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ABSTRACT 
The study is aimed at describing the students’ perception of direct 

teacher corrective feedback in a foreign language writing class. It is descriptive 

quantitative research, employing questionnaires and observation as research 

instruments, which was conducted with 20 students of the fourth semester 

English department students of Palangka Raya State Islamic Institute of 2018/ 

2019 academic year. The findings revealed that, firstly, in terms of the 

perception of students’ attitudes toward direct teacher corrective feedback, 75 

percent of participants felt that they agreed to receive direct teacher corrective 

feedback on language form, content, and organization. Their preference for the 

area of corrective feedback in language forms was 85 percent while the 

organization was 65 percent. Secondly, dealing with the students’ perception on 

direct teacher feedback, 90 percent of students argued that they felt satisfied 

when they got direct teacher feedback. 85 percent of students perceived that 

their teacher’s feedback helped them improve their writing, and 90 percent of 

them realized that their teacher’s feedback made them feel confident in 

producing a better draft. Finally, most students responded that they appreciated 

the teacher’s feedback. In addition, the students believed that direct teacher 

feedback improved writing especially on grammar accuracy and organization. 

 

Introduction  
 

Despite the fact, that many researchers are interested in investigating corrective 

feedback in second or foreign language writing, there is still a limited number of 

those investigating corrective feedback in the Kalimantan higher education context 

since there are many higher education institutions in the region. Giving corrective 

feedback in second or foreign language writing is very important in the language 

learning process (Sato & Lyster, 2012). It enables language instructors to give more 

information on the accuracy of students’ writing performance by increasing 

awareness of the grammatical errors of the writing.  One of the types of feedback 

which is widely used for students' composition is Direct Teachers’ Corrective 

Feedback (hereafter, DTCF). Different types of direct corrective feedback had been 

found effective for the teaching and learning process, such as on the correct use of 
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English articles, which was an important part of writing, among EFL students (Soori, 

Kafipour, & Soury, 2011). Oler (2015), on the other hand, posited that age and 

proficiency level are variables, which affect these attitudes and preferences, while 

Vyatkina (2011) found that feedback on holistic aspects was expanding. Evidence on 

direct written corrective feedback has been studied by Ellis (2009), Sheen (2007), 

and Ferris & Roberts (2001). Clements (2011) suggested that a direct method in 

providing feedback does not tend to have results which are commensurate with the 

effort needed from the teachers to draw the students’ attention to surface errors 

because it does not give students an opportunity to think or to do anything.  

Identification of the implementation of corrective feedback is as crucial as how 

students perceive it. There are some studies that explore the influence of perception 

on corrective feedback (Kartchava, 2016; Vyatkina, 2011; Jodaie, Farrokhi, & Zoghi, 

2011; Rejab, Ismail, & Jamaludin, 2015), and learners’ beliefs about corrective 

feedback perspectives from different contexts (Kartchava, 2016). Teachers’ 

perception does not coincide with what students expect from their teachers in which 

Martinez Buffa (2016) captured teachers must assess students’ expectations 

regarding written corrective feedback by knowing preferences that can be beneficial 

for both parties. Furthermore, Rejab et al., (2015) argued that teacher may provide 

feedback in verbal, written and nonverbal forms. Evans, Hartshorn, & Allen Tuioti, 

(2010) stated that knowing teachers’ views on corrective feedback is also essential to 

understand the place of written corrective feedback in second or foreign language 

writing pedagogy and written corrective feedback implemented by English as 

Foreign Language (EFL) teachers. However, since their study was based on 

respondents’ self-reporting, it was necessary to examine the written corrective 

feedback through the external measure. Besides, all of the studies mentioned above 

focus on teachers' views while students' perspectives were investigated in an 

international context. The students’ perception of DTCF in EFL writing, especially in 

argumentative writing, at higher education settings is not explored and identified 

explicitly so this study is conducted to address this gap. 

 

Literature Review 

 

Perception is the procedure of recognizing, organizing, and interpreting information 

to give meaning to the environment. Therefore, it is necessary to review the learners’ 

perception on teacher direct written corrective feedback in order to have further 

knowledge on the implementation of direct teacher corrective feedback.  Studies on 

perception have been conducted (Amara, 2015; Westmacott, 2017; Mahfoodh & 

Pandian, 2011; Erkkilä, 2013; Tangkiengsirisin & Kalra, 2016; and Chung, 2015). 

