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ABSTRACT
Writing can be very challenging for ESL students since they need to overcome the changes
associated with academic writing styles and their mechanics in order to improve their writing skills
(Hyland & Hyland, 2006). In Vietnam, English is known as a foreign language in all public and
private schools, and writing is a compulsory component. It is unavoidable that students will make
errors in their writing development process, and feedback is a fundamental requirement to reduce
these errors. Even if giving feedback costs a great deal of time, it can be the most significant
investment of writing instructors (Ferris, 2002). In the last 20 years, many studies have examined
a wide range of issues in academic writing, including the types of feedback, and stakeholders’
perceptions about feedback; however, the results have been contradictory. Mahmud (2016)
revealed that teachers are often forced to use their own writing experience and intuitive criteria
due to the lack of information on how to give feedback. Nevertheless, researchers tend to focus on
either students’ or teachers’ perceptions, or both teachers’ and students’ perceptions, about
different types of feedback in writing (Atmaca, 2016). In Vietnam, there are few studies about
students’ and teachers’ perceptions of written feedback. This study investigated the views of both
Vietnamese students and teachers on peer feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded feedback,
indirect un-coded feedback, and self-feedback to fulfil the gap.
Thirty-six university students in Finance and Banking and two senior English teachers
participated in this study. Due to the unexpected pandemic, the researcher changed the study from
in-class to online. This qualitative research employs questionnaires and interviews. The prequestionnaire in class before the outbreak of coronavirus in Vietnam, but the rest of the
questionnaire surveys and interviews were collected online because the school had shut down. The
students were grouped into two separate online groups on Facebook with their classmates, and
they were asked to complete five surveys about five different types of feedback. The findings
revealed some similarities between teachers’ and students’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing.
In terms of similarities, both teachers and students agreed that feedback played an important role
in L2 writing learning and teaching. Teachers and students believed that feedback could affect L2
learners’ cognitive engagement in writing and some types of feedback could affect learners’
psychology. Moreover, training was necessary to improve peer feedback in both quality and
quantity of feedback and to help students use this type of feedback more effectively. The results
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from teachers’ interviews and students’ surveys also revealed the discrepancies between teachers’
and students’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing. This study concludes that using appropriate
types of teacher feedback can boost students’ confidence to improve their writing skills in the long
term.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
As compared to other components such as reading, listening, and speaking; many students
believe that it is challenging to master writing skills. Additionally, students need to have the ability
to use appropriate choices of grammatical structure, vocabulary, and paragraph organization to
achieve communicative goals (Richards & Renandya, 2002). These difficulties demand
researchers and teachers to look for better ways to help learners learn writing skills successfully.
In Vietnam, English is a foreign language in all public and private schools, and writing is a
compulsory component. It is unavoidable that students will make errors in their L2 writing
development process, and feedback is a fundamental requirement to reduce these errors (Hyland
& Hyland, 2006). As a result, many teachers have been using feedback as a fundamental
requirement to reduce students’ errors in L2 writing.
Even if giving feedback costs a great deal of time, it can be the most significant investment
in writing instruction since this approach can bring some significant benefits to students’ writing
development. Many researchers have investigated the effectiveness of using feedback in L2
writing, revealing that feedback can enhance the quality of students’ writing (Berger, 1990; Boggs,
2019; Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Karim & Nassaji, 2015). These researchers found
that students who received feedback improved their writing accuracy and made better revisions in
their final drafts. Although feedback can positively affect students’ writing performance, it can
cause some unexpected drawbacks to L2 students. In some cases, L2 students were confused by
teacher feedback since they misinterpreted the comments (Agbayahoun, 2016; Atmaca, 2016;
Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Mahmud, 2016). In addition, students who received feedback passively
depended on their teachers or peers to solve the problem, and they were under no compulsion to
work with the texts (Hosseiny, 2014; Nguyen & Rajeevnath, 2016; Westmacott, 2016). Therefore,
the students’ autonomy in revising their writing was significantly affected.
One particular area that has received much attention is how both teachers and students
perceive feedback. Many researchers aim to identify whether any improvements could be made to
teachers’ current feedback practices. There are several studies mainly focused on either student’s
preferences in written feedback or those of the teacher. However, there were some disparities
between these research findings.
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First, there is a belief that using appropriate types of teacher feedback can boost students’
confidence to improve their writing skills in the long term. Sharif and Zainuddin (2017) found that
students gained more confidence in writing after receiving teacher feedback. It is also in line with
Nordin et al. (2010) who found that sixty-nine engineering undergraduates from Malaysia felt
more confident in their writing because they were able to avoid the same mistakes and revise them
more accurately. Sritrakarn (2018) showed that the feedback which could identify students’
strengths and weaknesses could make students more confident in revising their work or correcting
their errors in L2 writing. However, some studies point out that giving negative comments on
students’ writing could also affect students’ confidence in L2 writing. It has been argued that the
majority of students felt dissatisfied and held negative impressions of teachers’ feedback. They
perceived teacher feedback as discouraging, confusing, and overwhelming (Agbayahoun, 2016).
Similarly, Bratkovich (2014) found that an inappropriate amount of feedback using in the
classroom could cause students’ anxiety instead of feeling confident in their writing.
Second, some students believe that they can improve their writing accuracy and make
revisions straight away when teachers use direct feedback. Ferris (2002) argued that low language
proficiency students preferred direct feedback due to their grammatical knowledge that prevented
them from correcting errors by themselves. Thus, students felt more comfortable to revise and
learn a second language if the correct forms were suggested in their script. In Mekala and
Ponmani’s (2017) study, students suggested that direct feedback enhanced not only their
grammatical accuracy but also their awareness of appropriate language structures. Nguyen and
Ishak (2018) stated that students’ writing was improved in the short term by receiving direct
feedback because they could notice their grammar and spelling mistakes easily. However, others
argued that using direct feedback in L2 writing classes could have negative impacts on students
because they passively depended on their teachers (Nguyen & Rajeevnath, 2016; Westmacott,
2016). Therefore, direct feedback could affect students’ learning autonomy in self-correction since
they could stop their active engagement in the learning process.
Third, some students hold a belief that using indirect uncoded feedback developed their
language accuracy in the long term since they felt like a part of the learning process rather than
receiving correction from teachers. They preferred using indirect feedback because this type of
feedback could solve their problems by giving codes or underlining key errors; thus, they could be
independent with their writing skills (Ferris & Roberts, 2001) and eventually develop their
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language skills in the long term (James, 1998). Similarly, Chandler (2003) conducted a study on
undergraduate students in East Asia. The students felt that indirect uncoded feedback (underlining)
helped them reduce errors consistently and learn more correct words and forms than direct
correction. By contrast, Jodaie, Farrokhi, and Zoghi (2011) found that most students held a
negative belief in the indirect uncoded feedback strategy because they found it hard to make
accurate revisions due to their low language proficiency level. Similarly, Zaman and Azad (2012)
showed that the majority of students preferred their teachers to provide the correct forms instead
of underlining errors only, meaning that students felt demotivated if teachers did not give any
suggestions or clarify the error forms in their writing.
Finally, students could feel disappointed with the use of peer feedback and hesitate to use
it in their class. In Xiao and Lucking’s (2008) study, some students were disappointed with the
quality of peer feedback, and they believed that their peers’ corrections were not appropriate and
useful for their writing. Similarly, Chai and Nimehchisalem (2016) conducted a study that involved
107 undergraduate students about their perceptions of written feedback in Malaysia. They found
that although students highly appreciated the use of peer feedback, they preferred to use teacher
feedback which was more reliable. However, Ruegg (2018) stated that if students got more practice
in using peer feedback, in the long term, they would reduce their embarrassment and feel more
confident in their L2 writing since they realized that everyone struggled with this skill. Stanley
(1992) conducted her peer feedback training in an ESL class over a long period. The findings
showed that the group who experienced training provided more substantial responses and made
more revisions than the control group.
There are limited studies about teachers’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing; however,
they still shed light on teachers’ feedback practices and expectations. Some studies found that
teachers did not have a specific guideline on giving feedback, so their comments could be
inadequate (Atmaca, 2016; Mahmud, 2016). Thus, the reactions of students could affect teachers’
intentions or willingness to persist in new feedback practices (Hartshorn, Evans & Tuioti, 2014).
If the students did not understand the philosophy and rationale of the new feedback practices, they
could avoid making revisions (Rummel & Bitchener, 2015). Moreover, teachers might try to
balance the needs of students and the feedback practices, although it could cause some burden on
their teaching practices (Pearson, 2018). Although there are few studies about teachers’
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perceptions of feedback in L2 writing, these studies still shed light in understanding teachers’
feedback practices and their expectations.
Although extensive research has been conducted on perceptions about written feedback, it
continues to get low attention in Vietnam. Despite some studies about peer and self-feedback being
investigated in other countries (Diab, 2016; Ruegg, 2015a; Wakabayashi, 2013), there is no study
about these types of feedback in Vietnamese contexts. Many studies mainly investigated either
teachers’ or students’ perceptions, and few studies focus on both teachers’ and students’
perceptions in using feedback in L2 writing contexts. This study also aims to fill these gaps by
using questionnaires to find out students’ perceptions and interviews to identify teachers’
perceptions in a Vietnamese context. Five different types of feedback - peer, direct, indirect coded,
indirect un-coded, and self-feedback will be investigated in five weeks in a Vietnamese public
university. The findings can help teachers reflect on the advantages and disadvantages of their
feedback practices using for L2 writing in order to develop subsequent pedagogical interventions
and provide more effective feedback in the future.
Research design overview
This study reports on university students’ and teachers’ perceptions of using feedback in
an English writing course in Vietnam. The participants were 63 first-year university students who
majored in Finance and Banking and two senior English teachers. One of the English Writing
Essay Courses in the second semester from December 2019 to May 2020 was selected for the
study. The instructional languages used in this course were 60% Vietnamese and 40% English.
This course is compulsory and aims to prepare the students for writing different types of essays,
general outlines and drafts, and using appropriate language for each type.
This study employs questionnaires and interviews. Due to the unexpected pandemic, the
researcher had changed the study from plan A (a real EFL context) to plan B (online). The
collection of writing assignments and feedback provision were cancelled while five questionnaires
from students and two teachers’ interviews were collected online. The pre-questionnaire at Week
1 was completed in class before the outbreak of coronavirus in Vietnam, but the rest of the
questionnaire surveys could not be done in the classroom because the school shut down after Week
1.
The students were grouped into two separate online groups on Facebook with their
classmates to collect the data online after the school closed. They were asked to complete the five
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surveys which were related to the five different types of feedback. The researcher contacted
students through the online groups to explain about direct feedback, indirect-coded feedback and
indirect-uncoded feedback before asking these students do the surveys related to each type of
feedback in Week 2, 3, and 4 respectively. Students could ask the researcher anytime about the
survey questionnaires by email or Facebook chat. On the other hand, the two teachers created
online English writing groups on Facebook, so students uploaded their writing and experienced
self-feedback and peer feedback on that tool. However, the researcher still explained these types
of feedback by both email and group chat to make sure that all students understood these feedback
practices. After that, the students were asked to complete the survey questionnaires about peer
feedback and self-feedback in Week 5 and Week 6, respectively. The researcher aimed to know
about students’ perceptions of different types of feedback, expectations and suggestions after
experiencing both their teacher’s and researcher’s feedback in Week 7; however, the school did
not reopen during the experiment time due to the pandemic. Hence, the post-treatment
questionnaire was cancelled. The students responded to the Likert-scale questions and expressed
their own perceptions about the advantages and disadvantages of each type of feedback that they
had experienced. The responses helped the researcher identify to what extent students and
teachers’ perceptions meet and differ from each other.
In terms of teachers’ interviews, they were conducted online for 20 to 30 minutes. During
the interviews, teachers shared their experiences in giving feedback; advantages and disadvantages
of feedback on their teaching; and their expectations about different types of feedback. Since the
teachers had not taught the students in this period, they had not experienced anything new from
their students. As a result, the researcher conducted the pre-treatment interview but cancelled the
post-treatment interview. The findings from the teachers’ interviews could identify teachers’
methods of giving feedback and their perceptions of feedback in L2 writing.
This study only focuses on students’ and teachers’ perspectives, so any measure on the
effectiveness of the various types of feedback on the students’ writing improvement is not
included. This study contributes to limited studies about both students’ and teachers’ perceptions
of the use of feedback in an L2 writing context.
Research Questions
This study addresses the following research questions:
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1. What feedback practices do teachers use? What are the reasons for the feedback practices
they use?
2. What are the teachers' perceptions of using different types of feedback in L2 writing for
university students?
3. What are the students' perceptions of the given feedback in L2 writing?
4. Do teachers' perceptions match their students' perceptions about feedback in L2 writing?
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study is to identify teachers’ and students’ perceptions of different
types of feedback in L2 writing in a Vietnamese EFL context. Several areas in previous studies
regarding the value of feedback, different types of feedback in L2 writing; sources of feedback,
and teachers’ and students’ perceptions of feedback in writing are presented in this chapter.
The literature review starts with a discussion of the value of feedback such as the benefits
and drawbacks of using feedback on students’ L2 writing. In the following part, an overview of
different types of feedback, such as direct, indirect coded feedback, indirect uncoded feedback,
focused feedback, unfocused feedback, metalinguistic feedback in writing contexts is reviewed.
After that, a discussion focuses on three primary sources of feedback in classrooms. Finally, the
perceptions of teachers and students about using feedback in L2 writing are included.
Value of feedback
Since students have to switch from their first language to write and express ideas in a
second language, they often face some problems in the academic writing styles, grammatical
structures, and lexical knowledge. As compared to other components such as reading, listening,
and speaking; many students believe that it is difficult to master their writing skills. It is undeniable
that students will make mistakes in their writing process, and their teachers have been looking for
a way to help them improve their work in the long term (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). As a result,
many teachers have been using feedback as a fundamental requirement to reduce students’ errors
in L2 writing.
In the last 20 years, several researchers have investigated the effectiveness of using
feedback in L2 writing; their findings revealed that feedback could enhance the quality of students’
writings. Many researchers found that students who received feedback improved their writing
accuracy and made better revisions to their drafts. Although feedback can positively affect
students’ writing performance, the use of feedback can cause some drawbacks to students’ L2
writing.
Berger (1990) investigated the effects of using peer and self-feedback on students’ L2
writing. Fifty-four ESL students in the USA participated in this study. They had the same teacher
and followed the same syllabus for their writing course. The data collection consisted of
questionnaire surveys, the drafts of students’ essays, and feedback evaluation forms. In the peer
7

feedback group, students were formed in a group of three to review their peers’ writing drafts.
Meanwhile, students in the self-feedback group used a feedback form that was prepared by their
teacher to answer questions about their drafts. Both groups had to make revisions based on the
feedback and submitted their second drafts and the feedback evaluation forms to the teacher. To
gain in-depth information about students’ perceptions of peer feedback and self-feedback, the
researcher asked the students to fill out a pre-questionnaire survey at the beginning of the course
and a post-questionnaire survey at the end of the semester. The results showed that students from
the peer-feedback group could make more revisions than the self-feedback group. In addition,
although students only experienced peer feedback once and had little training, they still preferred
using this type of feedback for their writing.
Sharif and Zainuddin (2017) conducted a case study using a qualitative method to
investigate students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of teacher feedback. Nineteen medical
students from Malaysia who studied a 12-week English program took part in a questionnaire which
comprised of open and closed-end questions to identify students’ demographic information and
their experiences with teacher feedback. Two students participated in interviews to clarify their
writing learning experiences, challenges in writing and perceptions about teacher feedback. The
finding shows that students believed teacher feedback was positive and encouraging. Similarly, Ji
(2015) conducted a study on Chinese learners’ perceptions of written feedback. The results showed
that most students expected to receive indirect uncoded feedback and indirect coded feedback.
They believed that their language proficiency could be enhanced consistently because they were
aware of their errors and engaged in improving their texts after receiving teacher feedback.
Tang and Liu (2018) also found that when students appreciated their teachers’ time and
efforts when providing feedback, they would be willing to spend more time on revising their work.
Cho and Park (2019) stated that when students countinuosly received a specific type of feedback,
they could engage in their revisions. When students understand the feedback use and its
effectiveness, they will appreciate teacher feedback and feel more confident to correct the errors.
As a result students are likely to engage in their texts, find more information to solve their mistakes
and make better revisions without passively depending on teachers.
Although feedback shows significant impacts on students’ writing performance, some
previous studies reveal that both teachers and students can express negative psychological aspects
of feedback. Conrad and Goldstein (1999) conducted their study on the relationship between
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teacher comments and students’ revisions. Three advanced language students and one teacher
participated in this study. The data included teachers’ comments, discussions in conferences, and
copies of students’ drafts before and after receiving teacher comments. The findings indicated that
while students could revise some problems related to cohesion and providing examples, they were
not able to make revisions on problems of logic and argument. The students misinterpreted the
meaning of teachers’ comments which were too broad, so they were not able to write strong
statements to express their ideas.
Lee, Mak, and Burns (2016) investigated how two secondary teachers in Hong Kong
provided feedback and identified some factors which influenced teacher feedback in L2 writing
classrooms. These participants had significant experience (more than three years) in giving written
feedback for ESL students in Hong Kong. The researchers used a qualitative method to capture
the two teachers’ experience and perceptions in feedback strategies. The findings from the
interviews revealed that teachers faced some difficulties in an unsupportive environment. First,
they had to follow the school syllabus, so they did not have enough time to give adequate feedback.
They also lacked the guidance of providing feedback on L2’ students writing. Finally, their
students did not have time for appropriate training of giving and receiving feedback; thus, they
could not apply new feedback strategies. As a result, the teachers got lost in giving sufficient
feedback to meet their students’ expectations and preferences.
Similarly, Mahmud (2016) aimed to determine the practice of teacher feedback in L2
writing by investigating 54 English teachers and 48 students from a variety of high-performance
schools in Malaysia. The study used a mixed-methods design which used closed-ended and openended questionnaire surveys and interviews. In addition, the content analysis of 48 students’ essays
was included as one of the data collection. The finding shows that teachers faced time constraints
when providing feedback, and thus, they easily felt stressed, exhausted, and burned out. In
addition, the teachers had to make corrections without specific guidelines which led to inadequate
feedback provision.
Finally, Cheng and Warren (2005) found that some students felt uncomfortable when
criticizing their peers’ writing, while others did not know how to use peer feedback. They also felt
unsatisfied with peer correction. The main reason was that students did not receive specific
guidance in giving and receiving peer assessment. Similarly, Xiao and Lucking (2008) found that
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some students were disappointed with the quality of peer feedback and believed that the correction
was not appropriate and useful for their writing.
Different types of feedback in second language writing
In the following section, several types of feedback will be presented in terms of definitions,
supportive and non-supportive evidence from different studies on each type. However, direct
feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect uncoded feedback, focused feedback, unfocused
feedback will be discussed more in-depth than other types of feedback. These types of feedback
are widely used in second language classes and received more attention from recent studies.
Direct and Indirect Feedback
In the past few decades, most studies focused mostly on two types of feedback: direct and
indirect feedback. Direct feedback requires teachers to give the corrected form next to the errors,
while indirect feedback is when teachers highlight students’ errors with or without a code
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2009).
Direct Feedback
Direct feedback is used in correcting students’ errors by giving the correct form. That
means teachers can provide students with direct feedback in both writing and speaking. There are
different forms of direct feedback, such as striking out incorrect words, giving correct linguistic
forms above or under the wrong words, and inserting missing words. Although direct feedback has
been used widely by teachers, its effectiveness is a controversial issue among researchers.
Boggs (2019) conducted a study to identify the effectiveness of direct feedback on the
accuracy of ESL student’s grammar in writing. Two teachers who had over eight years of teaching
experience and 109 low language proficiency students in South Korea took part in this study. The
researcher collected data mainly from students’ writings, worksheets, and audio recordings. By
analyzing students’ writing by t-units and error ratios, the results revealed that students
experienced a significant and durable improvement in their grammatical accuracy in L2 writing.
Sheen (2007) investigated the effect of direct feedback and direct-metalinguistic feedback
on low language proficiency students’ L2 writing acquisition in the United States. Ninety-one
students were divided into three groups which were a control group, a direct-only feedback group,
and a group with a combination of direct and metalinguistic feedback groups. The results from
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their posttests revealed that the two experiment groups performed much better than the control
group who completed the tests only and did not receive any feedback.
Bitchener and Knoch (2009) investigated the effectiveness of different types of direct
feedback on students’ writing performance in New Zealand. Thirty-nine low intermediate ESL
students were divided into three groups regarding direct feedback only; direct feedback with
metalinguistic explanation in both written and oral form; and direct feedback with a written
metalinguistic explanation. The study used four students’ writings, which required a description
of what happened in given pictures in a pre-test, immediate posttest, and two delayed posttests.
The targeted feedback was two functional uses of the English article system which are referential
definite “the” and referntail indefinite “a”. The results from these tests showed that there
were no statistically significant differences between the effectiveness of three different direct
feedback types on students’ writing performance over time.
Jamalinesari et al. (2015) investigated the effectiveness of using direct feedback and
indirect feedback (underlining errors or writing short comments) in two classes from a private
English school in Dubai. The results showed that 20 students receiving direct feedback improved
their writing accuracy, and the indirect feedback group improved their linguistic accuracy on new
writing tasks better than the direct feedback group after ten sessions. However, Baker and Hansen
Bricker (2010) recruited seventy-one students from different universities in the United States to
participate in this study. They were both native English and non-native English speakers with
scores from 630 on the TOEFL and enrolled in English writing classes. During the study, the
students read their teacher comments which consisted of hedging feedback, direct feedback, and
indirect feedback in two sample essays, and then responded to each teacher feedback. The main
goal was to identify whether the students were able to make fast and accurate correction. The
findings showed that direct feedback helped both native English and ESL learners to make faster
and more accurate correction than indirect and hedged feedback.
Hosseiny (2014) identified the role of direct and indirect feedback (underlining errors) in
sixty pre-intermediate students’ writing in Iran by using TOEFL tests. The participants were
selected into two experimental groups and one control group. The results of the study showed that
the students who were provided with feedback performed differently from those who did not
receive feedback. However, the students who received direct feedback passively depended on their
teachers to solve the problem, and they were not willing to work with the texts. Therefore, the
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students’ autonomy in revising their writing was significantly affected. Similarly, Shintani and
Ellis (2015) stated that when students completely copied teacher feedback into their writing
without questioning the causes of making particular errors, they could fail to engage in their future
learning.
Indirect Feedback
One of the most popular types of feedback is indirect feedback. In the following section,
the effectiveness of different forms of indirect feedback (indirect coded and indirect uncoded
feedback) will be discussed.
Indirect Coded Feedback
Some researchers found that indirect coded feedback can enhance students’ writing
performance consistently and increase their cognitive engagement. Lalande (1982) examined the
efficacy of feedback practices on L2 students’ grammatical development. The study consisted of
sixty students who enrolled in an intermediate level of German in the United States. The students
were divided into two groups: a control group and an experimental group that received indirect
coded feedback. The post-test data of writing essays from both groups indicated that indirect coded
feedback had a significant beneficial impact on students writing development because students
could reduce their grammatical errors in the long term. Similarly, Ferris (2006) examined the effect
of indirect coded feedback on the students’ writing drafts in an ESL university context. In her
study, ninety-two participants completed three drafts on different essay topics during a semester.
The teacher used indirect coded feedback on students’ first draft to help them revise their second
draft. The findings showed that students were able to make better revisions and successfully
corrected a majority of their errors in the short term. In addition, students also reduced their errors
in the third writing draft at the end of the semester, which indicated their consistent improvement
in L2 writing after receiving indirect coded feedback.
Ferris and Roberts (2001) conducted their experiment on 72 university students in the
United States, and their findings showed that both indirect uncoded feedback and indirect coded
feedback could improve students’ writing accuracy and quality in their final paper. In addition,
since students engaged in their texts and were aware of making errors, they avoided making some
errors in the next essays.
However, there are also some drawbacks with using indirect coded feedback which should
be discussed. First of all, students do not show significant improvement in their revisions after
12

