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Abstract – Writing skill is an important skill in teaching and learning a language. 

Correspondingly, scoring a piece of writing and the way of giving feedback can have a vital 

role in developing and improving students’ upcoming writings. Needless to say, the 

selection of an appropriate rating scale and setting up criteria based on the purpose of the 

evaluation can pave the way for students writing skill. The current research paper is 

specifically conducted to shed light on students’ perceptions and preferences concerning 

instructors’ feedback. More importantly, it is to discover the type of written corrective 

feedback students liked best. To collect data, a questionnaire was administered to 30 English 

translation students in Sirjan Payame-Noor University, Iran. The selection of the sample 

was based on convenience sampling. In short, participants agreed upon a preference for 

comprehensible, selective, positive-sounding and grammatically-focused feedback. 

Therefore, it can be inferred that teachers should necessarily adjust their correction practices 

to suit students’ immediate needs and present meaningful feedback.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In the field of learning and education corrective feedback is a frequent practice. It typically 

involves a learner receiving either formal or informal feedback on his or her performance on 

various tasks by a teacher or peer(s). By and large, teachers give feedback on different aspects 

of their students’ writings. For instance, writing organization, grammar, and appropriateness 

of the vocabulary. In fact, this type of giving feedback is called feedback on linguistic errors 

and has been commonly referred to as instances of corrective feedback (CF) or error correction. 

Researchers in the field of L2 writing have been mainly interested in the questions of 

how and to what extent CF can help students to become more able and self-employed writers 

(e.g. Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006). The predominant focus of studies within this strand of 

research has been on exploring the role of feedback in the process of developing learners’ 

editing and revision skills. This perspective has been referred to as the learning-to-write 

dimension of L2 writing .It is said that simple provision of the correct form may not be the 

most effective form of correction and making a learner try to discover the right form could 

often be more instructive to both learner and teacher. Finding solutions to correcting one’s own 

errors involves more mental effort than simply copying what the teacher has written, and this 

results in more depth of mental engagement with WCF (Lyster & Mori, 2006). 

 

2. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

It is highly said that L2 learners have the right to get their writing corrected and their errors 

identified; however,  Bitchener, Young and Cameron, (2005) insist that students need actually 

to make writing mistakes as part of the language acquisition process and that error correction 
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in L2 writing classes presumably is harmful. According to Wilson and Lizzio (2008), the 

importance of feedback drives from the belief that it serves both educational and evaluative 

purposes. Specifically, it improves students’ general performance and task management 

besides its significance in terms of providing an assessment of learners’ performance.  

Various types of feedback have been thoroughly investigated by researchers and ESL 

teachers; nevertheless, the benefit of written correction has remained in doubt. According to 

Bitchener, Young, and Cameron (2005), although students received feedback on their writing 

assignments, there was no significant improvement in their writing proficiency. On the other 

hand, according to Bitchener (2008), and Bitchener and Knoch, (2009) either focused or 

unfocused corrective feedback enhanced the students writing accuracy. Sadly to note, there 

have been scarce attention towards students' perceptions and preferences yet.  Guénette (2007), 

mentioned that knowing students’ perceptions and preferences might open up new areas for 

investigation around feedback on written compositions. 

Although the appropriateness and effectiveness of corrective feedback practices have 

been intensively explored, most of the research studies have depended on researchers’ 

judgments, thus, the students and teachers’ perspectives have scarcely explored. According to 

Sheen et al. (2009), many researchers doubt teachers’ ability to provide a consistent and 

sufficient amount of feedback. What is more, they are unsure of students’ ability and 

“willingness” to receive feedback and respond to it. Nevertheless, both students and teachers 

feel that corrective feedback is very important for EFL writing improvement (Montgomery & 

Baker, 2007). Thus, it is important to discover the characteristics of feedback which improve 

students learning in general and writing proficiency in particular. Hyland (2011) mentioned 

that students believe that feedback helps them “identifying their strengths and weaknesses, 

enhancing motivation and improving future grades” However, with written feedback, as it is a 

“written message”, students may tend to misinterpret what exactly it is highlighting. Indeed, 

corrective feedback needs to be tackled very carefully. 

