corrective feedback with different language skills.  
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