receiving indirect coded feedback. For example, Robb, Ross, and Shortreed (1986) investigated
the effect of four different types of feedback on Japanese students’ writing quality. There were 134
low language proficiency students participated in this study during 23 classes over an academic
year. Five narrative test compositions were completed by participants for the data collection. The
results of the analysis of students’ revisions revealed that there were no significant differences in
terms of complexity, accuracy, and fluency in four experimental groups which were direct
feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect uncoded feedback, and marginal feedback.
Moreover, some teachers can not use indirect coded feedback in their class because of the
school policy. Teachers felt worried about their colleagues’ and students’ attitudes to their new
type of feedback – coded indirect feedback (Lee, Mak, & Burns, 2016). Therefore, the teachers
would only use coded feedback widely if the school leaders employed an implemented policy on
the new type of feedback at school.
Finally, students can make the same or more mistakes in their revision when they
misunderstand their teacher’s feedback codes. For instance, Norish’s (1983) findings showed that
the codes followed inflexible categorization, which did not comprehend what students tried to
convey in their first language. When teachers used a code on a particular word, students simply
corrected that word without realizing why they made a mistake. However, while students faced
difficulties in understanding and remembering codes when using indirect coded feedback, indirect
uncoded feedback helped students reduce their written errors because the misconception between
students and teachers about marking codes was eliminated. By contrast, Sadat et al. (2015) showed
that ninety intermediate English female students in Iran performed better with indirect coded
feedback than indirect uncoded feedback. Thus, if the students had appropriate training about the
codes, they could be more familiar with the correct forms. Otherwise, they would continue to make
the same errors.
It has been a claim that if instructors want students to appreciate written feedback and
invest their time in the revisions, the feedback should meet the students’ demands (Aliakbari &
Raeesi, 2014; Rummel & Bitchener, 2015). As a result, if teachers want to use indirect coded
feedback for their class, they should make sure that their students understand the codes in order to
avoid any misunderstanding and improve their revisions.
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Indirect Uncoded Feedback
Several researchers have claimed that indirect feedback can have positive effects on L2
learners because teachers only highlight the errors which will be corrected by the learners.
Research findings reveal that uncoded feedback helps students to improve their writing accuracy
by participating in solving their writing problems. For example, Hosseiny (2014) conducted a
study on twenty Iranian pre-intermediate students who were provided indirect uncoded feedback.
The findings showed that the students performed better in their writing than those who did not
receive feedback. They also acknowledged the given suggestions and noticed them. As a result,
the students’ writing accuracy with indirect uncoded feedback (underlining) was improved because
they were encouraged to take part in the process of revisions.
Similarly, Ahmadi, Maftoon, and Mehrdad (2012) investigated 60 university students in
Iran in a period of seven weeks to identify the effect of teacher feedback on L2 writing. They found
that the indirect-uncoded feedback group performed better than the direct feedback group and a
control group in their revisions. Ferris and Roberts (2001) found that 72 ESL university students
in the United States could improve their writing accuracy and quality in their final paper after
receiving indirect uncoded feedback. In addition, using indirect feedback enhanced students’
awareness of making the same errors and developed their learning cognition in L2 writing in the
long term.
Banaruee, Khatin-Zadeh, and Ruegg (2018) investigated the effectiveness of indirect
uncoded feedback (recasts) and direct feedback on students writing in 20 sessions within three
months in Iran. The findings by a pretest and posttest on two experimental groups indicated that
the uncoded group had better performance in comparison to the group with direct feedback
consistently.
Furthermore, students face difficulties in revising their errors. Dam (2018) conducted her
study on the effectiveness of indirect feedback on students’ L2 in a Vietnamese context. The
participants of this study included 90 second-year students with a low language proficiency level
(B2 CEFR) and three English teachers who were in charge of the selected course. Since the
researcher collected her data in a short period, she used questionnaires to enquire students’
perceptions of the benefits and drawbacks of indirect coded and uncoded feedback. In terms of
teachers, interviews were employed to clarify how teachers perceived the effect of indirect coded
and indirect uncoded feedback. The results from the interviews showed that indirect feedback
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enhanced students learning autonomy. However, students were not able to revise errors related to
word choice and expression due to their limitations in the L2 language. They also believed that
indirect feedback could influence their writing accuracy since they did not trust their own
corrections. If teachers believed that their students could manage their errors, they could use
indirect uncoded feedback (Ferris, 1999). As a result, teachers should take students’ language
ability into consideration when using this type of feedback in an L2 classroom.
Focused and Unfocused feedback
While unfocused feedback is also referred to as comprehensive feedback, focused feedback
is well-known as selective feedback. In terms of comprehensive feedback, teachers locate all of
the errors in students’ writing. Meanwhile, teachers can select one particular error type or two or
three types to give feedback.
Focused Feedback
Some studies show positive outcomes when using focused feedback to improve students’
grammatical accuracy in L2 writing. Sheen, Wright, and Moldawa (2009) investigated the impacts
of direct focused and direct unfocused feedback on L2 students’ writing accuracy. The results
showed that the focused feedback group achieved the highest scores for the accuracy in all the
posttests. Thus, it was indicated that focused feedback could be useful to enhance grammatical
accuracy in L2 writing. Similarly, Sheen (2007) examined the impacts of focused and unfocused
feedback on students’ language accuracy. Ninety-one ESL students worked with types of articles
and participated in the pretests, posttests, and delayed posttests. The findings showed that the
experimental groups which received direct focused feedback improved their writing accuracy
better than the control group that did not receive any feedback. It was noticeable that in this study,
the researcher balanced the amount of feedback received between groups, so the unfocused group
received a small amount of random feedback on a random range of issues. Whereas, the focused
group received the same amount feedback but focused on one error type. This study counteracted
the benefit of unfocussed: unfocused feedback should involve receiving more feedback than
focused group to clarify the different impacts of using them on students’ writing. However, Xu
(2009) suggested that although it was feasible to focus on one or two features mainly, teachers
should be aware of the choice of features and structures to use for focused feedback. If teachers
mainly focused on one grammatical feature, students might neglect others.
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Unfocused Feedback
Some studies indicate some impacts of using unfocused feedback on L2 students’ writing
in the long term. For example, Fazilatfar et al. (2014) aimed to investigate the effectiveness of
unfocused feedback in students’ accuracy improvement. The findings from 20 EFL advanced
learners in Iran showed that unfocused feedback helped the students to remember their errors;
therefore, they were aware of making the same mistakes in their writing. Hence, students could
understand and remember their errors in order to avoid making them in their revisions and future
writings after receiving unfocused feedback. Moreover, Ellis et al. (2008) stated that using
unfocused feedback might not help students to master specific features; however, it could assist
them to address a wide range of errors in their writings and improve their writing performances in
the long term.
Oral feedback, Computer-based feedback
Not only written feedback, but oral feedback and computer-based feedback have been used
in L2 writing classes recently. However, the efficacy of these types of feedback is controversial
among researchers. In Vietnamese contexts, students and teachers may find it hard to use oral and
computer-based feedback for their writing course because of the class size.
Oral feedback
According to some previous findings, cultural and social inhibition from teachers’ oral
feedback can affect students’ motivation and self-correction in the writing process (Bruffee, 1984;
Lyster & Satio, 2010). Thus, students tend to be more assertive and confident in their writing using
their teachers’ suggestions. However, the effectiveness of oral feedback in students’ first language
texts (Bruffee, 1984), and contributions of oral feedback in the L2 context are unclear. Various
studies have investigated how meanings are negotiated in writing conferences and the effects of
these conferences on learners’ revisions (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990). Moreover, useful scaffolding
feedback from teachers can help students work independently and enhance their language
proficiency levels (Lyster & Satio, 2010). However, it seems impossible to use oral feedback in
an L2 writing class in Vietnam since there are normally 30 to 40 students studying in a 60-minute
lesson. Teachers are not able to give oral feedback to every student under time constraint.
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Computer-based feedback
Since the development of technology in the educational area, the role of computer-based
feedback is undeniable. Students now can read feedback online from an unseen tutor, a peer, or a
computer program. There are three common types of computer-based feedback. First, students can
communicate, send papers and get feedback from their teachers and peers in an online group chat.
However, they have to be online at the same time (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001). Second, both
students and teachers can discuss and exchange feedback on writing by using networked sites such
as Facebook page at a specific time (Warschauer & Kern, 1999). Finally, automated feedback,
using sophisticated software to scan students’ texts and immediately evaluate them, is highly
valued among teachers (Hyland & Hyland, 2006) since this type of feedback assists teachers with
an enormous burden of giving feedback to large-size classes. Meanwhile, students are also
provided more extensive feedback in a short time. However, in Vietnam, students mainly use
computer-based feedback as a supplementary tool for checking their grammatical errors in the
final drafts and they still want to use teacher feedback or peer feedback for untreatable errors such
as subject-verb agreement.
Three primary sources of Feedback: Teacher Feedback, Peer Feedback, Self Feedback
The sources of written feedback have been widely investigated to identify the appropriate
feedback in writing types for L2 learners. In the following parts, these three primary sources of
feedback will be discussed.
Teacher Feedback
According to many researchers, teacher feedback plays a significant role in students'
writing ability. Teachers can improve students accuracy in writing if they use approriate feedback
types. Chandler (2003) investigated the efficacy of various types of feedback for improvement of
L2 students’accuracy in writing. Thirty-one ESL students were divided into a control group and
an experimental group which experienced self-feedback, direct feedback, and indirect uncoded
feedback (underlining) over several drafts within a 14-week period. The analysis of marking
students’ errors showed that students had a significant improvement in their writing accuracy after
receiving teacher feedback. Similarly, Ruegg (2015) investigated the relative effects of indirect
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uncoded feedback and peer feedback on students’ writing development. Fifty-three low language
proficiency students in Japan participated in this study. The results from pre-test and post-test
scores revealed that teacher indirect-uncoded feedback provided an advantage of writing accuracy
improvement outweighed peer feedback in L2 writing.
On the other hand, some previous findings revealed that teacher feedback might cause
some negative impacts on students' learning. First, giving feedback can be time-consuming for
teachers. For example, Wei and Yanmei (2018) examined the changes in teacher feedback
practices in a university in China and they found that the teachers perceived feedback as timeconsuming. These teachers minimized the time of offering feedback for individual students to
ensure their effective teaching which strictly followed the objectives in the school curriculum.
Similarly, Lee, Mak, and Burns (2016) also examined teacher feedback practices in writing classes
and found that teachers had limited time within a prescribed curriculum which discouraged them
from using new feedback approaches. Nevertheless, teachers had to rearrange or change their
teaching schedules in order to train students for code definition before using indirect coded
feedback.
In addition, teacher feedback might also overwhelm students when receiving feedback on
too many errors. For instance, Sung and Tsai (2014) collected data from a feedback survey, oral
interactions in class and interviews to explore the relationship between teacher feedback and
learners’ uptake. Two teachers and 32 ESL students in China participated in this study. The results
from the survey and interviews revealed that teachers faced challenges such as time constraint and
heavy workload when giving feedback and students also expressed some negative psychological
aspects when receiving too much feedback on their writing.
Peer feedback
As well as teacher feedback, peer feedback may help students understand more about their
weaknesses and strengths in their writing. This type of feedback encourages students to cooperate
with their peers to give and receive feedback.
Some studies support the use of peer feedback in L2 writing because of following reasons.
First, peer feedback can develop peer reviewers’ ability to evaluate their friends’ writing. For
example, Yu and Lee (2016) examined peer feedback strategies by four Chinese EFL students in
a 16-week class in mainland China. The results for interviews of the participants showed that peer
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feedback was mediated by a wide range of strategies. The first strategy was using first language
(Mandarin Chinese) for about 90% of students’ interactions such as maintaining the dialogue,
pointing out errors and confirming meanings. The second strategy was using L2 writing criteria
such as grammar and vocabulary for peer review. The students also adopted both explicit
(reviewing) and implicit rules (maintain group harmony) to mediate their group activities. Another
strategy was seeking help from teachers when students had unresolved problems in their group
discussion. The fifth strategy was playing different roles which required students to participate in
different activities such as reading, discussing, interpreting, and assessing. By using these five
major strategies, the students felt confident in giving and receiving peer feedback in L2 writing.
Moreover, interactions with peers in pairs or groups can help students develop social
supports. Wakabayashi (2013) conducted a questionnaire study with 51 students in two writing
classes in a Japanese university. The lower proficiency students experienced peer feedback while
the higher proficiency students employed self-feedback for their L2 writing. Although the score
results of the pre-test and post-test showed that both groups improved their writing quality, most
students expressed that they preferred a standard type of peer feedback (peer feedback with
comment exchange) to self-feedback because they could read each other's writing and negotiate
with each other. Thus, students can reduce their distance and encourage them to work more
significantly.
Finally, peer feedback helps students in making better revisions. Rollinson (2005) revealed
that 80% comments of high language proficiency students were regarded as valid and merely 7%
were considered as detrimental. Similarly, Ruegg (2014) conducted her study about the impacts of
using peer feedback on the quantity and quality of feedback given in two classes in Japan for a
year. The results revealed that although there was no considerable difference in the students’
feedback accuracy, the students from feedback-assessed group showed more significant
improvements in quality and quantity of their points and comments than the product-assessed
students. In particular, the feedback-assessed group were able to make longer comments, add more
words than the product-assessed group. As a result, using peer feedback for L2 writing could
improve not only students’ learning autonomy but also their review ability.
Although many findings support the use of peer feedback in L2 writing classrooms, some
studies show different results. First, peer feedback practice can be influenced by different factors
which may cause negative results. Yu and Hu (2017) conducted a case study with four Chinese
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students’ responses to peer feedback using in the L2 writing classroom. The results from interviews
revealed that students would focus on different aspects of their peer feedback because they had
different ideas about good writing. Some students would focus on sentence structures if they
believed a well-written essay contained exciting ideas, while others concentrated on grammatical
errors if they thought an excellent essay did not have many errors. Students’ motives and goals
also explained why some students wanted to provide criticisms instead of praise. They expected
their negative feedback that pointed out that errors and problems could help their peers produce
error-free essays. However, some students avoided giving negative comments because they wanted
to keep group harmony. Since there are many factors which can influence the efficacy of peer
feedback, students should have approriate training to provide adequate and effective feedback to
their peers.
Furthermore, low language proficiency learners may face difficulties in using peer
feedback because they lack the language knowledge to detect and suggest corrections for their
peers’ errors. Leki (1990) found that students who had a lower language proficiency level were
silent and frustrated in participating in the group conversation during the peer-feedback process
because they were not confident in their writing ability.
Finally, peer feedback will not be effective if students lack feedback training experiences.
Yu and Lee (2016) found that students who lacked pre-training activities might feel demotivated
and less confident in their reviewability. Similarly, Ruegg (2018) found that students who did not
have appropriate training would show negative psychological aspects when their peers read and
gave comments on their text. Nevertheless, if students got more practice in using peer feedback,
in the long term, they would reduce their embarrassment since they realized that everyone
struggled with this skill. As a result, students can feel confident to cooperate with their peers and
provide effective feedback on L2 writing.
Self-feedback
Compared to other types of feedback, self-feedback requires students to access their writing
as a critical reader and reviewer. On the other hand, students have to identify errors and revise the
text without receiving teacher or peer feedback.
Although self-feedback is a new method, some positive results of using this type of
feedback have been presented. First, students may have little difficulty accepting their own
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comments. Diab (2011) used a quasi-experimental design with forty students in Lebanon to
compare the effects of self-feedback to peer feedback on the students' drafts. The findings revealed
that writers who experienced self-feedback could revise almost all the errors in their first drafts
because they could easily understand their own comments.
Second, self-feedback encourages learners' metacognitive skills, such as distinguishing
their strengths and weaknesses in their writing. For example, Diab (2016) identified the
effectiveness of three feedback sources: teacher feedback, peer feedback, and self-feedback. The
findings from fifty-nine students in Lebanon showed that the self-feedback group decreased their
lexical errors significantly compared to the other groups. They had to spend more time on thinking,
spotting the errors and reviewing. Thus, they were able to clarify their weaknesses and developed
their metacognitive skills.
Students' and teachers' perceptions of feedback in L2 writing
The research on students’ and teachers’ perceptions on feedback is a need because it can
improve the effectiveness of feedback using as well as enhance students’ performance in L2
writing. Unfortunately, some studies focused on either student's preference for written feedback
or those of the teacher. However, few studies which included both sides pointed out some useful
findings. In the following sections, students’ perceptions and teachers’ perceptions of teacher
feedback, peer feedback and self-feedback will be presented.
Students' perceptions of Teacher feedback
Many researchers have revealed students' positive beliefs in the use of teacher feedback in
L2 writing classes. First, student feel more confident since they can understand the writing
requirements. Nordin et al. (2010) aimed to find out students’ perceptions of peer and teacher
feedback. The participants of this study were sixty-nine engineering undergraduates from
Malaysia. They were involved in the production of two texts (in a period of two months). The
learners were trained to provide positive feedback for their peers' accuracy and grammatical errors
of the writing. A questionnaire (6-point Likert-scale) which consisted of eight main statements
about learners' perceptions on peer feedback and teacher feedback was used at the end of this
experiment. The results showed that the students felt more confidence in their writing after
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receiving indirect uncoded feedback and understood the tasks' requirements. As a result, they could
distinguish their own pattern of repeated errors and revise their writing more accurately.
Second, students believe that they can distinguish their strengths and weaknesses in writing
to improve their performance. Sharif and Zainuddin (2017) investigated ESL medical students'
perceptions of teachers' feedback on their reflective essays in Malaysia. The findings showed that
the students had good experiences with teacher feedback after a 12-week period. The students also
believed that the feedback was positive and helped them to identify their strengths and weaknesses
in writing. On the other hand, students expressed that teacher feedback was precise and helpful in
order to reflect various problems in their writing such as grammar, and structure (Zumbrunn,
Marrs, & Newborn, 2016). Tom, Morni, Metom and Joe (2013) pointed out that students valued
both negative and positive comments and expected to receive them on their texts because they
could identify their strengths and weaknesses. Students believed that negative comments were a
challenge that pushed them to perform better in their future writing while positive comments
showed students what they had done well.
Moreover, students prefer direct feedback since they can improve their writing accuracy
from feedback suggestions. In Mekala and Ponmani’s (2017) study, 116 second year BA English
Literature students with a low language proficiency level in India faced difficulties to use
appropriate forms for basic grammatical features such as prepositions and irregular verbs in their
L2 writing. The results showed that students believed that direct feedback enhanced not only their
grammatical accuracy but also their awareness of appropriate language structures immediately.
This was in line with Nguyen and Ishak (2018) who conducted interviews on 12 high school
students in Malaysia. The findings illustrated that while six of them believed that indirect feedback
was better than direct feedback, six other students believed that direct feedback was very
straightforward and clear. They believed that their written work was improved in the short term by
receiving direct feedback because they could notice their grammar mistakes and spelling easily.
Similarly, Ferris (2002) also found that low language proficiency students faced difficulties in
correcting errors by themselves due to their grammatical knowledge. However, they felt
comfortable in revising their texts because their teachers suggested correct forms for the errors
using direct feedback. Bitchener (2008) also found that learners could locate and use the correct
forms by direct feedback with suggestions without any delay and they felt that direct feedback was
straightforward and easy to understand.
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However, students believe there are some negative impacts of feedback on L2 writing.
First, teacher feedback can lead to negative psychological aspects. For example, Agbayahoun
(2016) used mixed-method instruments to investigate teachers' feedback on EFL students' writing
in the Republic of Benin. This study involved 132 secondary students and two teachers. The
findings showed that the majority of students felt dissatisfied and held negative impressions on
both teachers' feedback. They considered it discouraging, confusing, useless, and overwhelming
because they were not able to understand or revise their errors.
Second, students feel dissatisfied with the teacher feedback types if they do not match their
preferences. Aliakbari and Raeesi (2014) examined learners' perceptions of teacher feedback on
L2 writing in Iran. In this study, fifteen MA students were asked to complete a questionnaire which
comprised a list of aspects of error correction. The results showed that the advanced students would
not be satisfied with the same type of feedback which was used for elementary students. Therefore,
teachers should consider student-centred feedback when they decide to use any feedback in L2
writing classrooms. Similarly, Chai and Nimehchisalem (2016) explored ESL students'
perceptions toward feedback in Malaysian students' writing development. One hundred seven
students were randomly selected to respond to a set of questionnaires which elicited information
about their perceptions on the usefulness of feedback. The researchers used 30 five-point Likert
scale items, three multiple-choice items, and three open-ended items for their questionnaires. The
findings showed that the students were not satisfied with teacher feedback because they preferred
the teacher to focus on organization and content of writing rather than grammatical accuracy.
Finally, students faced difficulties to understand teacher feedback. In Karim and Nassaji’s
(2015) study, students stated that indirect feedback with underline only or underline plus
metalinguistic feedback was not useful. They could guess some errors, but they could not correct
them due to their insufficient lexical and grammatical knowledge. Sritrakarn (2018) also stated
that it was hard for students to understand their teacher's comments because the teacher's
handwriting was unclear. Unfortunately, these students hesitated to express this problem to their
teacher or arrange meetings with their teacher to get advice.