Besides, in the previous research studies, researchers have found that surface-level 

corrections are usually what learners look for and expect from their instructors (Al Shabibi, 

2008). Besides, it is strongly suggested that learners’ expectations and preferences may derive 

from previous instructional experience, that is to say, that may not essentially be beneficial for 

the development of the writing. The fact is that students have been taught language in schools 

for many years with complete emphasis on grammar rather than on global issues related to the 

writing process. As Al Mahrooqi, Abrar-Ul-Hassan, and Asante's (2012) study revealed, 

teachers do not clarify for their students the importance of communicative competence over 

grammatical accuracy. Omani English instructors usually hold the belief that their students’ 

errors in grammar and mechanics should be corrected even when communication is the goal. 

The current study attempted to find an answer to the following question:  

What kinds of corrective written feedback are most favored by English translation students’ 

perspectives in Sirjan Payame-Noor University? 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Participants 

Regarding participants, 30 university students (just females) majoring in English translation 

participated in this study. They have been studying English translation in Sirjan Payame-Noor 
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University, Iran. The participants were all the students of one of the researchers and they were 

all passed some advanced writing courses in English. In essence, the selection of the sample 

was based on convenience sampling. Furthermore, all of the participants took part in this study 

willingly so as to improve their writing skill in future.       

 

3.2. Instruments 

Concerning instruments, a questionnaire was used for data collection due to its suitability for 

the study’s purpose. It was based upon 5-point Likert scale. The questionnaire was adopted 

from Fatema Al Hajri and Rahma Al-Mahrooqi (2013) which is published in Asian EFL 

journal. The questionnaire had six sections that addressed different issues relevant to 

corrective feedback. The first of these five categories considered teachers' feedback and the 

characteristics of helpful feedback. The other sections investigated student preferences in 

terms of feedback content, type and focus. The validity of the questionnaire had already been 

calculated. However, some parts were reworded by the researchers.  

 

3.3. Procedures of Data Collection 

As it was mentioned before, the participants were selected based upon convenience sampling. 

The adopted and adapted questionnaire was distributed among the translation students at 

Payame-Noor Univesity in one single session. It was based upon Likert Scale (strongly agree 

= 1, agree = 2, undecided = 3, disagree = 4, and strongly disagree = 5.). The numerical coding 

of 30 responses was carefully done by the researchers. To put it mildly, the data were fed into 

SPSS software so as to be analyzed and to obtain descriptive statistics such as means and 

standard deviation, which were actually essential for the discussion part of the study. 

 

4. RESULTS 

In the following parts the analysis of questionnaire is presented. The mean score and standard 

deviation are calculated.  And every part is classified in separate tables. It is specifically 

designed in five specific parts. 

 

Table 1: Students’ preferences about content and form 

Item 

No. 
Items Mean Std. D 

1 I like teachers to correct my ideas in my essays  1.8 0.714384 

2 I like teachers to correct my grammatical errors in my essays  1.57 0.5683208 

3 I like teachers to correct my spelling errors in my essays 1.9 0.844863 

4 I like teachers to correct the organization of my essays.  1.73 0.73968 

5 I like teachers to correct the coherence and cohesion problems in 

my essays. (how ideas are connected)  
1.767 1.006302 

6 I focus on the teachers' corrections of spelling, grammar errors.  1.67 0.758098 
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Table 1 reveals the result of students’ preferences about content and form. Item three 

received the highest mean score among the other items in this section. It actually centered around 

the students preferences towards their tendency to be corrected on their spelling errors in the 

essays (M=1.9, SD=0.844863). On the contrary, item two, which was about the tendency of 

students’ towards grammatical corrections, received the lowest mean score (M=1.57, 

SD=0.5683208). Interestingly, the students liked the teacher correct the coherence and cohesion 

problems in their essays as well (M=1.767, SD=1.006302).  Furthermore, the students mostly 

focused on the teachers' corrections of spelling, grammar errors (M=1.67, SD=0.758098). The 

level of students tendency so as to be corrected on organization of writing is a considerable 

mean score (M=1.73, SD=0.73968).       