Students' perceptions of Peer feedback
Many studies show that students hold positive opinions towards the use of peer feedback
in L2 writing classes. First, peer feedback can enhance students’ confidence in interacting with
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peers to improve their writing. For instance, Ruegg (2017) interviewed twelve students to
investigate their perceptions of using peer feedback on L2 writing in a Japanese university. The
findings showed that the students were inclined to ask their peers for feedback explanations.
Students also stated that they got fewer benefits from their teachers' feedback due to the time
limitation. In a similar way, Bratkovich's (2014) study revealed that seven students from the United
States felt more comfortable with peer feedback than teacher feedback and perceived their writing
to have improved. The students stated that excessive amount of teacher feedback caused them
anxiety instead of helping them improve their writing.
In addition, students believe that peer feedback is easy to understand because it involves
peer interaction and discussion. For instance, Sritrakarn (2018) conducted a study at a Thai
university with the participation of two groups of students: 22 fourth-year students who reviewed
their peers' drafts, and 33 third-year students who submitted their essays for the review. The fourthyear groups were intermediate to upper-intermediate levels of English while the third-year groups
were Lower Intermediate to Intermediate levels of language proficiency. This study used mixmethod strategies to collect data. Specifically, two sets of questionnaires which combined students'
demographic data, five-point Likert scales, and open-ended questions were employed to
investigate the perceptions of all the participants. The overall findings revealed that the students'
experiences of peer feedback were positive and they perceived that peer feedback was useful and
easy to understand after discussing with their peers. In contrast, Miao, Badger, and Zhen (2006)
revealed that although 38 students showed improvement after they experienced peer feedback by
asking questions and discussing problems with their peers, they preferred teacher feedback to peer
feedback in their L2 writing.
Finally, students believe that peer feedback could enhance their cognitive engagement
which supported their writing in the long term. Tai, Lin and Yang (2015) examined EFL students'
perceptions of a writing course in Taiwan. Two classes with 107 first-year student from a college
of nursing participated in this study. Their English language proficiency levels were lower than
A2 CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages). The primary language
teachers with more than eight years of experience in teaching writing were responsible for guiding
these learners. Consistent with previous studies, the findings from a questionnaire (5-point Likertscale) students believed peer feedback contributed to their performance. Students considered it as
a demanding task to make revisions by using comments from their peers, so they devoted more
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time to give feedback to their peers and reflecting on their own work. The results from a pretest
and posttest showed that the combination of peer feedback and teacher feedback enhanced learners'
writing competence significantly and effectively.
However, some studies reveal that although students appreciate the use of peer feedback
on their texts, they still want to rely on teacher feedback. Students believe that peer feedback is
less reliable and accurate than teacher feedback. For example, Chai and Nimehchisalem (2016)
examined their study in Malaysia with 107 undergraduate students to identify their perceptions of
different sources of feedback. The findings showed that although the students appreciated peer
feedback, they still preferred teacher feedback because of its accuracy.
Peer feedback can be inadequate because some students want to keep the class harmony
instead of giving negative feedback. Carson and Nelson (1996) found that three advanced Chinese
students in the US tended to employ face-saving strategies by giving only praise comments instead
of negative ones. Similarly, Yu and Hu (2017) conducted a case study with two university students
in China. The findings showed that these students had appropriate training on how to use peer
feedback at the beginning of the semester; they were encouraged to express their comments in
different ways. Unlike most previous studies, these Chinese students wanted to maintain group
harmony or saving face which were considered as the cultural influences in L2 classes. Therefore,
it is necessary to train students how to use peer feedback to help them understand the purpose and
positive outcomes of this feedback practice in order be confident in providing and receiving both
positive and negative feedback in L2 writing.
Students' perceptions of Self-feedback
Although self feedback is a new method, many studies show different findings about
students’ perceptions on receiving self feedback in L2 writing classes. First, students feel more
comfortable in critically evaluating their papers and changing their writing process to be more
productive. Wakabayashi (2013) conducted a questionnaire study with 51 students in two writing
classes in a Japanese university, the results found that most students preferred peer feedback to
self-feedback because they could read each other's writing and exchange comments with each
other.
In addition, students believe that using self-feedback can enhance their learning autonomy.
For instance, Siow (2018) conducted a study in Malaysia to identify 62 ESL students’ perceptions
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on the effectiveness of self feedback and peer feedback. The results showed that more than 50%
of students felt independent in critical thinking in L2 writing. Most students stated that selffeedback was extremely useful because they could build their competency as well as autonomy.
Lastly, self feedback enhances students’ confidence in writing. Amelia (2020) conducted
a study on 23 students in Indonesia to identify their perceptions on the use of self-feedback. The
study used a questionnaire and an interview to gather students’ understanding and perceptions
about using self-feedback in L2 writing. The results showed that 78% of students believed that
their own feedback was good and made them more confident in their ability to complete writing
task requirements. Furthermore, students’ preferences on teacher feedback, self-feedback, and peer
feedback were 57%, 30%, and 13% respectively.
On the other hand, some studies show that if students do not have appropriate training, they
can lack confidence in their self-correction or over rate their feedback which leads to inaccurate
revisions. Berger's (1990) study about the influences of peer feedback and self-feedback on
students' L2 writing involved 54 ESL students. The findings showed that students from the peerfeedback group could make more revisions than the self-feedback group. Although students had
little training about peer feedback, they still preferred using this type of feedback in writing.
However, since the students did not receive enough training and have a chance to get used to self
feedback, they felt less motivated and committed to finding appropriate words to replace the errors.
They did not want to experience self-feedback again, although they had tried it only once.
Belachew, Getinet and Gashaye (2015) conducted their study on the perception and
practice of 50 ESL students and 10 teachers towards self-feedback. The findings of document
analysis and interviews showed that both teachers and students had positive belief in the use of
self-feedback in L2 writing. However, students tended to overate their own feedback which could
be inaccurate because they lacked feedback training. Therefore, L2 students in any language level
should be trained to give feedback or double check their feedback with teachers or peers to ensure
the accuracy.
Teachers' perceptions of feedback
Some researchers have investigated teachers' perceptions to have a more comprehensive
vision about giving appropriate feedback in future writing. There are limited studies about
teachers’ perceptions on feedback in L2 writing. Zacharias’ (2007) study showed that the amount
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of teacher feedback can affect students’ feelings about their writing performance. Similarly, some
scholars found that the amount of feedback in L2 writing could influence students’ confidence
which was one of the vital role in their developing writing performance (Agbayahoun, 2016;
Bratkovich, 2014; Pearson, 2018). Therefore, excessive feedback can overwhelm students when
receiving too much feedback. By contrast, Ruegg and Koyama (2010) found that students who
received more teacher feedback on their assignments felt more confident in their final draft than
those who got less teacher feedback.
Mahmud (2016) conducted his study in 14 Malaysian schools with the participation of 54
English teachers. The results of interviews from the participants showed that teachers believed
feedback could enhance students’ writing. However, they did not have a specific guideline on
feedback provision, so their feedback could be inadequate. They also stated that the reactions of
the students could affect their intentions or willingness to persist in new feedback practices. As a
result, the teachers felt demotivated in using new feedback practices.
Hartshorn, Evans and Tuioti (2014) investigated the variables that influenced teachers’
feedback choices in L2 writing. The data was collected by more than 1000 ESL/EFL writing
teachers from 69 different countries using an electronic survey. The findings showed the
background of teachers, teaching context, students’ language proficiency level, and level of
education could influence teachers’ beliefs in giving feedback. However, teachers indicated that
individual learner needs would be the most significant impact on their feedback practices.
Pearson (2018) explored seven teachers' feedback practices and beliefs in IELTS writing
feedback in the United Arab Emirates by using semi-structured interviews. The study investigated
on the textual features that the teachers focused on; the error treatment and commentary
techniques; and the teacher's perceptions and motivations in feedback practices. The findings from
the semi-structured interviews showed that teachers wanted to use feedback to improve students’
writing and hoped to meet students’ feedback preferences. They also mentioned that they tried to
balance the needs of students and the amount of feedback although it could cause some burdens
on their teaching practices.
In Atmaca's (2016) study, Thirty-four EFL teachers wanted to inform their students about
what type of feedback would be used and expected to give appropriate feedback which could match
their students' need and motivate them in writing. Although the researcher focused on both teachers
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and students, it was not enough to investigate their perceptions by using only questionnaires. This
study could be further enhanced if interviews were also included.
A mismatch between students' and teachers' beliefs
The outcomes of the previous studies showed that there was not a "one-size-fits-all" style
of feedback for all language learners. Therefore, teachers should consider their students'
differences in the writing process.
Sharif and Zainuddin (2017) investigated ESL medical students' perceptions of teachers'
feedback on their reflective essays. This case study used qualitative analysis of questionnaire and
semi-structured interviews were conducted on 19 students in Malaysia. Two students were
interviewed at the end of the course to direct the following issues: describing their experience of
teachers' feedback on their reflective writing, expressing some challenges that they had faced in
course, and their opinions about the benefits of teacher feedback. The findings showed that there
was a gap between students' expectations and the teachers' feedback practices. Teachers only gave
short comments and infrequent feedback while students wanted to get long and detailed comments.
Nguyen and Rajeevnath (2016) investigated four English teachers’ and 50 English-major
students’ reactions to teacher written feedback in Vietnam. The findings demonstrated that most
of the students wanted to get direct feedback, but the teachers wanted to give indirect feedback
which could active students’ engagement and lead to long-term benefits.
Dam (2018) used questionnaires and interviews to investigate Vietnamese teachers' and
students' perceptions of the effectiveness of indirect feedback. The findings revealed that teacher
believed that students’writting accuracy would be improved by using indirect feedback.
Meanwhile, students stated that they did not trust their own corrections due to their limitations in
the L2 language.
Jodaie, Farrokhi, and Zoghi (2011) conducted research on 30 teachers and 100 intermediate
students to understand their perceptions of teacher feedback on grammatical errors. They found
that most teachers wanted to use direct feedback, a combination of indirect uncoded feedback and
direct feedback, and only indirect uncoded feedback in their L2 writing class. Meanwhile, seventyfive students held a negative belief in the indirect uncoded feedback strategy because they wanted
to get teachers’ corrections.
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Zaman and Azad (2012) investigated the feedback preferences of a group of university
teachers and students in Bangladesh. The findings showed that while the majority of students
preferred their teachers to provide the correct forms instead of underlining errors only, the teachers
believed that indirect uncoded feedback could be suitable for students to improve in the long term.
In conclusion, although extensive studies about stakeholders’ perceptions of using
different types of feedback on L2 writing in other countries, there is no study about peer feedback
and self-feedback in Vietnamese contexts. Moreover, the mentioned studies primarily focused on
either students’or teachers’perceptions, but there are few studies about both students and
teachers’ beliefs. As a result, this study aims to fill these gaps by using questionnaires to find out
students' perceptions and interviews to identify teachers' perceptions.
Training
Since learners do not know how to provide effective feedback, training can be used to
enhance peer feedback and self-feedback practices in L2 writing. In the following parts, training
for peer review and self review will be discussed briefly.
Training for peer review
Theoretically, the effectiveness of peer feedback can be enhanced by 'students' interactions
through feedback exchanges, discussions, and suggestions. However, if students do not know some
necessary skills to review their peers' writing, peer feedback can not benefit their learning.
Therefore, some studies focus on training students to give feedback in a writing classroom to
identify the importance of feedback training in the last decades. The outcomes show that students
from trained groups can provide more effective and specific feedback than untrained groups.
Zhu's (1995) study investigated the impacts of training L1 peer reviewers on the quality of
their feedback. In the teacher-student conference visits, the participants (both trained and untrained
students) were initially trained by a video which included some basic instructions about peer
feedback. However, during the study experiment, the students from the trained group experienced
regular conference visits with their teachers to know how to provide better comments by oral
discussions. The findings of this study revealed that the students in the trained group could provide
feedback with higher quality than the untrained group. Similarly, Stanley (1992) examined the
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effects of training on feedback quality and students’improvement. The oral feedback training
was conducted within seven hours. The results showed that the group who experienced the training
performed more effectively in giving specific feedback than the untrained group. Rahimi (2013)
also aimed to investigate if training could help students provide stronger scaffolding through peer
feedback than those who did not undergo peer-feedback training. The study consisted of fifty-six
EFL students enrolled in two intact advanced writing classes in Iran. One group of students was
trained for writing review, and another group was not trained. The result of the study demonstrated
that the trained group focused more on the global aspects than the formal ones at the end of the
experiment. Moreover, the students in the trained group were able to provide more relevant and
global comments in their peer feedback practices.
Husni (2017) elaborated on 32 students’ perceptions towards the use of peer feedback in
writing class before and after making revisions in Indonesia. Students believed that peer feedback
was useful and meaningful and helped them revise and improve their writing. They also stated that
their feedback validity was consistent because they were trained to use teachers’ feedback
guidance. As a result, the students were confident in providing and receiving effective and accurate
feedback to their peers in writing classes. Similarly, Berg (1999) investigated how training shaped
students’ quality of revisions after received several activities in peer feedback training. The results
showed that the trained group made more revisions than the untrained group, and the quality of
revisions from the trained group was considerably better than the untrained group.
In Yangin Eksi’s (2012) study, forty-six students in Turkey experienced feedback training
in nine weeks. The findings revealed that peer feedback with appropriate training could alleviate
the burden of teachers’workload on commenting on students’papers. Moreover, the students
enjoyed reviewing each others' writing and belived that their autonomy of writing process was
developed. They also improved their writing in both local and global issues after the feedback
training.
Min's (2013) study reported a teacher's beliefs in feedback and how she gave feedback on
her students' writing. The study found that the teacher changed her feedback practices on students'
second and third drafts due to her realization of the importance of training students to provide
quality feedback to their peers. Therefore, teachers should focus on students' intentions and having
regular training to help students get used to peer feedback and use this type of feedback.
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Training for self review
Although there is little research on self-feedback, training for self review is extremely
important for L2 learners who face language barriers and have a shortage of language knowledge
in identify and correct their own errors. Some studies reveal positive outcomes of self-feedback
training on students’ performance. Kostons, van Gog, and Paas (2012) investigated the
effectiveness of self-feedback training on students’ writing performance in the Netherlands. The
result showed that 80 students’ self-regulated learning was improved after the training. Meanwhile,
Xiang (2004) compared the pre-test and post-test results from an experimental group which
experienced self-feedback training and a control group that did not receive self-feedback training.
The study found that students could be trained to use self-feedback. This feedback was especially
helpful to high language proficiency students to develop the organization of their compositions.
Overall, there is no guarantee that students automatically use peer feedback and selffeedback effectively. Therefore, students need to be trained to know how to provide sufficient and
relevant feedback with good quality and quantity.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This study aims to identify university students' and teachers' perceptions of feedback in an
English writing course in Vietnam. The participants were first-year university students who
majored in Finance and Banking and two senior teachers. The study used a qualitative research
method employing questionnaires and interviews.
Context of the study
A public university in the South of Vietnam was chosen for the data collection. In this
territory, the English department offered English Writing Essay Course in the second semester
from December, 2019 to May, 2020. The instructional languages used in this course were 60%
Vietnamese and 40% English due to the students' language proficiency level which was preintermediate. Since this course is one of the compulsory requirements, students have to pass it to
complete their degree at the university. This English Writing Course aims to prepare the students
for writing different types of essays, general outlines and drafts; and using appropriate language
for each type. As in many other language departments across Vietnam, the English department
experiences large class sizes ranging from 40 to 50 students in one class.
At the beginning, this study aimed to conduct an experiment using different types of
feedback from week 1 to week 5 of the second semester. Due to the unexpected spread of
coronavirus, this study had to change from plan A to plan B. In the following part, the two plans
will be outlined.
Plan A – Week 1 (in class) – The plan of this study before the outbreak of coronavirus
Based on the school syllabus, the researcher had planned to use peer-feedback, direct
feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect un-coded feedback, and self-feedback in the first week,
the second week, the third week, the fourth week, and the fifth week of the course respectively.
Before the class, the introduction of each type of feedback would be presented to the students in
10 minutes. All five types of feedback would be explained carefully in class. Moreover, an extra
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15 minutes would be given to the students for peer-feedback and self-feedback training week by
week.
a. The writing assignments
In the first week of the semester, the two teachers and students were asked for their
permission to make copies of students' essays and teachers’ feedback on the students'
assignments. Five different types of written feedback on students’ assignments were expected to
be introduced and given by the researcher in class over a period of five weeks. These types of
feedback were peer feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect un-coded
feedback (focused mainly on Grammar), and self-feedback. In terms of peer-feedback and selffeedback, the students should have been trained to focus mainly on giving feedback on verb tenses.
The researcher had planned that after giving certain types of feedback, these assignments
would be given back to the students at the end of the class in the following week. Then, students
would be asked to check their assignments' feedback and answer a questionnaire to give their
perceptions about these types of feedback, before they received feedback from their teacher. On
the other hand, students did not need to submit another draft or revision of their work, but
subsequently received their grades and feedback on their writing from their teacher. Writing essays
would have been selected and given five different types of feedback by the researcher.
b. Feedback Provision and Survey Completion
On the one hand, teachers would ask students to complete their assignment and give
feedback based on the school syllabus. They could give their own favorite types of feedback which
they usually use in their classes. Subsequently, they would allow the researcher to make copies of
their feedback on students’ writing before returning these papers to the students. The whole
progress would be repeated. On the other hand, the researcher would make copies of the students’
writing assignments during the seven-week study. All writing assignments were given individual
feedback by the researcher each week in addition to the feedback provided to all students by the
teacher.
It is important that the consent forms were not shown or shared between these students so
they should not know on the first day who was participating and who was not. However, in the
following weeks, students could know who was participating in this project because the researcher
would ask the participants to complete the surveys at the beginning of the class. These students
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would be divided into two groups (one group of participating students and one group of nonparticipating students).
At the beginning, the researcher had planned to conduct a pre-treatment questionnaire
(before students experience these types of feedback) in Week 1; five during-treatment
questionnaires (during five weeks of experiencing five types of feedback in this writing course)
which were related to students' perceptions on peer feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded
feedback, indirect un-coded feedback, and self-feedback; and a post-treatment questionnaire (after
experiencing five types of feedback in this writing course) in the five following weeks. Finally,
the Week 7 questionnaire (14 items) includes informational questions, and questions (including
Likert scale and multiple questions). In the questionnaires, the researcher aimed to know about
students’ perceptions of different types of feedback, expectations and suggestions after
experiencing both their teacher’s and researcher’s feedback; however, this questionnaire was
canceled due to the outbreak of coronavirus. Seven questionnaires are included in the appendix A,
B and C respectively.
The researcher aimed to investigate the changes in their attitudes toward written feedback
during a short period. Since the survey was expected to take only two to three minutes to complete,
it would not affect teachers or non-participating students. Non-participating students could review
their lessons during that time.
c. Teachers’ interviews
In terms of teachers’ interviews, they were predicted to last for 20 to 30 minutes and would
be recorded for data analysis later. The teachers would be comfortable with the interviews in
English because of their high language level of proficiency. Actually, the researcher had multiple
meetings with the two teachers separately to explain about the study before the semester started.
These meetings allowed the teachers to have a deep understanding of feedback, study goals, and
procedures in order to give the most accurate perceptions. During the interviews, teachers were
expected to share their experiences in giving feedback; advantages and disadvantages of feedback
on their teaching; and their students' expectations about different types of feedback. All the
interviews would have been conducted independently and recorded. Then, they would be analysed
into general themes.
d. Feedback training
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In the first week, the researcher had talked to the teachers and students about the project,
and they also completed the consent forms to participate in this study. Seventy-eight students from
two classes took part in the experiment, and they had completed the pre-treatment questionnaire
to clarify their general perceptions about feedback in L2 writing. However, the school was shut
down in week 2 because of the pandemic, so plan A could not be done. Specifically, the researcher
could not collect the writing assignments to provide five different types of feedback on students’
work. Similarly, the teachers had to delay their teaching, and they could not provide feedback. In
terms of teachers’ interviews, the pre-treatment interviews were conducted, but the post-treatment
interviews were cancelled because the teachers had not taught students during the data collection
period. As a result, the researcher had to change to plan B to ensure the validity of the study.
Plan B – From Week 2 to Week 7 (Online)
Due to the unexpected pandemic, the researcher had changed the study from plan A to plan
B, which conducted this study online. In figure 1, the plan B of this study after the pandemic is
presented.
Figure 1. Plan B of this study after the pandemic
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Research plan

Informed consent received

Pre-treatment questionnaire (before students experience these types of feedback)
Pre-treatment interviews (teachers)

The students were grouped into two separate online groups on Facebook

Survey questionnaires for direct feedback in Week 2

Survey questionnaires for indirect-coded feedback in Week 3

Survey questionnaires for indirect-uncoded feedback in Week 4

Survey questionnaires for peer feedback in Week 5

Survey questionnaires for self feedback in Week 6
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a.

The writing assignments and feedback provision on students’ texts

The researcher aimed to give feedback on the participants’ writing assignments using
different types of feedback. Seventy-eight writing assignments would be collected from 78
students every week. After five weeks, 390 writing essays were expected to be collected and used
for the data collection. However, the researcher was not able to follow this methodology. She had
to cancel the writing assignments and feedback provision following the school syllabus because
the university was closed and the students were not writing any assignments during the data
collection period.
b. Questionnaire surveys
The pre-questionnaire at Week 1 was conducted in class before the outbreak of coronavirus
in Vietnam, but the rest of the questionnaire surveys could not be done in classroom because the
school had shut down after Week 1.
The students were grouped into two separate online groups on Facebook with their
classmates to collect the data online after the school closed. However, only 63 out of 78 students
agreed to keep taking part in this study.
The researcher contacted students through online groups to explain about direct feedback,
indirect-coded feedback and indirect-uncoded feedback before asking these students to complete
the surveys related to each type of feedback in Week 2, 3, and 4 respectively. Students could ask
the researcher anytime by email or Facebook chat. The two teachers had already created online
English writing groups on Facebook so students uploaded their writing and experienced self
feedback and peer feedback on that platform. However, the researcher still explained these types
of feedback by both email and group chat to make sure that all students understood them. The
students were asked to complete the survey questionnaires for peer feedback and self feedback in
Week 5 and Week 6 respectively. They could respond to the Likert-scale questions and also
express their own perceptions about advantages and disadvantages of each type of feedback
The students did not submit their writings to receive either their teacher’s or researcher’s
feedback. Finally, the researcher aimed to know about students’ perceptions of different types of
feedback after experiencing both their teacher’s and researcher’s feedback in Week 7, but the
school did not reopen during the experiment time due to the pandemic. Hence, the post-treatment
questionnaire was canceled.
c. Interviews
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In terms of teachers’ pre-treatment interviews, one of them was conducted online and it
lasted for 20 to 30 minutes in week 3. Another teacher was not able to conduct the interview online
so she typed her answers for the interview questions by herself and sent her answer back after one
week. However, the researcher had to skip the post-treatment interview since the teachers had not
taught the students in this period so they had not experienced anything new from their students.
Writing assignments, feedback collection, feedback provision, the post-treatment
questionnaire, and the post-teacher-interviews were cancelled because all universities in Vietnam
had shut down from February to April in order to stop the global pandemic. Although the
researcher was in Vietnam for collecting the data, she was not able to do her experiment as
originally planned.
Participants
There were around 160 students enrolled in this English writing course at the university in
the second semester. All four classes and the teachers were asked for their voluntary participation
in this study. Two English writing teachers (both females) and the students in their writing classes
participated. All of the participants were given a consent form. They were informed that their
participation in questionnaires and interviews was voluntary. The research did not affect the
students' grades or the teachers' syllabus. Moreover, all of the participants’ names were changed
in any written report of the study. Their personal information such as email address, phone number
and student number was only used to inform students about any changes in this study.
a. Students
In the first week of the semester, 78 students at the age of 18 participated in this study.
They were full-time students in the Finance and Banking department with Pre-Intermediate
English proficiency level. In order to pass the English Writing Course, the students had to complete
writing assignments given by their teacher weekly.
The plan B was employed to get students’ perceptions. First, the researcher contacted the
students who agreed to take part in this study to join in an online Facebook group chat. Next, these
students were informed about the changes of the experiment as well as how they could keep
participating in the study online. If they found it inconvenient, they could withdraw immediately.
As a result, sixty-three out of seventy-eight students agreed to keep taking part in this study
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b. Teachers
The two participating teachers in this study were invited based on their experience in giving
feedback and teaching writing at the university level. Furthermore, they graduated with a masters
or doctoral degree in English studies or English education. The teachers were contacted through
emails. They also received consent forms and information sheets about the project. In terms of
feedback collection, they were willing to allow the researcher to make copies of students’ essays
and their feedback on students’ essays at the end of their class.
Table 1. Demographic data
English Teacher Class A

English Teacher Class B

Male / Female

Female

Female

Teaching Writing Experience

Ø 20 years

Ø 28 years

(years)
Number of students in this

37
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semesters writing course
Since the teachers experienced the same-unexpected situation as students, the researcher
had to ask for their participation in online interviews. Moreover, their feedback on students’ essays
could not be included in this project. At the end, the two teachers agreed to keep participating in
the study.
Instruments
a. Questionnaire surveys
Questionnaires are widely used to collect a large amount of data in a short period of time.
Therefore, in this study, questionnaires were distributed to students to find out their perceptions of
effectiveness and challenges in receiving different types of feedback in writing. By examining the
literature (Agbayahoun, 2016; Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Ruegg, 2017), the standard procedure
of designing these questionnaires was used. The researcher had made a questionnaire at the
beginning of the course, five small questionnaires for Week 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 respectively and a
questionnaire at Week 7.
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The Week 1 questionnaire consisted of 12 items about informational questions and closed
questions (Likert scale and 10 multiple choice questions). These questions helped the researcher
find out the students’ prior experiences in giving and receiving five types of feedback; and their
expectations on teachers’ feedback and comments. This questionnaire was used in class at the
beginning of the semester after the students agreed to take part in this study. Each of the five
questionnaires from Week 2 to Week 6 consisted of six open-ended questions, five Likert-scale
and an open question. These five questionnaire questions were related to students' perceptions on
peer feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect un-coded feedback, and selffeedback respectively. The students also expressed their perceptions about the benefits and
drawbacks of using each of these types of feedback.
To ensure the validity of the questionnaire content, the researcher piloted the questions
with ten students from the English proficiency program. Judgment and feedback from experts who
have considerable experience in teaching writing, feedback, and questionnaire design also
contributed to the final questionnaires.
The questionnaires were modified to avoid any misunderstanding from the word choices
such as types of feedback which may affect the findings (Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Ruegg,
2017; Westmacott, 2016). The domain languages used in these surveys were English and
Vietnamese to avoid any misunderstandings.
Based on their answers, the researcher had a general understanding of students’ experiences
and expectations on five types of feedback from previous learning. In terms of the during-treatment
questionnaires, students completed them online after they received the feedback from the
researcher on their writing in five different weeks. Their answers for these during-experiment
questionnaires helped the researcher to have a deeper understanding of the expectations about each
type of feedback they would like to give and receive.
However, the students had only completed the Week 1 questionnaire in class in the first
week, but they had not experienced feedback training with the two teachers since the school was
closed in the second week of the semester due to the coronavirus. Therefore, the students’
responses in the following weeks could be related to their old experiences in L2 writing classes
that did not experience appropriate training for giving and receiving feedback.
b. Interviews
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The researcher used interviews to investigate two teachers’ perceptions of feedback in ESL
writing classroom. According to Agbayahoun (2016), interviews enable the researcher to identify
participants’ attitudes and perceptions. There is a list of 23 questions which were conducted based
on the framework of previous studies (Agbayahoun, 2016; Mekala & Ponmani, 2017), was made
in advance. These interview questions The wording of these questions was modified for
comprehensibility to be suitable and relevant. One teacher’s interview which was semistructured, was conducted online and it lasted for 20 to 30 minutes in week 3. Meanwhile, another
teacher was not able to conduct the interview online so she typed her answers for the interview
questions by herself and sent her answer back after one week. Since this interview was structured,
the researcher was not able to ask for more details.
Procedure
a. Students
The researcher had contacted all the participants to inform them of the changes as well as
how they could participate in the experiment. They were also asked to complete the five surveys
which are related to the five different types of feedback. However, the weekly order of feedback
in the two classes had different orders to limit the possible bias to the research results.
First of all, the students were grouped into two separate online groups on Facebook with
their classmates. They were asked again for consent because the researcher had to collect the data
online. In addition, students could ask the researcher anytime for clarification of survey completion
and types of feedback by email or Facebook chat.
In terms of self feedback and peer feedback, the two teachers had already created online
English writing groups on Facebook so students uploaded their writings and experienced these two
types of feedback on that social tool. However, the researcher still explained these types of
feedback by both email and group chat to make sure that all students understand about them. Then,
the participants were asked to complete the surveys. They could respond to the Likert-scale
questions and also express their perceptions about the advantages and disadvantages of each type
of feedback that they had experienced.
b. Teachers
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In terms of teachers’ interviews, one of them had an online interview in week 3 and lasted
for 20 to 30 minutes. It was recorded for data analysis after week 7. Another teacher was not able
to have an online interview so she asked the researcher for the list of interview questions in order
to type the answers by herself. She then sent her answers to the interview questions back after one
week. During the interviews, teachers were expected to share their experiences in giving feedback;
advantages and disadvantages of feedback on their teaching; and their students' expectations about
different types of feedback. The teachers’ interviews were coded and transcribed into general
themes.
Data analysis
a. Analysis of data from the questionnaires
Once collected from the students, the Week 1 questionnaire data were coded and then
statistical analysis was conducted. Excel program was used to identify Median, Frequency, and
Mode of 63 students’ answers, and transfer them into tables in the results. On the other hand, the
data from five-week surveys were translated into English and analyzed by NVivo. These data were
synthesized and collated to make comparisons between the teachers’ and students’ view of
different types of feedback as well as the advantages and disadvantages of using them. The
responses helped the researcher identify to what extent students and teachers’ perceptions meet
and differ from each other. This study only focused on students’ and teachers’ perspectives, so any
measure of the effectiveness of the various types of feedback on the students’ writing improvement
was not included. By analyzing the data, the researcher found out the students’ preferences and
expectations for feedback in L2 writing.
b. Analysis of data from the interviews
After one of the interviews was recorded and transcribed, the data from two teachers’
interviews were analyzed by using NVivo software to categorize the themes. The findings from
teachers’ interviews showed teachers’ methods of giving feedback and their perceptions of
feedback in L2 writing.
Figure 2. The procedure and data analysis of students’surveys and teachers’ interview
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and 10 multiple choice
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The data were coded
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One teacher’s interview was
conducted online and lasted for 20
to 30 minutes
Another typed her answered and
sent it back in Week 3

The teachers’ interviews were
coded and transcribed into general
themes using NVivo