 

Table 2: Preferences of Feedback that Focuses on Praise, Criticism or Suggestions 

Item 

No. 
Items Mean Std. D 

1 I would like teachers to highlight the good points in my 

essays. 
1.533 0.819307 

2 I would like teachers to show me only my weaknesses in my 

essays. 
2.89 1.175489 

3 I would like teachers to show me both the strengths and 

weaknesses in my essays. 
1.56 0.678911 

4 When teachers give me positive feedback, I become 

motivated to write better. 
1.5 0.731083 

5 When teachers focus only on my errors, I lose confidence and 

motivation to write in English. 
2.5 1.252584 

6 When the feedback shows me my mistakes only, and not my 

good points, I learn more and become a better writer. 
2.73 1.33735 

7 I like teachers to make suggestions or offer alternatives on 

how improve my writing. 
1.5 0.682288 

 

Table 2 reveals the students preferences of feedback that focuses on praise, criticism or 

suggestions. Amazingly enough, regarding  item two that is about the students tendency 

towards being corrected by teachers  and being aware of the weakness in their essays has the 

highest  preferences (M=2.89, SD=1.175489). Item 3 which aimed to see the tendency of 

students to be corrected on both the strengths and weaknesses in their essays is also appreciated 

(M=156, SD=0.678911). Regarding the fourth category, students agreed that they have high 

motivation when they have given positive feedback on their essays (M=1.5, SD=0.731083) 

and when the teacher focused on their errors, they lose their confidence and motivation in 

English writings (M=2.5, SD=1.252584). Thus, it can be understandably mentioned that the 

way that a teacher gives feedback is very crucial in students’ upcoming writing performances. 

What is more, the students liked to receive suggestions or offer alternatives on how improve 
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their writings (M=1.5, SD=0.682288). Interestingly, they learn more when the feedback shows 

them their mistakes (M=2.733, SD=1.33735). 

 

Table 3: Preferences towards Direct or Indirect Feedback 

Item 

No. 
Items Mean Std. D 

1 I like teachers to only underline my errors.  2.5 1.137147 

2 
I like teachers to underline my errors and give me the 

corrections.  
1.7 0.794377 

3 

I like teachers to underline my errors and give codes for the error 

types. For example, SP= spelling error, WC=wrong words 

choice, WO= word order without giving me the corrections.  

1.733 0.907187 

4 
I like teachers to give me a full description of the types of errors 

I make.  
2 0.787839 

5 
I like teachers to give me the rule for using structures in which I 

make mistakes.  
1.733 0.639684 

6 
I like teachers to give me examples of how structures are 

accurately used.  
1.5 0.731083 

 

Preference towards the direct and indirect feedback is investigated in table 3. 

Accordingly, item 1 with the mean score of 2.5 (M=2.5, SD=1.137147) has the highest mean 

score among these categories. In essence, students agreed that they liked teachers only 

underline their errors. In the second item the students liked teachers to underline their errors 

and give them the corrections as well (M=1.7, SD=0.794377). In item three, the students agreed 

that they like teachers to underline their errors and give codes for the error types (M=2, 

SD=0.787839). Academically, the students liked teachers to give them the rule for using 

structures in which they make mistakes. (M=1.733, SD=0.639684). Also, they liked to be given 

examples of how structures are accurately used (M=1.5, SD=0.731083). 

  

Table 4: Preference Focused or Unfocused Feedback 

Item 

No. 
Items Mean Std. D 

1 I like teachers to correct one type of error at a time.  2.72 1.09858 

2 I like teachers to correct all my errors.  2.1 0.83045 

3 
When I receive feedback on all my errors, I can make 

connections between them and improve faster.  
1.567 0.626062 

4 I like teachers to focus mainly on grammar errors.  2.2 1.030567 

5 I like teachers to focus mainly on vocabulary errors.  2.3 0.95231 
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The results of table 4 analysis reveals that the first category, which asked if students 

liked teachers to correct one type of error at a time achieved the highest mean score (M=2.72, 

SD=1.09858). On the other hand , the fifth category covering student preferences in terms of 

main focus of teachers on vocabulary part has the next highest mean score (M=2.3, 

SD=0.95231). The fourth category concerning students preferences to be mainly corrected on 

grammatical errors has the third mean score (M=2.2, SD=1.030567). Interestingly enough, 

these statistics have so far demonstrated that students shared strong agreement with respect to 

their preference for having their grammar and vocabulary errors corrected. However, some 

students liked to get one type of error corrected at a time, while the rest liked to get all their 

errors corrected for every assignment. 