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
First of all, this section will discuss teachers’ interviews about different methods of giving
feedback in their English writing classes and the reasons why they used them. Therefore, the two
teachers’ interview responses will be used to answer the first research question. Secondly, the
section will focus on teachers’ perceptions of different types of feedback that they have employed
in their classes as the findings for the second question. Following this, this section will present the
non-parametric descriptive statistics from students’ Week 1 questionnaire and five surveys about
advantages and disadvantages of peer feedback, self-feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded
feedback and indirect un-coded feedback based on students’ experiences. Finally, the similarities
and mismatches of students’ and teachers’ perceptions will be reported. Thus, all these four
research questions will be answered.
Methods of giving feedback
During the interviews, the two teachers reported that they often used feedback in their
writing classes. They also employed different types of feedback that were suitable for their target
learners and task requirements. It is thus clear that teachers realized the importance of giving
suitable types of feedback, but they had different ways of using them on their students’ text.
Both of the teachers stated that using feedback for L2 writing was important. Teacher A
said that she usually asked her students to revise their texts after getting their feedback to see their
improvement, while teacher B reported that “I focus on the task requirements to give feedback and
every type of feedback is good to some extent”. When asked how they decided the type of feedback
used in their class, two of them reported the same idea that “it depends on the students’ language
proficiency level”. Teacher A said that she would give direct feedback if her students were weak,
whereas teacher B stated that she only used peer feedback if students were advanced or Englishmajors. In terms of feedback practice, they exposed different strategies. While teacher A stated
that:
“I give them the indirect feedback and I ask them to read and then I inform them okay so
what does the signal mean, and then I ask them to work in pairs and groups with each other to
help with mistakes, then they do self-correction and write a second draft and they have to submit
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both the first draft and second draft …but usually if they don’t know how to correct the mistake by
themselves, they will go and ask, I will show them”.
Teacher B expressed that:
“I read through the writing for holistic assessment. Reread and highlight the points that
need to be improved. Some serious mistakes are corrected right away. Some are collected to be
corrected in class. My students are asked to work individually or in groups after the papers are
returned to double-check their understanding of feedback while I am around to explain”.
According to these responses, there are some similarities and differences in the ways that
the two teachers used feedback in their classes. In terms of similarities, both of them used peer
feedback and self-feedback after they read their students’ texts and gave their feedback. They
preferred students to work in groups to pairs after the students received their first draft because the
number of students in their class was quite big. For example, teacher A said that “I created
Facebook groups and asked students to give feedback for their friends there based on some
criteria, and there are usually more than 30 of them in one group” while teacher B replied that
“My students are asked to work in groups after the papers are returned to double check their
understanding of feedback while I am around to explain”. Additionally, they both agreed that
students had to revise their writing and resubmit it to check their improvement. Finally, they would
support their students by mistake clarifications or suggestions if any students were not able to
correct the errors by themselves when the teachers used indirect feedback. However, the two
teachers also used different methods of giving feedback on L2 writing texts. While teacher A
employed indirect coded feedback (underline and give symbols) because most of her students were
“good at English”, teacher B tended to use indirect un-coded feedback by highlighting or direct
feedback to correct serious errors.
The two teachers also expressed their methods that help students consider their feedback
to avoid making the same mistakes. Teacher A reported that her students had to read their texts
with the feedback carefully and remember their mistakes; then they would have to revise a better
version of their text if they want to gain a higher mark. By contrast, teacher B required her students
to revise their text if they made too many mistakes, and resubmitted the revision with its old version
to clarify their uptake.
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Thus, the two teachers had their techniques to use various types of feedback to improve
their students’ writing. Although their way was different from each other, they mainly focused on
the students’ language proficiency level, class size and students’ uptake.
Teachers’ perceptions of feedback
Both teachers indicated that there were many advantages of using feedback on second
language writing. First of all, feedback giving can positively affect students’ psychological aspects.
For example, teacher A stated that “feedback made students feel motivated, encourages, and more
productive”. Similarly, teacher B reported that “when my students can reduce the amount of errors
in their revision, they feel pleased with that achievement”. Secondly, feedback plays a vital role in
students’ writing ability in the long term. Teacher A claimed that her students had to keep working
with their text to solve problems when she used indirect coded feedback. She witnessed that “my
student had to work on their text again, so they could learn from their mistakes and avoid making
them again”. Similarly, teacher B stated that writing was a learning process and feedback helped
students to identify their strengths and weaknesses in their texts. She also believed that “my
students perform better after working on their papers again such as checking errors,
understanding their problems, and revising a better version”. Thirdly, feedback can develop
students’ cognitive engagement in L2 writing. Teacher A reported that students were “cooperative
to discuss problems with teachers and peers when they received feedback”. They also found selffeedback useful in engaging students’ cognition because these students could review their text,
detect their errors, and solve problems by themselves. For example, teacher B stated that “students
have a chance to evaluate their knowledge before and after practice”. Finally, students can
enhance their writing accuracy. While teacher A reflected that her students were able to identify
grammatical errors and mistake rules, teacher B said that her students could distinguish patterns
of repeated errors.
Nevertheless, teachers have to cope with many drawbacks of using feedback for their L2
writing classes. One of the main problems is the class size that turns feedback into a burden. Thus,
giving suitable feedback for a big class should be taken into consideration. For example, teacher
A shared that:
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“Last semester I had three writing classes, one writing class consist of English major
student and there is 40 of them…. it's okay for small classes but for a big class, it is very tiring
because when I have a big class I have to mark and give feedback to all of them… it is very tiring
and I have many other things to do other than teaching so it's quite stressful”.
Secondly, teachers think that it is time-consuming to use feedback in their classes and it
can affect their teaching syllabus. Since Vietnamese classes normally have more than 30 students,
these teachers read, located errors, gave feedback, and asked students to revise their writing. Both
teachers had to train their students to give and receive peer feedback and self-feedback, as well as
distinguish symbols and codes when they wanted to use indirect coded feedback for their classes.
Therefore, teachers cut their lessons shorter to give time for feedback training. Thirdly, it is
difficult to say which type of feedback is more effective than the others because of different
backgrounds, language proficiency levels, cognitive engagement, or autonomy levels. Teacher A
stated that:
“I think that all kinds of feedback are useful in one way or another so it depends completely
on the student so it can be individual. It can be the learning style, which can be the student's
English level…everything that can give us the correct decision…whether what kind of feedback is
useful for what type of student but it varies actually”.
The two teachers also gave their perceptions of the benefits and drawbacks of using direct
feedback, indirect feedback, indirect coded feedback, self-feedback, and peer feedback for second
language writing. Firstly, both of them agreed that direct feedback was suitable for low language
proficiency students. Teacher A mentioned that “it usually depends on the student so if these are
weak student I give them direct feedback, I write directly the mistake above their errors so they
can recognise their errors straight away”. However, direct feedback can negatively affect
students’ psychological aspects. For instance, teacher B stated that students felt “demotivated” and
“disappointed” when many mistakes were crossed out and corrected. They also believed that direct
feedback would be time-consuming for big classes if they had to detect all errors and give a
correction to every students’ writing. Teacher A said that “its okay for small classes but for big
class it is very tiring because when I have a big class I have to mark and give feedback to all of
them”. This activity can cause stress or tiredness for teachers. Teacher A indicated her view several
times that “after such a long time of teaching, I don’t think that direct feedback could enhance
students’ writing progress, but it is really time-consuming”.
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Secondly, in terms of indirect coded feedback, the teachers said that this type of feedback
enhanced students’ writing performance because students had to work again on their texts to find
some solutions for a problem to get a higher score. Although the teachers focused on different
aspects while using indirect coded feedback (teacher A focused on grammar and vocabulary,
teacher B focused on grammar and ideas), they both revealed that indirect feedback was suitable
for high language proficiency students. For example, teacher A stated that “I am lucky to have very
good students, so they make mistakes by accident not by the low level of proficiency, so indirect
feedback is suitable for them”. Nevertheless, teachers had to train students for code definition
before using indirect coded-feedback and it would influence their teaching schedule. Teacher A
said she did not have time to explain all codes so she sometimes used a checklist to clarify these
codes.
Thirdly, in terms of indirect un-coded feedback, they responded that it saved their time to
“highlight simple errors for a big class” and students’ writing would be improved if they could
“remember their correction and revisions”. Teacher B stated that “students have to revise their
writing many times to get the right answers for their errors”. However, teacher A and teacher B
shared the same idea that this type of feedback was difficult for low language students. According
to their teaching experiences and observations, low language proficiency students were not able to
revise their mistakes so they asked their teachers for more explanation. Teacher B said “I am
around to explain the feedback for weak students who can’t revise the errors”.
In terms of self-feedback, they encouraged their students to use this type of feedback
because it enhanced students’ autonomy and reviewability. For example, teacher A mentioned in
her interview that:
“I think it is a good thing for them to do because we will not be with them forever and this
is the activity they will do in their normal life and daily life to improve their own writing”.
Similarly, teacher B stated that:
“It’s interesting for them to have a chance to evaluate their knowledge before and after
the practice”.
It is clear that high language proficiency students might have fewer difficulties in doing
self-feedback than low language proficiency students. Moreover, this activity can take a lot of time
if they have many weak students. Therefore, teachers can help less proficiency students to detect
errors and check their corrections. For example, two teachers only asked their students to use self-
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feedback focusing on punctuation or word forms and they explained complicated errors such as
grammatical structures.
Finally, they agreed that peer feedback could make students more active in interaction and
discussion with their friends than with teachers. For instance, teacher A said that her students felt
“more comfortable and more open to discussing with their peers”. Similarly, teacher B believed
that “peer feedback is a good way for students to learn from friends”. Therefore, teachers hoped
that students could improve their reviewers’ ability, and then they could revise their texts.
However, they have different views about which target learners benefit from peer feedback.
Although teacher A recently created a Facebook group and asked her students to post their writing
and practice giving and receiving peer feedback on that online tool, she stated that good students
“seemed not to learn anything new from their peers”. Therefore, she “consider using peer feedback
in advanced classes”. Similarly, teacher B preferred to use peer feedback for advanced learners
and English-majors.
Overall, it seems that every type of feedback will have its advantages and disadvantages,
so teachers should consider their target students, task requirements and class size as domain
elements to wisely use direct feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect un-coded feedback, selffeedback, and peer feedback in their L2 writing class.
Students’ perceptions of feedback
This section presents the non-parametric statistics for three main features: students’
response to feedback use, their preference, and expectations on feedback given in L2 writing from
students’ questionnaire in Week 1. Furthermore, students’ perspectives on the advantages and
disadvantages of self-feedback, peer feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded feedback, and
indirect un-coded feedback will also be reported.
Feedback use
Descriptive statistics about students’ perceptions of feedback use are presented in table 2.
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Table 2. Respondents’perceptions of feedback use
N
The amount of teacher feedback that
students read over

Median Mode

All of

Most

Some

None

it

of it

of it

of it

(3)

(2)

(1)

(0)

63

2

2

31.7% 34.9% 31.7%

1.7%

63

2

2

21.0% 42.9% 32.9%

3.2%

The amount of teachers’comments
and corrections that students think
carefully about
The descriptive statistics of students’reactions to feedback they received in their L2 writing
are reported in table 3.
Table 3. Students’ reactions to feedback they received
n=63

N

Frequency

Revised the writing and took into consideration teachers’ feedback

36

57.1%

Read the grade and comments, and asked for clarification

13

20.6%

Read the grade and the comments, and discarded the paper

10

15.9%

Improved the writing with help of a home tutor or a peer

4

6.4%

Corrected the easy mistakes

0

0.0%

Only read the grade and discarded the paper

0

0.0%

The descriptive statistics of the use of feedback in the L2 writing class indicated that most
students read over their text when teachers returned it to them with 34.9% (n=22/63). Regarding
teachers’ comment use, nearly 42.9% (n=27/63) of students agreed that they always take most of
the teachers’ comments and corrections on their writing into serious consideration, while only
3.2% (2/63) completely ignored teachers’ feedback. Similarly, the descriptive statistics of students
’ reactions to feedback they received in L2 writing showed that 57.1% (n=36/63) of the
participants used teachers’ suggestions to revise their writing; whereas, none of them only read the
grade and discarded the feedback. It is clear that most students realize the importance of feedback
in their L2 writing and seriously use it to make better revisions.
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Students’ feedback preferences
Descriptive statistics about students’ perceptions of feedback preferences are represented
in table 4.
Table 4. Respondents’ perceptions of feedback preferences

N

Median Mode

More

Once

Always

than

or

Never

(3)

twice

twice

(0)

(2)

(1)
3.2%

How often would you like to
receive teacher feedback in English

63

3

3

69.8%

25.4%

1.6%

63

1

1

19.0%

28.6% 39.7% 12.7%

63

2

2

20.6%

55.6% 19.0%

writing course?
How often would you like to give
and receive peer feedback in
English writing course?
How often would you like to give
and receive self feedback in

4.8%

English writing course?
Students were asked to rate on a scale of four choices (never, once or twice, more than
twice, always) how they would like to give and receive peer feedback and self-feedback. The
findings show that 39.7% (n=25/63) respondents would like to get peer feedback “once or twice”
in their writing course while 55.6% (n=35/63) wanted to give and receive self-feedback “more
than twice”. In terms of teachers’ feedback, the numbers of students chose “always” and “more
than twice” for receiving feedback from their teachers at 69.8% (n=44/36) and 25.4% (n=16/63)
respectively. The findings indicate that students would like to get teacher feedback, followed by
self feedback and peer feedback in their L2 writing class.
Students’ expectations of teacher feedback
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Descriptive statistics of respondents’expectations on teachers’focus on feedback,
preferences for the focus of feedback and preferences for the amount of feedback can be seen in
table 5, table 6 and table 7.
Table 5. Respondents’expectations on teachers’focus on feedback
n=63

N

Frequency

Giving the mark only

0

0.0%

Suggesting error correction only

0

0.0%

Providing comments on the content only

0

0.0%

Giving a mark and providing comments on the content

0

0.0%

Suggesting error correction and providing comments on the content

6

9.5%

Giving a mark, suggesting error correction, and providing comments

57

90.5%

on the content
Table 6. Respondents’ preferences for the focus of feedback
n=63

Number of students

Frequency

Grammar

53

84.1%

Vocabulary

9

14.3%

Spelling

1

1.6%

Punctuation

0

0.0%

Others

0

0.0%

Table 7. Respondents’ preferences for the amount of feedback
n=63

N

Frequency

All the errors

46

73.0%

Most of the errors

10

15.9%

A few of the errors

7

11.1%

None of the errors

0

0.0%
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When asked about the aspects that teachers should focus on, 57 out of 63 students (90.5%)
responded that they hoped their teacher to not only give a mark but suggest error corrections and
provide constructive comments on the content. Furthermore, although most of the students stated
that they wanted teachers to focus on grammatical structures, they also believe that vocabulary and
spelling (at 14.3% and 1.6% respectively) should be considered as problems that caused bad
writing. In terms of numbers of errors that students would like their teachers to react to, the answers
are “all the errors”, “most of the errors”, and “a few of the errors” with the proportions of 73.0%,
15.9%, and 11.1% respectively. It can be seen that most students expect their teachers to identify
every error.
In the table 8, the statistics of respondents’ expectations on teachers’ comments are shown.
Table 8. Respondents’ expectations on teachers’ comments
n=63

N

Frequency

Only Negative aspects

0

0.0%

Mainly Negative aspects

5

7.9%

Both Negative and Positive aspects

56

88.9%

Mainly Positive aspects

2

3.2%

Only Positive aspects

0

0.0%

Finally, students expect teachers to give comments and suggestions on both negative and
positive aspects. The data showed that 56 students (88.9%) would like to read both negative and
positive comments, whereas only a few students expected to get mainly negative feedback or
mainly positive feedback, at 7.9% and 3.2% respectively.
Students’ perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of self-feedback
According to the respondents, four main themes reflect the advantages of using selffeedback for L2 writing classes. First of all, ten students believed that self-feedback can enhance
their learning autonomy. For example, two students said “it is good for self-study” or another
student stated “I can not ask my friends or teachers so I have to try hard to check my writing, I
think it is good for my language learning”. Secondly, twelve students believed that self-feedback
has positive psychological aspects. For example, they felt “comfortable”, “more confident”, “more
private”, “motivated”, “productive” and “more conscious” when they checked, identified errors,
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and gave possible solutions for their problems. Thirdly, twenty-four students believed that selffeedback helps students improve their writing in a long term. The students agreed that they tried
to remember the old errors to make better revisions. One student said that “if I can use self-feedback
successfully, my syntactic will be improved”. Finally, a few students mentioned that self-feedback
could encourage students’ metacognitive learning. They believed that finding their own mistakes
was truly difficult so they had to engage in the texts and check them several times. Finally, selffeedback can be one of the special types of feedback that improves students’ reviewing ability.
Four students mentioned that they could evaluate their writing styles as well as identify their
strengths and weaknesses in English writing.
On the other hand, students also mentioned some disadvantages with using self-feedback.
The biggest problems of this feedback are its quality and accuracy. As most students had to work
individually without teachers’ or peers’ assistance, they would “hesitate to give corrections”. More
than 40 students did not trust in their feedback and they wanted someone to check it again.
Secondly, students can find it hard to locate or revise some errors by themselves due to their low
language proficiency level. One student thought that “my language proficiency is low, so I was not
able to locate my errors” and another said “In some cases, although I can find out my errors, I do
not know how to replace them, my English is not that good”. Thirdly, struggles can negatively
affect students’ emotions as well as language improvement. For example, two students mentioned
that if they could not revise their texts, they would feel “confused and demotivated”. Another
student said that “I repeated the same mistakes that I had made in the previous texts”. As a result,
even if students appreciate the positive outcomes of self-feedback, they still need extra support
such as training or guidelines to use it more effectively.
Students’ perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of peer feedback
Many students expressed their opinions on the advantages of using peer feedback for L2
writing. Firstly, peer feedback creates a perfect platform for students to collaborate in learning.
For example, twenty-four students said they could “exchange feedback with their peers”, “discuss
common problems inside and outside the classroom”, “easily ask for explanations”, “interact
sufficiently with each other”, “ share ideas”, or “improve teamwork”. Second, thirty students
assume that peer feedback can enhance their English writing. Two students said that they could
improve their “lexical knowledge”, and “grammatical rules” by asking other students who had
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more experience or higher levels of language proficiency. Peer feedback is also suitable for low
language proficiency students because they are more open to asking their friends than teachers.
Five students stated that they could “avoid losing face”, and eleven students said they “feel
comfortable” when discussing with their friends who shared the same low-language proficiency
and faced with the same problems. Besides, students’ critical evaluation skills can be developed
by using peer feedback because the activity of giving and receiving feedback triggers their
cognitive engagement. One student said that “we feel closer and more comfortable when
discussing with each other. I and my friends can learn from each other and our writing will be
better. We can avoid making the same mistakes in our next writing”. As a result, their ability of
reviewing is also upgraded.
However, some disadvantages of using peer feedback were also reported from students’
opinions. The first problem of peer feedback is that some students’ autonomy can be influenced
negatively. Five students pointed out that they would likely “depend on their friends” for detecting
or revising error forms. As a result, they are not willing to work hard on their text and wait for
their peers to do their job. Similarly, one student did not feel motivated to work hard on their
papers when some friends could take that “hard job”. Secondly, language proficiency level could
affect the quality of this type of feedback. One student stated that “We do not have enough
knowledge about English writing” and another said “it will be difficult for me to discuss or work
with someone who has a lower level of language proficiency”. Another student said “if two low
language proficiency students work together, they can not help each other to find or correct their
errors”. However, if the gap between students’ language proficiency were big, they might have
disagreements or misunderstandings. Thus, they still need teachers or peers who have high
language proficiency levels to double-check their corrections. In the long term, students’ writing
skills will be affected if they receive unqualified feedback from peers. For example, forty-seven
students indicated that they “did not trust peer feedback accuracy”, and twenty-two students also
mentioned that “low language proficiency students could give incorrect feedback on their texts”.
Finally, in terms of psychological aspects, two students felt “confused”, fifteen students felt
“dissatisfied” because they “can not trust my peers”, or one students felt “embarrassed” because
many friends could read their writing and judge them.
Students’ perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of direct feedback
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Teachers commonly use direct feedback in writing classes; however, it has both benefits
and drawbacks that should be taken into consideration. Firstly, students believe that their revisions
are more accurate based on teacher direct feedback. Sixteen students said that they saved a lot of
time for revisions because teachers helped them locate errors and suggested correct forms. Second,
students think that their vocabulary and grammatical structures are improved. One student believed
that direct feedback was “clear, understandable and reliable so I knew how to correct the old texts
and revise them effectively”. Thirdly, direct feedback can help students to understand their task
requirements and make revisions in a short time. Eight students expressed that direct feedback was
“time-saving”, and one said she “understand task’s requirements easier” without asking teachers
for explanations. Twenty students mentioned that they used direct feedback for revising their drafts
and correcting grammatical errors at once. Finally, six students agreed that direct feedback was
suitable for low language proficiency students regarding grammatical errors at once. One students
said that “I can easily locate my errors. It helps me a lot because my language proficiency level is
low”.
Nevertheless, a group of students think that direct feedback can negatively affect students’
learning autonomy in the long term, overwhelm them with too many errors and consume a lot of
their teachers’ time. First of all, five students said that they “passively depended on their teachers”
because they did not feel motivated to know why they made mistakes. Thus, their learning
autonomy level witnessed a dramatic decrease. Moreover, students were overwhelmed by many
corrections and errors. Four students revealed that they could not remember all errors so they
repeated making them several times. One student stated that “I usually correct my errors straight
away after getting this feedback. Although I can revise my drafts really fast, I do not pay much
attention to all of my errors. There are too many of them. I realize that I make some errors over
and over again”. Finally, direct feedback is time-consuming for teachers from students’
perspectives. One student said that “giving direct feedback to a big class is quite stressful for my
teachers” while another mentioned that “if I do not understand why I made the mistakes, I will ask
my teacher again…So my teacher has to work on my text again”. Hence, students agreed that
teachers work hard before and after giving direct feedback.
Students’ perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of indirect coded feedback
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From students’ views, indirect coded feedback can have some advantages for their
learning. First of all, students believe that their language ability is improved in the long term by
using this type of feedback. For example, ten students said that indirect coded feedback can
“enhance students’ writing skills”, “gain good experiences in revisions”, “distinguish error
forms”, and “remember mistakes consistently”. Moreover, students also stated that indirect coded
feedback enhances their learning autonomy. Three students mentioned that they had to
“understand the codes”, “try to find possible solutions”, and “revise their writings by themselves
before checking the answer with teachers or peers”. Thus, they also developed their self-study
skills in learning new strategies. Finally, some students stated that indirect coded feedback is good
for their cognitive engagement. Eight students stated that they revised and then met the teacher for
suggestions and more explanations. As a result, they can clarify their strengths and weaknesses in
writing in order to perform better in up-coming tasks.
Students also identified some disadvantages of using indirect coded feedback on L2
students’ writing. Firstly, the psychological aspects of students can be affected strongly. Twentyone students answered that they felt “stressed”, “depressed”, “anxious”, and “demotivated” when
their teachers used indirect coded feedback. One student explained that she had tried to understand
the feedback, but “fail to correct them based on the codes”. This problem leads to discouragement
in learning. Secondly, this feedback can be time-consuming for students because they need to
understand the codes before using it appropriately. Six students agreed that they would have to
discuss with peers or teachers to clarify the error types when they forgot the codes. Otherwise,
they could misunderstand their teacher feedback and negatively affect their revisions. One of the
students said that “I can’t remember all of my teachers’ codes, it took me hours by hours to know
the forms of errors and I usually give wrong answers for my errors”. Finally, ten students believe
that indirect coded feedback should be used for treatable errors which were not too advanced or
difficult for them to revise. For example, one student felt that he did not “have the knowledge to
correct certain errors which were too advanced”. Another said “I have learnt about relative
clauses for four to five years, but I still struggled with this grammatical structure. When my teacher
marked “RC” on my errors, I know I made errors related to relative clauses, but I could not correct
them”.
Students’ perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of indirect uncoded feedback
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On the one hand, indirect uncoded feedback can reduce the workload for both teachers and
students in writing. In two students’ opinions, while teachers only underlined errors without giving
suggestions, students can identify the location of their mistakes immediately. Moreover, this type
of feedback can trigger their learning autonomy. Two students felt “productive”, “motivated” and
“curious” when they worked on the texts several times to find the solutions. Six students believed
that their language ability would be enhanced consistently because they could remember the
mistakes and avoid making them in their future writings. One student said “understanding this
feedback and revising my errors are really challenging, but I usually remember them and rarely
make the same mistakes again”. Finally, students’ capacity in learning language engagement can
be developed. One student mentioned “When I can correct some errors after spending several
hours on them, I will be more aware of making them in the future”. Hence, students would be more
aware of making the same mistakes because they learned from their experiences.
On the other hand, both low language proficiency and high language proficiency students
can struggle with indirect uncoded feedback. Thirteen students believed that this type of feedback
was “too difficult” and “not clear” so they were not able to identify the suitable forms. Hence,
students avoided making revisions. One student said “my English is not good. Sometimes, my
teacher only underlined some words or some sentences. I did not know why she just underlined
them, I could not revise them”. Moreover, twenty-four students reported that they had to spend a
lot of time to understand the feedback and fix their errors. One student said that he “wasted time
for this type of feedback”, but he could not revise his errors.
Similarities and mismatches in students’ and teachers’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing
From students’ surveys and teachers’ interviews, the researcher can derive the similarities
and mismatches between students’ and teachers’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing.
Similarities
Regarding the general perspectives, students and teachers agree that feedback is an
important element for learning and teaching second language writing. They believe that feedback
will serve to enhance learners with positive outcomes in writing ability, psychological aspects,
cognitive engagement. First of all, perceptions of teachers and students match in terms of the
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effectiveness of feedback in enhancing students’ writing ability in the long term. In terms of
indirect coded feedback, while the two teachers were in agreement that students could remember
their mistakes and avoid repeating them, ten students said that this feedback can “enhance
students’ writing skills”, and “remember mistakes consistently”. Secondly, using feedback in
writing can boost students’ cognitive engagement. The two teachers mentioned that students were
“cooperative to discuss problems with teachers and peers”. They also found self-feedback useful
in engaging students’ cognition when they reviewed and revised their drafts. Similarly, the students
mentioned that they paid more time and engaged in detecting errors and revising their texts. Eight
students stated that they revised their mistakes by using indirect coded feedback and then met the
teacher for suggestions and more explanations. Finally, although using feedback in a big class is
time-consuming, both teachers and students believe that indirect uncoded feedback can save time.
For example, teachers said that indirect uncoded feedback could reduce their workload because
they only highlighted the errors and asked students to revise them. Two students stated while
teachers only underlined errors without giving suggestions, students can identify the location of
their mistakes immediately.
Teachers and students also agree that using feedback in their L2 writing classes can bring
some drawbacks. Firstly, some students agree that teachers should consider the target learners’
language proficiency level to select suitable types of feedback. They stated that not all students
could use indirect coded feedback and indirect uncoded feedback effectively, and low language
proficiency students faced many problems while dealing with these types of feedback. For
instance, one students said that “I can’t remember all of my teachers’ codes, it took me hours by
hours to know the forms of errors and I usually give wrong answers for my errors”. Similarly,
thirteen students stated that indirect uncoded feedback was “too difficult” and “not clear” for them
to find the correct forms. One student said “my English is not good. Sometimes, my teacher only
underlined some words or some sentences. I did not know why she just underlined them, I could
not revise them”. Both teachers said that they only use indirect feedback for advanced students.
For example, teacher A stated that “I am lucky to have very good students, so they make mistakes
by accident not by the low level of proficiency, so indirect feedback is suitable for them”. However,
teacher A and teacher B shared the same idea that this type of feedback was difficult for low
language proficiency students. According to their teaching experiences and observations, low
language proficiency students were not able to revise their mistakes and they would contact their
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teachers for more explanation. Teacher B said “I am around to explain the feedback for weak
students who can not revise the errors”. They believed that supervision and appropriate
suggestions were necessary for learners with low proficiency levels. Furthermore, using direct
feedback in L2 writing classes can be time-consuming for a big class and negatively affect both
students’ and teachers' psychology. Teachers believed that giving direct feedback consumed their
time and caused stress. Meanwhile, five students felt “passively depend on their teachers” if
teachers only used direct feedback.
Mismatches
Although students and teachers share some agreement in certain areas, their opinions about
some types of feedback are somehow different from each other. In terms of direct feedback, while
teachers think that direct feedback could not help improve students’ writing performance, most
students preferred their teachers to use direct feedback because they were able to understand errors
and revise their texts. For instance, one student said that “direct feedback was clear,
understandable and reliable so I knew how to correct my old texts and revise them effectively”.
Unlike teacher feedback, peer feedback is used frequently among students to improve their
writing ability through peer interactions. For example, two teachers believed that students could
improve their review ability, and then they could learn from each other to make better revisions.
However, many students indicated that they did not trust their feedback accuracy and their writing
skill could be affected if they receive inaccurate feedback from peers in a long term. For example,
forty-seven students indicated that they “did not trust peer feedback accuracy”, and twenty-two
students also mentioned that “low language proficiency students could give incorrect feedback on
their texts”. As a result, they hesitated to revise or learn from the revisions which might negatively
affect their writing in the long term, this is a mismatch between students’ and teachers’
perspectives.
When the researcher asked two teachers about feedback, they both agreed that “training
students for self-feedback and peer feedback was important in their class”. In addition, teachers
stated that the peer feedback and self-feedback would only be successful in students’ L2 writing
development if teachers spent extra time to support their students. However, the students who
participated in this study had not experienced feedback training with the two teachers due to the
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coronavirus. Therefore, the students’ responses could be related to their old experiences in L2
writing classes that did not provide appropriate training for giving and receiving feedback.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
The primary aim of this study was to investigate the students’ and teachers’ perceptions
about using feedback in second language writing. In the following sections, the main outcomes
with regards to the research questions will be briefly discussed.
Students’ confidence and teacher feedback
As expected, the results of this study showed that both teachers and students agreed teacher
feedback for L2 writing was an important element to enhance learners with positive outcomes in
psychological aspects. For example, both teachers and students believed that using different types
of feedback could help students perform better in second language writing. Similarly, students
spent extra time on their papers because they appreciated their teacher feedback and felt
“motivated”. Thus, they believed that using appropriate types of teacher feedback could boost
students’ confidence to improve their writing skills in the long term.
In this study, the findings show that there are three main reasons to explain the gain of
students’ confidence by using teacher feedback. First of all, students felt confident because they
could distinguish their strengths and weaknesses in their writing. Agbayahoun (2016) argued
that the majority of students feel dissatisfied and hold negative impressions on teachers' feedback
because they feel discouraged, confused, and overwhelmed by excessive feedback.
However, the findings in this study support Sharif and Zainuddin’s (2017) study that
students were more confident about the revision because they could identify their strengths and
weaknesses in writing. For example, ten students in the study said that indirect coded feedback
helped them “enhance writing skills”, “distinguish error forms”, and “remember mistakes
consistently”. Besides, the two teachers mentioned that students were “cooperative to discuss
problems with teachers”. It is also in line with Nordin et al. (2010) that sixty-nine engineering
undergraduates from Malaysia could understand the task’s requirements after receiving teacher
feedback (indirect uncoded feedback). They felt more confident in their writing because they were
able to avoid the same mistakes and revise them more accurately. Similarly, Ruegg (2018) found
that students would reduce their embarrassment and feel more confident in their writing if they got
more practice in using peer feedback in the long term.
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It is clear that drawing students’ attention to specific strengths and weaknesses can
potentially boost their confidence and improve their future performance. Hence, teachers should
focus on supporting students’ strengths through positive comments and suggesting appropriate
methods to help students improve their weak points in writing. Similarly, other studies showed
that the feedback which could identify students’ strengths and weaknesses could positively
enhance their confidence in revising their work or correcting their errors in L2 writing (Nordin et
al., 2010; Sharif & Zainuddin, 2017; Sritrakarn, 2018). It can be beneficial for students to write a
short self-reflection essay for their first draft which can highlight their strong and weak points in
writing by themselves. This suggested way can also save time for teachers who have to give
feedback for a big class as well as encourage students to view their weaknesses as an inevitable
element to learn a new language. Furthermore, if any students are not able to improve their
weaknesses, teachers can ask them to make online or offline appointments with a school tutor for
deeper clarification.
Secondly, both positive and negative aspects should be considered to enhance students’
self-confidence in future writing. This study found that 56 students (88.9%) would like to read
both negative and positive comments, whereas only a few students expected to get mainly negative
feedback or mainly positive feedback, at 7.9% and 3.2% respectively. Thus, the combination of
positive and negative aspects of teacher feedback is recommended. This finding supports Tom et
al. (2013) that students valued both negative and positive comments and expected to receive them
on their texts. Students believed that negative comments were a challenge that pushed them to
perform better in their future writing while positive comments showed students what they had
done well.
However, some studies revealed that students’ confidence in L2 writing would be affected
by teachers’ negative comments. Zumbrunn, Marrs, and Newborn (2016) stated that feedback
could link to positive emotional reactions as pride, motivation, or happiness. Similarly, students
seemed to read positive feedback that could make them feel good about themselves or pointing out
their strengths. Unlikely, students might dislike negative aspects if they thought that teacher
feedback was too critical (Caffarella & Barnet, 2000). This belief is in line with Zumbrunn, Marrs
and Newborn (2016) that teacher feedback is associated with negative psychologies such as
unhappiness, embarrassment, and anxiety.
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Caffarella and Barnet (2000) stated that students felt more confident if they received
ongoing feedback. In reality, giving feedback focusing on negative aspects to help students
improve their writing is necessary. However, teachers should be careful about the tone of their
feedback by using critical comments after using positive ones, and find a gentle approach to give
serious mistakes. Teachers should understand that some students are not able to control their
emotions towards critical feedback and they also require additional supports. Hence, teachers can
train students to give and receive feedback over a period of time to help them improve their selfconfidence when they get negative feedback. It is suggested that teachers can give critical
comments with suggestions on how to fix mistakes such as metalinguistic feedback.
Thirdly, the amount of teacher feedback can also affect students’ confidence. Zacharias
(2007) showed that the amount of teacher feedback can affect students’ feelings about their writing
performance. In this study, most students (n=22/36) read their teacher feedback and took it into
consideration for better revisions. Moreover, 69.8% and 25.4% of students expected to receive
“always” and “more than twice” teacher feedback in their writing respectively.
Moreover, students believed that they could make better revisions if they got more teacher
feedback which was described as “clear”, “understandable” and “reliable”. These findings
indicated students preferred teacher feedback and they also felt more confident about their writing
on which they receive more amount of teacher feedback. It was in the same line with Ruegg and
Koyama (2010) that students who received more teacher feedback on their assignments felt more
confident in their final draft than those who got less teacher feedback. Similarly, some scholars
found that the amount of teacher feedback in students’L2 writing could influence students’
confidence which was one of the vital elements in their developing writing performance
(Agbayahoun, 2016; Bratkovich, 2014; Pearson, 2018).
However, teachers should be careful to not give excessive feedback which can overwhelm
students. It is suggested that teachers should mainly focus on certain aspects that match students’
expectations instead of covering everything (Aliakbari & Raeesi, 2014). Teachers should keep in
mind that if students can understand the feedback they get, they do not view teacher feedback as a
burden. Then, they can ask students to work in a small group to give and receive feedback for a
better understanding. Moreover, teachers should try to avoid giving too short comments which can
make students confused (Sharif & Zainuddin, 2017). This study did not focus on teachers’ and
students’ perceptions of the amount of feedback giving in L2 writing. Thus, further studies can
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consider investigating this issue to help teachers provide an appropriate amount of feedback on
students’ writing.
Students’ confidence in making writing progress will be boosted if they recognize the value
of teacher feedback on their papers. It may be useful if teachers can ask students to write short
self-reflection essays to identify their strengths and weaknesses, following by teachers’ feedback
and suggestions. Besides, teachers should be aware that individual students can react to negative
feedback differently (Caffarella & Barnet, 2000; Sharif & Zainuddin, 2017). Therefore, teachers
should give positive comments before critical ones. They also should give students enough time
to understand that negative feedback is a good way to learn another language.
Finally, if students feel more confident about their writing ability, they be willing to revise
their texts and appreciate their teachers’ feedback. Meanwhile, students’ cognitive engagement
and autonomy are also developed, which is necessary for their writing improvement (Tai, Lin &
Yang, 2015). In fact, there are many different aspects that can affect students’ confidence in L2
writing; thus, future studies can consider focusing on these elements to enhance students’
confidence as well as their writing ability.
The time-consuming nature of giving and receiving feedback
The study found out that both teachers and students experienced negative psychological
aspects after spending too much time on feedback in L2 writing classes. For example, one of the
teachers stated that Vietnamese classes normally had more than 30 students, and these teachers
had to read, locate errors, give feedback, and ask students to revise their writing. As a result,
feedback turned into their burdens and affected their teaching syllabus due to the time limit.
On the other hand, students who participated in this study said that they felt stressed,
demotivated, depressed, or anxious when they had to understand the feedback; and failed to locate
or revise their texts after spending a great amount of time on their feedback. It has been argued
that giving excessive feedback made a burden on teachers’ workload (Atmaca, 2016; Hartshorn,
Evan, & Tuioti, 2014; Mahmud, 2016; Pearson, 2018); furthermore, an inappropriate amount of
teacher feedback in the classroom could cause students’ anxiety (Agbayahoun, 2016; Bratkovich,
2014). Thus, identifying benefits and drawbacks of different feedback types can help teachers
reduce their heavy workload and help students improve their L2 writing.