 

Table 5: The Importance of Corrective Feedback 

 

According to the table above, by and large, the majority of the students agreed upon the 

importance of giving feedback. Thus, it seems essential in the process of teaching and learning 

another language.  The mean score of question four regarding the importance of teachers 

corrective feedback in improving future writing has the highest mean score (M=1.433, 

SD=0.504007). On the other hand, the seventh item reveals something contrary with the mean 

score of (M=1.4, SD=0.563242). On the other hand, university students agreed that they pay 

much attention to the teachers comments with the mean score of 2 (M=2, SD=0.615219). 

Surprisingly enough, most of the participants of this study agreed that they can improve their 

writings without their teachers’ correction (M=4.33, SD=3.853644). The level of agreement 

upon the role of teachers correction on motivating the students to write better writing is not that 

much (M=1.5, SD=0.861034). What is more, the participants to some extent believed that 

teachers' corrections show them their strengths and weaknesses in their essays (M=1.67, 

SD=0.758098). 

 

Item 

No. 
Items Mean Std. D 

1 
I think teachers' corrections show me my strengths and 

weaknesses in my essays. 

1.67 

 

0.758098 

 

2 
I think teachers' corrections are important to improve my 

writings. 
1.433 0.504007 

3 I pay much attention to my teachers' corrections.  2 0.615219 

4 
I think teachers' corrections help me improve my future 

grades in writing. 
1.433 0.568321 

5 I can improve my writing without my teachers' corrections. 4.33 3.853644 

6 I think teachers' corrections motivate me to be a better writer. 1.5 0.861034 

7 In general, teachers' corrections are helpful. 1.4 0.563242 
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Graph 1: General specification of the questionnaire 

 

Graph 1 reveals the general description of mean and standard deviation of the applied 

questionnaire. In essence, it displayed five different parts of the questionnaire. The first bars are 

related to mean score and standard deviation of students’ preferences about content and form of 

giving feedback. In fact, it can be inferred that most of the participants agreed on this part. 

Concerning the second part, which centered around the students preferences of feedback that 

focuses on praise, criticism or suggestions, the majority of students agreed as well. In contrast, 

the level of agreement was less in the third part which was about students’ preferences towards 

direct or indirect feedback. However, this level had the highest point in the fourth part which 

mainly was about students’ preference towards focused or unfocused feedback. The level of 

agreement is less in fifth part which was about the importance of corrective feedback 

 

5. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 

It is strongly believed that English learners have effect on their learning. Correspondingly, 

the current study went through writing skill, in particular, how writing feedback can be given to 

the learners and what writing feedbacks have most been favored by the learners. By and large, 

the result revealed that English translation students in Sirjan Payame-Noor University believe 

that feedback has upmost importance and it is actually important and advantageous for students 

writing improvement. Furthermore, the participants of this study preferred to have clear error 

specification. In fact, receiving weaknesses accompanied by good points have appreciated by 

the students. 

Based on the findings of the current study, it can be recommended that teachers involve 

their students in a discussion about the different types of corrective feedback. They can pinpoint 

to them the usefulness of each type and why it is important. On the whole, teachers should 

provide an appropriate amount of feedback. Pedagogically speaking, feedback should be 
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organized and clear. That is to say, it should be precisely classified according to certain criteria, 

as agreed with students. The teachers should take this point into consideration that they 

shouldn’t over-comment or under- comment the students writing. What is more, EFL teachers 

should keep a balance while scoring students’ writings. For instance, while they are giving 

feedback and remedial instruction for students to improve their work, pages shouldn’t be 

crowded with comments and scribbled points because it can readily confuse and discourage 

students from figuring out how they can find a way to solve their problems and hence improve 

their work. To sum up, it can be suggested that this study can be conducted with different 

students in different levels of study and male students as well. 

Pedagogically, to evaluate the performance of the students’ writings a specific set of 

well-defined criteria should be defined. EFL teachers should have a systematic rubric so as to 

assess writing performance and to have the consistency of judgment. Furthermore, giving 

positive and encouraging educational feedback can be fruitful so as to improve students writing 

skill. What is more, EFL teachers should be trained to assess the writing systematically. That is 

to say, they should be aware of holistic and analytic scoring rubrics and try to implement in their 

writing correction system. Presenting appropriate comments can be advantageous for EFL 

students writing performance because of the precise diagnosis of writing problems. Last but not 

least, since this study was conducted on university translation students, it can be suggested that 

the upcoming researchers can conduct similar study on the students in the other universities and 

institutions with different levels, gender and age. 
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