65

In this study, teachers believed that spending too much time on giving feedback for many
students in a short time led to their excessive workload. One teacher stated that “there are 40 of
them, it's okay for small classes but for a big class, it is very tiring... because when I have a big
class I have to mark and give feedback to all of them… it is very tiring and quite stressful”. In
addition, two teachers stated that using feedback for a big class affected their teaching syllabus
because they took the time to train students to distinguish symbols using indirect coded feedback.
These findings support Mahmud’s (2016) study and also suggest that giving suitable
feedback for a big class should be taken into consideration. Lee, Mak, and Burns (2016) also
examined teachers' beliefs towards giving feedback in writing classes. Two teachers who were
native speakers of Cantonese took part in this research and expressed that they had faced many
challenges in applying new types of feedback (indirect coded feedback and focused feedback) in
their classes. They had limited time within a prescribed curriculum which discouraged them from
using new feedback approaches. Nevertheless, teachers had to train students about code definition
before using indirect coded-feedback and it influenced their teaching schedule. Similarly, Wei and
Yanmei (2018) examined the changes in teacher feedback practices in a university in China and
they found that the teachers perceived feedback as time-consuming. These interviewees had to
minimize the time offering feedback for individual students to maintain effective teaching which
strictly followed the objectives in the school curriculum.
It is clear that giving teacher written feedback for a big class with too many students is
truly time-consuming; therefore, teacher written feedback approaches need to be changed. In terms
of high language proficiency students, this study suggests that teachers should consider using a
checklist to clarify codes and task requirements if they want to use indirect coded feedback, selffeedback, and peer feedback in their limited timeframe. This study also recommends teachers to
use direct feedback to short pieces of written work such as paragraphs or short essays to help low
language proficiency students detect errors and improve their writing accuracy.
In this study, eight students expressed that direct feedback was “time-saving” since they
did not need to spend much time on locating and correcting their errors, and one responded that
direct feedback helped her “understand the task’s requirements easier” without asking teachers
for explanations. Unfortunately, direct feedback can be time-consuming for teachers who have to
mark, locate, and give correct error forms. Therefore, teachers can consider using peer feedback
for their students’ first drafts, followed by teachers’ direct feedback in the final drafts. By using
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this approach, teachers can reduce their workload and make feedback more interactive and timely.
Since this study only focuses on perceptions, future studies can investigate the effectiveness of
using teacher feedback and peer feedback in Vietnamese writing contexts.
Although students expected to receive teacher feedback on their papers, they also expressed
negative psychological aspects due to spending a great amount of time on feedback. In this study,
nearly half of students agreed that they took most of the teachers’ comments and corrections on
their writing into serious consideration. However, twenty-one students felt “stressed”, “anxious”,
and “depressed” when they spent too much time on indirect coded feedback. They explained that
they had tried to understand the feedback, but they “fail to correct them based on the codes”. For
example, one of the students said that “I can’t remember all of my teachers’ codes, it took me
hours by hours to know the forms of errors and I usually give wrong answers for my
errors”. Meanwhile, twenty-four students reported that they had to spend a lot of time to
understand the indirect uncoded feedback and fix their errors. One student stated that he “wasted
time for this type of feedback”, but he could not revise the errors. This negative belief can lead to
discouragement in students’learning.
It has been argued that if instructors want students to appreciate written feedback and invest
their time in the revisions, the feedback should meet the students’ demands (Aliakbari & Raeesi,
2014; Rummel & Bitchener, 2015). In this study, 90.5% of students responded that they hoped
their teacher to not only give a mark but provide error corrections and constructive comments on
the content. The results support Sharif and Zainuddin’s (2017) study in which ESL medical
students preferred more feedback comments on different aspects than short comments and
infrequent feedback.
Furthermore, most of the students in this recent study stated that they wanted teachers to
focus on grammatical structures, they also believed that vocabulary and spelling (at 14.3% and
1.6% respectively) should be considered to improve their writing performance. These findings
contradict Truscott’s (1996) argument that all grammar correction should not be used in second
language writing classes. It is important to guide students on how to revise their work which could
be based on feedback (Ferris, 2002) and grammatical errors are commonly made by students in
this study. Although giving the correct forms of grammatical structures and useful comments can
save students time for making revisions, excessive feedback can overwhelm students as well as
increase teachers’ workload.
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It is suggested that teachers can ask students to use self-feedback and peer feedback to
correct simple grammatical errors. As a result, students can increase their autonomy and interaction
which are important for their learning progress (Diab, 2015). In addition, teachers should train
students to be more familiar with some types of feedback which require students’ cognitive
engagement and self-review, such as peer feedback and self-feedback (Cho & Park, 2019; Ellis,
2009). As a result, students’ learning autonomy and confidence will be developed.
Moreover, teachers should ask their students about which language features they would
like their teachers to focus on. For example, in this study, most students wanted their teachers to
focus on grammar instead of vocabulary. Using focused feedback can both save time for teachers,
avoid overwhelming students with excessive corrections and enhance students’grammatical
accuracy in L2 writing (Sheen, Wright & Moldawa, 2009). Moreover, low language proficiency
students may find indirect coded and indirect uncoded feedback difficult to understand. Thus,
teachers should carefully explain or train students about these types of feedback. In some cases,
teachers can consider using indirect coded and indirect uncoded feedback for treatable errors such
as tenses and articles in students’writing so students have a chance to do self-correction in L2
writing.
Giving feedback is time-consuming, but it can be the most significant investment of writing
instructors. Tang and Liu (2018) found that students appreciated their teachers’ time and efforts
when providing feedback, so they were willing to spend more time on revising their work in order
to improve their performances. It is unavoidable that students will make errors in their writing
development process, and feedback is a fundamental requirement to reduce these errors.
Using direct feedback for L2 writing
The study indicates that most of the learners preferred direct feedback to enhance their
grammatical accuracy in writing the target language forms. However, they also believed that this
type of feedback could negatively affect their language learning progress in the long term. In terms
of teachers’ perceptions, although direct feedback was time-consuming, they still wanted to use it
for students with low language proficiency levels.
Direct feedback and impacts on low language proficiency learners’ performance.
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The study’s findings showed that many students preferred using direct feedback for their
revisions and it helped them correct grammatical errors immediately. Sixteen students agreed that
they saved a lot of time for revisions because teachers helped them locate errors and suggested
correct forms. One student believed that direct feedback was “clear, understandable and reliable
so I knew how to correct the old texts and revise them effectively”. Therefore, they believed that
their vocabulary and grammatical structures were improved significantly. Twenty students
mentioned that they used direct feedback for revising their drafts and correcting grammatical errors
at once. For example, one student said that “direct feedback was clear, understandable and reliable
so I knew how to correct my old texts and revise them effectively”.
Furthermore, in this study, two teachers and many students agreed that direct feedback was
suitable for low language proficiency students. For instance, eight students expressed that direct
feedback was “time-saving”, and one said she could “understand the task’s requirements easier”
after receiving direct feedback. On the other hand, two teachers in this study believed that direct
feedback was suitable for low language proficiency students because they could detect their errors
immediately. Teacher A mentioned that using direct feedback could help weak students recognize
their errors immediately. Six students agreed that direct feedback was suitable for low language
proficiency students regarding grammatical errors at once. One students said that “I can easily
locate my errors. It helps me a lot because my language proficiency level is low”.
The findings support other studies that investigated students’ perceptions of direct feedback
as well as the positive effects of this feedback on students’ writing accuracy in a short period
(Baker & Hansen Bricker, 2010; Boggs, 2019; Sheen, 2007). First of all, Ferris (2002) argued that
low language proficiency students preferred direct feedback because their language proficiency of
limited grammatical knowledge prevented them to self-correct their errors. Thus, students felt
more comfortable to revise their writing if the correct forms were written in their script. In Mekala
and Ponmani’s (2017) study, 116 second year students with a low language proficiency level in
India faced difficulties to use appropriate forms for basic grammatical features such as prepositions
and irregular verbs in their L2 writing. The students suggested that direct feedback enhanced not
only their grammatical accuracy but also their awareness of appropriate language structures
immediately. Interestingly, all teachers in this study also preferred using direct feedback for low
language proficiency learners’ writings because they could help their students to learn specific
grammatical structures. They agreed that direct feedback was time-consuming but they still wanted
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to use it because they believed that low language proficiency students were not able to correct the
errors by themselves.
Moreover, Nguyen and Ishak (2018) interviewed 12 high school students in Malaysia and
while six of them believed that indirect feedback was better than direct feedback, six other students
said that direct feedback was very straightforward and clear. They believed that their written work
was improved in the short term by receiving direct feedback because they could notice their
grammar mistakes and spelling easily. These findings were in line with Bitchener (2008) who
found that learners could locate and use the correct forms by teachers’ feedback suggestions
immediately without any delay and they felt that direct feedback was straightforward and easy to
understand.
Some studies about the effectiveness of direct feedback on students’ L2 writing revealed
positive outcomes in students’ writing accuracy. Sheen (2007) found that direct feedback helped
students understand certain grammatical forms in learning L2 writing. Baker and Hansen Bricker
(2010) recruited seventy-one students from different universities in the United States to participate
in this study. The findings showed that direct feedback helped both native English and ESL
learners to make faster and more accurate correction than indirect and hedged feedback. Boggs
(2019) conducted a study to identify the effectiveness of direct feedback on the accuracy of ESL
student’s grammar in writing in South Korea. The results revealed that students experienced a
significant and durable improvement in their grammatical accuracy in L2 writing.
Direct feedback and Negative impacts in the long run.
Although direct feedback can help students locate and make corrections straight away, it
can also increase teachers’ workloads and negatively affect students’ psychological aspects in a
long term. In this study, five students believed that they passively depended on their teachers
because they can copy their teachers’ corrections into their revisions. One student stated that “I
usually correct my errors straight away after getting this feedback. Although I can revise my drafts
really fast, I do not pay much attention to all of my errors. There are too many of them. I realize
that I make some errors over and over again”. Thus, their learning autonomy level and the longterm learning process witnessed a dramatic decrease. Additionally, direct feedback was timeconsuming for teachers from both teachers’ and students’ perspectives. One of these students said
that “giving direct feedback to a big class is quite stressful for my teachers” while another
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mentioned that “if I do not understand why I made the mistakes, I will ask my teacher to work on
my text again”. Hence, students agreed that teachers work hard before and after giving direct
feedback. Similarly, teachers also believed that direct feedback was time-consuming and had
negative impacts on students’ long-term performance. For instance, teacher B stated that students
felt “demotivated” and “disappointed” when many mistakes were crossed out and corrected. They
also believed that direct feedback would be time-consuming for big classes if they had to detect
all errors and give a correction to every students’ writing. Teacher A said that “its okay for small
classes but for big class it is very tiring because when I have a big class I have to mark and give
feedback to all of them”. This activity caused stress and tiredness for teachers. Teacher A had
indicated her view several times that “after such a long time of teaching, I don’t think that direct
feedback could enhance students’ writing progress, but it is really time-consuming”.
These findings were in line with other studies about the negative beliefs in using direct
feedback on students and teachers in L2 writing classes. Nguyen and Rajeevnath (2016)
investigated four English teachers’ and 50 English-major students’ reactions to teacher written
feedback in Vietnam. The findings demonstrated that although most of the students wanted to
receive direct feedback, the teachers believed that providing corrections all the time was not a good
option. Therefore, these teachers wanted to give indirect feedback instead of direct feedback to
active their students’ engagement and improvement in the long term.
Similarly, Atmaca (2016) interviewed students and teachers in an advanced writing class
in Turkey. The findings showed that direct feedback could be considered as “spoon feeding”and
some intermadiate to advanced students did not want their teachers to correct all errors because it
could stop their active engagement in the learning process. In Westmacott’s (2016) study, four out
of six students with high language proficiency level agreed that direct feedback made their learning
passive and less meaningful, which affected their learning autonomy. It is clear that those who are
willing to work on their texts to improve their languge proficiency will read and use direct feedback
for their revisions. Meanwhile, those who are unlikely to invest their time on learning anything
from the feedback may simply ignore the teachers’ efforts. Therefore, teachers may be wasting
their time for students who are not willing to learn from direct feedback.
There are three main aspects that teachers should take into consideration when they want
to apply direct feedback into their writing class. Firstly, students who lack grammatical knowledge
can locate and revise all of the errors in their writing immediately when receiving direct feedback
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(Baker & Hansen Bricker, 2010). However, students who are willing to learn new things can find
direct feedback demotivated; thus, teachers can use indirect uncoded feedback (underlining minor
errors) instead of correcting everything in their writing (Jamalinesari et al., 2015; Nordin et al.,
2010). Secondly, students who received direct feedback can show temporary improvements, but
their full understanding and acquisition of the target language can be negatively affected. In fact,
students prefer direct feedback because they can passively depend on their teachers (Westmacott,
2016) or merely copy the error corrections into their work. Shintani and Ellis (2015) stated that if
students completely copied teacher feedback into their writing without questioning the causes of
making particular errors, they would fail to engage in their future learning. Therefore, in the long
term, teachers should slowly change their feedback practice from direct feedback to indirect
feedback in order to help students independently work with their own errors.
Furthermore, teachers should focus on specific grammatical features instead of covering
all errors to decrease their workloads. If teachers corrected more than one item at once, they could
be tiring because of their heavy work and their students might also be overwhelmed because of
too many errors (Bitcherner & Knoch, 2009; Sung & Tsai, 2014). Indeed, in the long term, using
focused correction as well as correcting specific errors can enhance students’ awareness of making
the same mistakes in their writing (Ellis, 2009). Finally, teachers can use direct feedback for short
pieces of written work such as paragraphs or short essays if they still want to cover all errors in
students’ papers. These short writings help teachers to complete their tasks and avoid spending too
much time on locating errors and giving corrections for big classes.
Indirect uncoded feedback
According to the results, both teachers and students believed that using indirect uncoded
feedback could increase learners’ grammatical and lexical ability consistently because students
could be involved in their learning process instead of depending on teachers’ correction. However,
they also held a belief that indirect uncoded feedback was not suitable for low language students
who struggled to make revisions.
Indirect uncoded feedback and development of students’ language ability.
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The study revealed that the participants including teachers and students expected that
indirect uncoded feedback could develop learners’ language accuracy in the long term because of
the following reasons. First of all, indirect uncoded feedback boosts students’ cognitive
engagement. For example, one student stated that he would be more aware of making the same
mistakes that he had learned from his experiences. Secondly, students could be more involved in
their learning process because they had to improve their revisions. Teacher B stated that “students
have to revise their writing many times to get the right answers for their errors”. Two students
felt more “productive”, “motivated” and “curious” when they worked on the texts several times
to find the solutions. Thus, students believed that their language ability would be enhanced
consistently because they could remember the correct word forms or grammar structures for their
future writings.
These findings are in line with some researchers who preferred using indirect feedback
because students could be independent on their writing skills (Lalande, 1982; Ferris, 2002) and
develop their long-term language skills (James, 1998). Similarly, Chandler (2003) conducted a
study on undergraduate students in East Asia. The findings showed that students felt that indirect
uncoded feedback (underlining) helped them learn more correct words and forms. They also felt
like a part of the learning process rather than passively receiving correction from teachers. Ji (2015)
conducted a study on Chinese learners’ perceptions of written feedback. The results showed that
most students expected to receive indirect uncoded feedback and indirect coded feedback at 12.9%
and 66.3% respectively. They believed that they could improve their language proficiency
consistently because they were aware of their errors and engaged in improving their texts.
The results of this study also support other studies finding that indirect uncoded feedback
in L2 writing can positively affect students’ writing progress in the long term. Indirect uncoded
feedback requires students to devote their time to critical reflection and try to find appropriate
ways to revise their errors. Ahmadi, Maftoon, and Mehrdad (2012) investigated 60 university
students in Iran in a period of seven weeks to identify the effect of teacher feedback on L2 writing.
They found that an indirect uncoded feedback group performed better than a direct feedback group
and a control group. It was in line with Ferris and Roberts (2001) who conducted their experiment
on 72 university students in the United States and their findings showed that both indirect uncoded
feedback and indirect coded feedback could improve students’ writing accuracy and quality in
their final paper. Norish’s (1983) findings showed that while students faced difficulties in
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understanding and remembering codes when using indirect coded feedback, indirect uncoded
feedback helped students reduce their written errors because the misconception between students
and teachers about marking codes was eliminated. As a result, indirect uncoded feedback could
increase students’ language ability, especially grammatical and lexical accuracy.
Despite some positive aspects of learners’ consistent language improvement, most students
did not prefer using only indirect uncoded feedback in their writing. Ferris (1999) stated that if
teachers believed that their students could manage their errors, they could use indirect uncoded
feedback. Therefore, teachers should take students’ language ability into consideration when using
this type of feedback in an L2 classroom.
Indirect uncoded feedback and low language proficiency students.
This study revealed that not only students but also teachers believed that indirect feedback
uncoded feedback could be not suitable for low language proficiency students because they feel
unfamiliar to a wide range of grammatical rules due to their limited knowledge. For instance,
teacher A and teacher B shared the idea that indirect uncoded feedback was difficult for low
language proficiency students. According to their teaching experiences and observations, low
language proficiency students were not able to revise their mistakes and they asked their teachers
for more explanation. Likewise, thirteen students believed that this type of feedback was “too
difficult” and “not clear” so they were not able to identify the suitable forms. In addition, twentyfour students reported that they had to spend a lot of time to understand the feedback and fix their
errors. One students said he “wasted time for this type of feedback”, but he could not revise the
errors. As a result, L2 students felt that using indirect uncoded feedback without appropriate
suggestions or explanations could not show a significant impact on their writing.
Similarly, Jodaie, Farrokhi, and Zoghi (2011) conducted research on 30 teachers and 100
intermediate students to understand their perceptions of teacher feedback on grammatical errors.
They found that most teachers preferred to use direct feedback, 20% of them favored a combination
of indirect uncoded feedback and direct feedback, and only 6% wanted to use only indirect
uncoded feedback in their L2 writing class. Meanwhile, seventy-five students held a negative
belief in the indirect uncoded feedback strategy because they wanted to get teachers’ corrections.
Zaman and Azad (2012) also investigated the feedback preferences of a group of university
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teachers and students in Bangladesh. The findings showed that the majority of students preferred
their teachers to provide the correct forms instead of underlining errors only.
It is clear that low language proficiency students may hold a negative belief that indirect
uncoded feedback can affect their revisions. They will feel difficult to revise their texts if they do
not understand advanced or unfamiliar grammatical rules (Dam, 2018). Therefore, they need extra
suggestions and explanation from teachers or peers to help them correct the errors instead of
underlining only. However, students should be responsible for finding more information, figuring
out what is wrong with their writing and trying different ways to correct their errors rather than
depending on their teachers. By using indirect uncoded feedback, their cognitive learning will be
enhanced considerably in the long term (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). Thus, a combination of direct
and indirect feedback in L2 writing classrooms can be beneficial for students instead of using
indirect uncoded feedback only. For example, teachers should use direct feedback for untreatable
errors which are difficult for students to work by themselves and indirect uncoded feedback for
treatable errors such as singular and plural words, verb tense errors, and subject-verb agreement.
However, teacher indirect uncoded feedback will be beneficial for students without
negatively affecting their psychological aspects if teachers know how to use it on L2 writing
effectively. First of all, teachers should make sure that students know about the focused
grammatical rules that teachers want to point out in their texts by using indirect uncoded feedback.
As Ferris (1999) said teachers could use indirect uncoded feedback when they believed that
learners could manage the errors. Otherwise, students would be demotivated and hesitate to make
revisions. Secondly, the study suggests that teachers should not merely underline or circle errors,
but they should clarify information or give guidance to help students make better revisions.
Moreover, teachers should consider a combination of direct and indirect feedback in a suitable
order to encourage students in revising. Diab (2015) suggested that teachers should give indirect
feedback to motivate students’ learning process in the first or second draft, but in the final draft
for submission, teachers should use direct feedback. In some Asian coutries, students seem to avoid
asking or expressing their misunderstanding to save face. Thus, teachers should encourage their
students to ask or indicate their problems when using indirect uncoded feedback. This can help
students improve their revisons and perform better in their final paper. Finally, low language
proficiency students may be unfamiliar with indirect uncoded feedback so teachers should
introduce and train their students how to work on this type of feedback. Cho and Park (2019) stated
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that when students countinuosly received a specific type of feedback, they were confident and
willing to make revisions. When students understood the feedback and its effectiveness, they
appreciated teacher feedback and felt more confident to correct the errors. Even if students made
imperfect revisions, they would have learned from their mistakes in order to improve their learning
process in the long term.
Peer feedback
Using peer feedback in the L2 writing classroom is a controversial topic that has been
discussed in recent years. In this study, the findings from both students and teachers showed that
peer feedback was considered as an important element for students’ language improvement. In
fact, using peer feedback could develop students’ cognitive engagement in collaborative activities,
boost their confidence in making revisions as a writer, and also learning from their review as a
reader. However, like many other types of feedback, peer feedback would be less successful if
teachers did not provide sufficient training to their students.
Peer feedback and cognitive engagement.
The study found that both students and teachers believed that peer feedback made them
more confident in interaction and discussion. For instance, teacher A said that her students felt
“more comfortable and more open to discussing with their peers”. Similarly, teacher B believed
that “peer feedback is a good way for students to learn from friends”. In addition, teachers believed
that students gain more opportunities to develop their reviewability and learn from friends. Unlike
teacher feedback, peer feedback was used frequently among students to improve their writing
ability through peer interactions. Likewise, twenty-four students came up with advantages of peer
feedback as a platform for student collaboration. For example, the students said they could “discuss
common problems inside and outside the classroom”, “easily ask for explanations”, “interact
sufficiently with each other” or “improve teamwork”. Five students stated that they could “avoid
losing face”, and “feel comfortable” when asked their friends who shared the same language
proficiency and faced the same problems; thus, they felt confident in their L2 writing. Lastly,
students’ critical evaluation could be developed by using peer feedback because it triggered their
cognitive engagement. One student said that “we feel closer and more comfortable when
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discussing with each other. I and my friends can learn from each other and our writing will be
better. We can avoid making the same mistakes in our next writing”. By interacting with peers,
students can feel confident in their writing because they understand that everyone struggles with
this skill. Therefore, they can accept their weaknesses and try to improve them instead of being
demotivated.
These findings were in line with some previous studies which investigated students’
perceptions of peer corrections in L2 writing. Miao, Badger, and Zhen (2006) revealed that
students preferred teacher feedback to peer feedback in writing. They also found that 38 students
showed significant improvement after they experienced peer feedback by asking questions and
discussing problems related to their writing with their peers. Meanwhile, Husni (2017) elaborated
on 32 students’ perceptions towards the use of peer feedback in writing class before and after
making revisions in Indonesia. Students believed that peer feedback was useful and helped them
revise and improve their writing. They considered it as a demanding task to make revisions using
comments from their peers; meanwhile, their cognition was developed by devoting more time to
give feedback to their peers and reflecting on their own work (Tai, Lin & Yang, 2015). As a result,
students were more confident in providing and receiving peer feedback in writing classes.
Some studies have pointed out that peers could provide useful feedback in L2 writing.
Rollinson (2005) revealed that 80% comments of high language proficiency students were
regarded as valid and merely 7% were considered as detrimental. Similarly, Ruegg (2014)
conducted her study about the effectiveness of assessment of peer feedback on the quantity and
quality of feedback given in two classes in Japan for a year. The results revealed that although
there was no considerable difference in the students’ feedback accuracy, the students from
feedback-assessed group showed more significant improvements in quality and quantity of their
points and comments than the product-assessed students. In particular, the feedback-assessed
group were able to make longer comments, add more words than the product-assessed group. In
addition, using peer feedback for L2 writing could improve not only students’ learning autonomy
but also their review ability.
Although in recent years using peer feedback has been supported by many studies, doubts
about its validity and quality among teachers and students are still common. Teachers may not
know how much time should be spent for this activity while students may feel uncertain about its
advantages because they believe that only a qualified writer such as their teacher or a native
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English speaker can judge their work. This perception can be one of the main reasons negatively
influencing the outcomes of using peer feedback in L2 writing classes.
The findings of this study showed that students held a belief that peer correction could be
incorrect due to the lack of knowledge and they preferred to get more teacher feedback. Many
students indicated that they did not trust their feedback accuracy and their writing skill could be
affected if they used inaccurate feedback. For example, forty-seven students indicated that they
“did not trust peer feedback accuracy” and they “kept repeating the same errors because my
friends could not locate or correct them for me”. Twenty-two students also mentioned that “low
language proficiency students could give incorrect feedback on their texts”. However, these
students believed that when evaluating their peers’ feedback and deciding whether the feedback
was appropriate for their texts or not, they could develop their cognitive engagement in language
learning. As a result, their engagement in learning would be decreased in the long term. In addition,
students also felt “confused”, “dissatisfied”, or “embarrassed” because many friends could read
their writing and judge them. It was clear that students who did not have appropriate training would
show negative psychological aspects when their peers read and gave comments on their text.
Nevertheless, if students got more practice in using peer feedback, in the long term, they would
reduce their embarrassment and feel more confident in their writing since they realized that
everyone could face the same problem (Ruegg, 2018). Lastly, the students who participated in
this study had not started their writing class in the second semester and had not experienced
feedback training with the two teachers due to the coronavirus. Therefore, the students’ responses
could be related to their old experiences in L2 writing classes that did not provide appropriate
training for giving and receiving feedback.
These findings support Cheng and Warren’s (2005) study that some students felt
uncomfortable when criticizing their peers’ writing while others did not know how to use peer
feedback. The main reason was that students did not receive specific guidance in giving and
receiving peer assessment. In Xiao and Lucking’s (2008) study, some students were disappointed
with the quality of peer feedback and they believed that the correction was not appropriate and
useful for their writing. Similarly, Chai and Nimehchisalem (2016) conducted a study involved
107 undergraduate students about their perceptions towards written feedback in Malaysia. They
found that although students highly valued the use of peer feedback, they preferred to use teacher
feedback in their writing class.
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Since students are unfamiliar with the idea that their friends can critique their work, they
are less likely to appreciate peer feedback. Meanwhile, they usually feel uncomfortable with giving
critical comments on their peers’ writing because they want class harmony (Cheng & Warren,
2005). Carson and Nelson (1996) pointed out that students who came from Asian countries with a
collectivist culture generally tried to maintain face-saving and group harmony. In addition,
students can feel embarrassed or less confident in their writing since they do not have appropriate
peer-feedback training or practices. Leki (1990) found that students having little experience with
peer feedback were silent and frustrated in participating in the group conversation because they
were not confident in their writing ability. Without appropriate training, students may give
inappropriate responses such as being over-generous or uncritical to their peers’ papers (Ruegg,
2018). Therefore, teachers should implement peer feedback for more extended periods so students
can get used to this activity and be confident in giving and receiving this type of feedback
effectively.
Peer feedback with approriate training.
The peer response process is time-consuming because students need to read their peers’
drafts and write comments. In addition, pre-training is a necessary activity and it requires the
investment of time for learning basic procedures and the purpose of peer feedback. Yu and Lee
(2016) examined peer feedback strategies by four Chinese EFL students in a 16-week period and
found that peer feedback was mediated by a wide range of strategies, such as using the first
language, including second language writing criteria, developing group activity rules, seeking help
from teachers, and playing various roles. This study found that students who lacked pre-training
activities might feel demotivated and less confident in their review. For example, they believed
that two students who had low language proficiency levels could not find the mistakes for each
other. One student stated that “it will be difficult for me to discuss or work with someone who has
a lower level of language proficiency”. Thus, they wanted their teachers to double-check their
corrections. Some studies found that a lack of training could lead to a false perception among
students that the accuracy of peer feedback was low and unreliable (Husni, 2017; Min, 2013; Yu
& Hu, 2017). Thus, appropriate training is important for student to improve their reviewability and
confidence in writing.
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Peer feedback involves a high level of interaction between writer and reader and it creates
a collaborative conversation when two parties give and receive feedback. Their interactions
include explanation, clarification, justification, and even argument, which can help both writers
and readers gain a deeper understanding about their text. Although the writers who receive
feedback from peers may potentially reject comments and persistently stick with their texts, they
also learn from peer feedback.
However, this study also found that students showed negative psychological aspects when
their peers criticize their papers. For example, some students felt “confused”, “dissatisfied”, or
“embarrassed” because many friends could read their writing and judge them. These findings
support other studies that cultural backgrounds could affect students’ narratives (Carson & Nelson,
1996; Yu & Hu, 2017). These students were more disposed to initiate harmony than to criticize
someone’s work by pointing out the errors. These findings were in line with Carson and Nelson
(1996) who found that three advanced Chinese students in the US tended to employ face-saving
by giving only praise comments instead of negative ones. Yu and Hu (2017) also aimed to clarify
how contextual factors and individual differences influence peer feedback activities, so they
conducted a case study with two university students in China. The findings showed that these
students had appropriate training on how to use peer feedback at the beginning of the semester;
they were encouraged to express their comments in different ways. Unlike most previous studies,
these Chinese students were willing to provide negative comments on their peer's work. They had
different opinions about maintaining group harmony or saving face which was considered as the
cultural belief in L2 classes. It is clear that peer feedback can be more successful if students are
willing to give negative feedback or criticize others (Cheng & Warren, 2005). However, if teachers
want to use peer corrections effectively, they will need to train their students.
Many researchers had investigated the effect of feedback training on students’
performance. Stanley (1992) conducted training for giving and receiving peer feedback in an ESL
class over a long period. The findings showed that the group who experienced training provided
more substantial responses and made more revisions than the control group. In Zhu’s (1995) study,
university students were trained to use peer feedback by watching a video that introduced basic
concepts of this activity. The study found that trained students could make longer comments and
more corrections than the untrained students. Berg (1999) aimed to identify how training shaped
students’ quality of revisions. In this study, the experimental group received several activities in
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peer feedback training which ranged from five to forty-five minutes for each. The results showed
that the trained group made more revisions than the untrained group, and the quality of revisions
from the trained group was considerably better than the untrained group.
Having an appropriate method to train students can be considered as a great contribution
to the success of peer feedback. Firstly, teachers should provide clear guidance throughout the
course. For example, Rollinson (2005) suggested that teachers should consider the size of groups,
number of drafts, and ways of evaluation and informed these aspects clearly at the beginning of
the course. Particularly, a group should consist of three to four students to have enough face-toface interaction. Teachers should let students know the numbers of drafts they need to do for peer
evaluation, and inform the way they expect their students to evaluate the writing in individual or
group decisions. Secondly, having specific guidance through videos, conferences, or meetings.
Teachers should make sure that their students can understand and know how to apply the guidance
into practice. Clear and informative guidance could be an effective way to make students more
actively engage in their learning (Berger, 1990; Chai & Nimehchisalem, 2016). Moreover, teachers
should inform students that peer feedback is an essential technique to review and learn from each
other's work. Therefore, students should be encouraged to give both praise and critical comments.
The teacher should also support students in questioning and try to give comments which may
satisfy both readers and writes. It is clear that teachers play an important role in the quality of
students’ collaboration in using peer feedback. Finally, teachers can help students deal with
specific error forms or word choices; or suggest flexible techniques for improving the revision
when students have any doubts about it.
Therefore, identifying students’ perceptions of the types of feedback that match their needs
and language proficiencies is necessary because it can help teachers avoid giving excessive
feedback on their students’ writing (Min, 2013; Ruegg, 2015; Ruegg 2017; Yangin Eksi, 2012).
Moreover, feedback can be a helping tool for teaching and learning instead of a burden in L2
writing.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
In this final chapter, limitations of this study are presented first, followed by a summary of
the study which covers the research goal and both students’ and teachers’ perceptions based on the
research questions. In the following part, the implications of the study are addressed. To conclude
the chapter, suggestions for future studies are included.
Limitations
Although this study contributes to the limited studies about both students’ and teachers’
perceptions of the use of feedback in an L2 writing context, there are some limitations that should
be discussed. First and foremost, the students who participated in this study did not experience
feedback training with the two teachers due to the coronavirus. Therefore, the students’ responses
could be related to their old experiences in L2 writing classes that did not provide appropriate
training for giving and receiving feedback. Second, this study was conducted in a Vietnamese
university, so the findings did not generalize to other university contexts. In addition, the students
majored in Finance and Banking so they could respond differently from English majors.
Moreover, due to the coronavirus, all data was collected online, which could lead to
misunderstanding and misconceptions among the students. The researcher had planned that after
giving certain types of feedback, these assignments would be given back to the students at the end
of the class in the following week. They would be asked to check their assignments’ feedback
given by the researcher and answer a questionnaire to express their perceptions about each type of
feedback before they received feedback from their teacher. However, writing assignments,
feedback collection, and feedback provision were cancelled because all universities in Vietnam
had been shut down from February to April in order to stop the global pandemic. In addition, the
researcher also had to conduct the surveys online instead of in class.
In terms of interviews, the researcher had to skip the post-treatment interview since the
teachers had not taught the students in this period, so they had not experienced anything new from
their students. In the pre-treatment interview, one of the teachers wrote her answers and sent them
through email instead of having verbal communication with the researcher. Therefore, the
researcher could not ask her for more details to understand clearly about her feedback practices.
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Since this study mainly investigated students’ and teachers’ perceptions of feedback, the
efficacy of using feedback in L2 writing was not considered. This study did not focus on the
effectiveness of using feedback in L2 writing in Vietnamese contexts.
It is clear that feedback is an essential element in raising students’ awareness of making
mistakes, so it is beneficial for teachers to identify students’ feedback preferences and expectations
on what types of feedback works better for them. Despite difficulties in terms of time constraints
and data collection during the pandemic of coronavirus, this study has gained some positive
findings. This study may help teachers develop subsequent pedagogical interventions and give
more effective feedback practices in the future. They can also avoid spending too much time on
giving excessive feedback that students may not read. As a result, feedback can be a helpful tool
for teaching and learning L2 writing instead of a burden on both teachers and students.
Summary
In the last 20 years, many studies have examined a wide range of issues in academic
writing, including the types of feedback, and stakeholders’ perceptions about feedback; however,
the results have been contradictory. In Vietnam, there are few studies about students’ and teachers’
perceptions of written feedback. This study investigated the views of both Vietnamese students
and teachers on peer feedback, direct feedback, indirect coded feedback, indirect un-coded
feedback, and self-feedback to fulfil the gap.
Thirty-six university students who majored in Finance and Banking and two senior English
teachers participated in this study. Due to the unexpected pandemic, the researcher changed the
study from in-class to online. This qualitative research employs questionnaires and interviews. The
pre-questionnaire at Week 1 had been completed in class before the outbreak of coronavirus in
Vietnam, but the rest of the questionnaire surveys were collected online because the school had
shut down after Week 1. The students were grouped into two separate online groups on Facebook
with their classmates, and they were asked to complete five surveys about five different types of
feedback. They could respond to the Likert-scale questions and also express their own perceptions
about the advantages and disadvantages of each type of feedback that they experienced. The
researcher also aimed to know about students’ perceptions of different types of feedback after
experiencing both their teacher’s and researcher’s feedback, but the school could not be reopened
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during the experiment time due to the pandemic. Therefore, the post-treatment questionnaire was
cancelled.
During the interviews, teachers shared their experiences in giving feedback; advantages
and disadvantages of feedback on their teaching; and their expectations about different types of
feedback. The teachers had not taught the students in this period, so they had not experienced
anything new from their students. Thus, the researcher cancelled the post-treatment interview and
only conducted the pre-treatment interview.
The findings revealed some similarities between teachers’ and students’ perceptions of
feedback in L2 writing. In terms of similarities, both teachers and students agreed that feedback
played an important role in L2 writing learning and teaching. First of all, teachers and students
believed that feedback could affect L2 learners’ cognitive engagement in writing. For example,
some students believed that they paid more time to engage in their texts when they experienced
peer feedback, indirect coded feedback, and indirect uncoded feedback. Meanwhile, others felt
“bored”, “discouraged”, and “demotivated” to engage in their writing when receiving direct
feedback. Secondly, both students and teachers believed that some types of feedback could affect
learners’ psychology. Some students felt confident in their writing ability after receiving peer
feedback while others faced many problems and felt “depressed” or “demotivated” when dealing
with these types of feedback.
The results from teachers’ interviews and students’ surveys also revealed the discrepancies
between teachers’ and students’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing. In terms of direct feedback,
while teachers think that direct feedback did not help to improve students’ writing performance,
most students preferred their teachers to use direct feedback because they felt that they were able
to understand errors and revise their texts. Although teachers believed that students could improve
their reviewability by giving and receiving peer feedback, students responded that they did not
trust their peers and their corrections due to lack of knowledge. Therefore, training was necessary
to improve peer feedback in both quality and quantity of feedback and to help students use this
type of feedback more effectively.
When students have to switch from their first language to write and express ideas in a
second language, they will make mistakes in their writing process. Therefore, teachers have been
looking for a way to help them improve their work in the long term (Hyland & Hyland, 2006).
Using feedback is considered as a fundamental requirement to reduce students’ errors in L2
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writing. This study revealed that using appropriate types of teacher feedback could boost students’
confidence to improve their writing skills in the long term. Students’ confidence in making writing
progress will be boosted if they recognize the value of teacher feedback on their papers.
Recommendations for Future studies
The problem is that teachers are not aware of their options in giving feedback, so they
spend too much time on identifying and correcting all of the errors in students’ writing. However,
the students may be overwhelmed by the excessive feedback and ignore using it in their revisions.
Therefore, many researchers have investigated how both teachers’ and students’ perceive feedback
to solve this current issue.
Although there are many studies about perceptions, they mainly either investigated
teachers or students’ perceptions of feedback in L2 writing, few studies focus on both teachers’
and students’ perceptions. In terms of students’preferences, many studies found out that students
gained more confidence in writing after receiving teacher feedback (Nordin et al., 2010; Ruegg,
2018; Sharif & Zainuddin, 2017); developed their language accuracy in the long term (James,
1998; Lalande, 1982). Others pointed out that teacher feedback made students passively depend
on their teachers (Nguyen & Rajeevnath, 2016; Westmacott; 2016), and feel discouraged,
dissatisfied and overwhelmed (Agbayahoun, 2016; Jodaie, Farrokhi, & Zoghi, 2011; Mahmud,
2016). In terms of teachers’ perceptions, giving feedback for a big class created a burden on
teachers’ teaching practices since they do not have a specific feedback option (Atmaca, 2016;
Hartshorn, Evan, & Tuioti, 2014; Pearson, 2018). Since the results have been contradictory, future
studies should continue to investigate in students’ and teachers’ perceptions on feedback in L2
writing to identify the advantages and disadvantages of feedback practices; therefore, students can
improve their writing effectively.
In particular, there is no study about both teachers and students’ perceptions of different
types of feedback in L2 writing in Vietnam. This study recommends future researchers to continue
focusing on both students’ and teachers’ perceptions to provide insight into feedback practices at
a university level. It is also beneficial if they find any differences and similarities in their findings
compared to this study. Moreover, this study did not focus on the efficacy of using feedback in L2
writing due to the time constraints, so future studies are suggested to cover both perceptions and
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effectiveness of using feedback in L2 writing to clarify whether the preferred feedback can
positively affect Vietnamese students’ writing outcomes. As a result, they can contribute to the
limited literature review in students’ and teachers’ perceptions as well as the efficacy of feedback
in L2 writing classes.
Since this study had to collect the data online due to the coronavirus, the findings could be
different from the real ESL writing context where students received and responded to the feedback
practices with the researcher and their teachers. In this study, one of the teachers had completed
her interview by email, which limits the researcher to ask more questions about her feedback
practices. Therefore, future researchers are recommended to conduct the study in class in order to
observe how students work and complete their surveys. Similarly, interviews should be conducted
in class to help researchers have a deeper understanding of feedback practices in L2 writing.
Recommendations for teachers
In the following parts, some pedagogical implications in using feedback to push students’
confidence in L2 writing and how to improve feedback practices with adequate training will be
presented.
Feedback to push students’ confidence in L2 writing.
Students in this study felt confident because they could distinguish their strengths and
weaknesses in their writing. For example, students were able to avoid the same mistakes and make
better revisions if they could avoid making the same errors. It is clear that drawing students’
attention to specific strengths and weaknesses can potentially boost their confidence and improve
their future performance. This finding suggests that teachers should ask their students to write a
short self-reflection essay for their first draft, which can highlight their strengths and weaknesses
in second language writing by themselves. This suggested way can also save time for teachers who
have to give feedback for a big class as well as encourage students to view their weaknesses as an
inevitable element to learn a new language. Furthermore, if any students are not able to improve
their weaknesses, teachers can ask them to make online or offline appointments with a school tutor
for more in-depth clarification.

86

The study also found that students considered negative comments as a challenge that
pushed them to perform better in their future writing, while positive comments showed students
what they had done well. Thus, this study suggests the combination of positive and negative
aspects of teacher feedback instead of using only praise or too critical comments which could
negatively influence students’ work and psychology. In reality, giving feedback focusing on
negative aspects to help students improve their writing is necessary (Caffarella & Barnet, 2000).
However, teachers should be careful about the tone of their feedback by using critical comments
after using positive ones and find a gentle approach when pointing out serious mistakes. They
should understand that some students are not able to control their emotions towards critical
feedback and always require additional support. Hence, teachers can train students to give and
receive feedback over a period of time to help them improve their self-confidence when they get
negative feedback. It is suggested that teachers can give critical comments with suggestions on
how to fix mistakes such as metalinguistic feedback.
Finally, in some Asian countries, students seem to save face, so they avoid asking or
expressing their misunderstanding. Thus, teachers should encourage their students to ask or
indicate their problems when using indirect uncoded feedback. If students have any questions, they
can contact the teacher by email for clarification. This can help students improve their revisions
and perform better in their final paper. As a result, students are likely to engage in their texts, find
more information to solve their mistakes and make better revisions without passively depending
on teachers.
The focus of feedback practices.
This study indicated that students preferred teacher feedback, and they also felt more
confident about their writing on which they received more teacher feedback. However, increasing
the amount of feedback can overwhelm students (Agbayahoun, 2016; Bratkovich, 2014; Pearson,
2018). Thus, teachers should keep in mind that if students can understand the feedback they get,
they will not view teacher feedback as a burden. It is suggested that teachers should mainly focus
on specific aspects that match students’ expectations, such as grammar instead of covering
everything. This study suggests that teachers ask their students about which language features they
would like their teachers to focus on. For example, in this study, most students wanted their
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teachers to focus on Grammar instead of Vocabulary. Using focused feedback can both save time
for teachers and avoid overwhelming students with excessive corrections.
Moreover, students with a low level of language proficiency can face difficulties when they
self-correct after receiving indirect feedback because they were not able to clarify the errors types
or find suitable forms to replace their mistakes. If most students are not able to detect and correct
their errors, teachers should use direct feedback to assist them. However, teachers also need to
slowly change students’ attitudes towards the use of other types of feedback (Cho & Park, 2019).
Students should be responsible for finding more information, figuring out what is wrong with their
writing, and trying different ways to correct their errors rather than depending on their teachers.
Students may be unfamiliar with indirect uncoded feedback so teachers should introduce
and train their students on how to work on this type of feedback. Cho and Park (2019) stated that
when students continuously receive a specific type of feedback, they will be cooperative with it in
their revisions. When students understand the feedback and its effectiveness, they will appreciate
teacher feedback and feel more confident to correct the errors. Thus, if teachers want to use indirect
uncoded feedback instead of familiar feedback forms like direct feedback, their students should
receive appropriate feedback training. In the long term, students can be more independent in
locating and revising their errors.
The importance of feedback training.
Since some students can be unfamiliar with the idea that their friends critique their work,
they are less likely to appreciate peer feedback. Meanwhile, many students normally feel
uncomfortable with giving critical comments on their peers’ writing because they want class
harmony. Carson and Nelson (1996) pointed out that students who came from Asian countries with
a collectivist culture generally tried to maintain face-saving and group harmony. Ruegg (2018)
found that without appropriate training, students could give inappropriate responses such as overgenerous or uncritical comments to their peers’ papers.
Peer feedback involves a high level of interaction between writer and reader, and it creates
a collaborative conversation when two parties give and receive feedback. Their interactions
include explanation, clarification, justification, and even argument, which help both writers and
readers gain a deeper understanding of their text (Wakabayashi, 2013). Although the writers who
receive feedback from peers may potentially reject comments and persistently stick with their
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texts, they also learn from peer feedback. These students can develop their critical thinking and
review ability to determine whether they should use their peers’ comments on their text or not.
An appropriate method to train students could be considered as a significant contribution
to the success of peer feedback. Firstly, teachers should provide clear guidance throughout the
course in class. For big classes, a group should consist of three to four students to have enough
face-to-face interaction (Rollinson, 2005). Teachers are recommended to let students know the
numbers of drafts they need to do and how to evaluate their writing. Similarly, specific guidance
through videos or online meetings can be introduced at the beginning of the class to make sure that
students can know how to work with peer feedback if the course has to run online.
Moreover, teachers should inform students that peer feedback is an essential technique to
review and learn from each other’s work, so both praise and critical comments can be beneficial
for both reviewers and writers (Yu & Hu, 2017). Finally, teachers can select and focus on one or
two common errors that students usually make in their revisions after having peer review to discuss
in class and recommend reliable learning sources for self-study.
More efficient and effective feedback practices in L2 writing.
This study found that both teachers and students experienced negative psychological
aspects after spending too much time on feedback in L2 writing classes. In some cases, low
language proficiency students may find indirect feedback difficult and consider direct feedback as
to their preferred types. However, giving direct feedback for a big class is time-consuming for
teachers because they have to have to mark, locate, and give correct error forms. In addition,
teachers can be tired when correcting many errors at once and their students may also be
overwhelming because of too many errors (Bitcherner & Knoch, 2009; Sung & Tsai, 2014).
Therefore, teacher-written feedback approaches need to be changed. This study suggests some
implications to help teachers give more efficient and effective feedback practices in L2 writing.
First of all, teachers should only use direct feedback for short pieces of written work such
as paragraphs or short essays when they want to cover all errors in students’ work. These short
writings help teachers to complete their tasks and avoid spending too much time on locating errors
and giving corrections for the big class. If students have to write long essays, teachers can use
focused correction to help students identify the specific problems such as subject-verb agreement
and verb tenses and save their time.
89

In a limited timeframe, teachers can use direct feedback for untreatable errors which are
difficult for students to correct by themselves and indirect feedback for treatable errors such as
singular and plural words, word choices, and subject-verb agreement. This approach helps teachers
have enough time to give feedback to the whole class and encourage students to be more
independent and engage in their revisions. They can also consider using peer feedback or selffeedback for their students’ first drafts, followed by teacher direct feedback on the final
drafts. Self-feedback and peer feedback can be used effectively by correcting simple grammatical
errors. It can be beneficial for students to increase their autonomy and interaction, which are
inevitable for their learning progress. However, teachers should train students to be more familiar
with peer feedback and self-feedback to enhance the quality of peer and self-review (Koston, van
Gog, & Paas, 2012; Zhu, 1995). By using these approaches, teachers can reduce their workload
and students can still receive useful feedback for their revisions.
This current study will be useful for Vietnamese teachers to have a better understanding of
students’ preferences and expectations in using written feedback in L2 writing to use different
types of feedback more effectively. Meanwhile, they can employ peer feedback and self-feedback,
which are two uncommon types of feedback in institutional contexts. The study also indicates the
importance of using feedback for students’ writing development based on both students’ and
teachers’ perspectives. Moreover, identifying the similarities and mismatches in perceptions of
both sides can help the stakeholders to come to an agreement of which types of feedback or
feedback practices work best for them. On a broader scale, this study contributes to the limited
number of research studies that investigate not only students’ but also teachers’ perceptions of
feedback using in L2 writing in a university context.
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