First, EFL learners had a strong interest in teacher comments, appreciated the 

feedback, and misinterpreted some teacher feedback comments (Amara, 2015). The 

study has significantly developed knowledge of learners’ perceptions, most students 
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in this L2 class stated indirect feedback was more helpful and it was proved that it 

might also help strengthened grammar skills and motivate self-learning behavior 

(Westmacott, 2017). Furthermore, Mahfoodh & Pandian (2011) suggested that 

students perceived their teachers' written feedback as useful, very crucial for 

language accuracy. Moreover, Erkkilä (2013) and Tangkiengsirisin & Kalra (2016) 

provided different systems of error and feedback categorization to help research the 

properties of language teachers’ feedback outcome in student papers, and Chung 

(2015) indicated that Korean EFL learners react in favor of direct feedback to their 

written work, and yet they show little tolerance for simply marking the error without 

explanation or no feedback. 

Direct feedback was a procedure to provide students with explicit information 

and guidance to correct errors directly (Ellis, 2009). Moreover, Ferris & Roberts 

(2001) suggested that direct corrective feedback was suitable for students with a low 

level of writing skill. Here, the writer views direct feedback as a model of feedback 

where teachers provide the students with the true form directly, such as in correcting 

students work with direct feedback by adding the letter of s after the word apple in 

the sentence of “She has three apples”. Teachers’ written feedback, however, is a 

complex area, and several studies have dealt with it from different angles. Clements 

(2011), for example, have investigated the methods (e.g., direct correction, the use of 

codes, etc.) that teachers utilize to respond their students’ written work. Direct 

teacher corrective feedback simply means that the teacher provides the students with 

the correct form of their errors or mistakes orally or written. The feedback shows 

them what is wrong and how to write the correct sentence, but it leaves no work and 

chance for them to think what the errors and the mistakes are.   

 

Method 

 

The design in the study was descriptive quantitative research since the study focused 

on investigating the students' perception of DTCF in EFL writing class. Williams, 

(2007) stated that descriptive research was a research that was purposeful for 

describing, explaining, and interpreting collected data. The study also employed 

quantitative methods to describe the students' perception on feedback in EFL writing 

class. The qualitative data were needed to cover a deeper understanding on learners’ 

attitudes on using direct teacher’s feedback in the classroom setting. 

This study was restricted on the students’ perception on DTCF in EFL writing. 

The result of this study became the basis to implement DTCF in EFL writing class 

that focused on the argumentative essay as proposed by (Smalley, Ruetten, & 

Kozyrev, 2012). Meanwhile, teacher Corrective Feedback applied in this study was 

direct CF as proposed by (Ellis, 2009). In line with the source of feedback, the 

researcher used teacher CF as proposed by (D. Ferris & Bitchener, 2012).   
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Participants and Setting 

 

The research was conducted at the English Study Program of Palangkaraya State 

Islamic Institute (IAIN Palangka Raya). The subjects of the study were the fourth-

semester students of the academic year 2018/2019. Meanwhile, the object of the 

study was DTCF in EFL writing class. The participants consisted of 20 students of 

Argumentative Essay Writing class (4 males and 16 females) with an average age 

between 20–21 years, participating in Argumentative Essay Writing class where they 

learned corrective feedback as a part of learning materials. The present study had a 

purposive sampling in which the participants were chosen based on predetermined 

criteria. 

 

Procedures 

 

The data were collected in several meetings during one semester. The data of this 

study were in the form percentage, words, sentences, or paragraphs to describe the 

students’ perception on DTCF in EFL writing class. The types of data were in the 

form of qualitative and quantitative data. The quantitative data dealt with the 

percentage of the learners' perception on DTCF in EFL writing class. Meanwhile, the 

qualitative data dealt with the further explanation of students’ perception on DTCF in 

EFL writing class. Qualitative data collection and analysis enabled the researcher to 

understand and interpret the students’ perception on DTCF in EFL writing class. The 

instrument used in this study was a questionnaire. The questionnaire was designed 

into three parts. The first part included questions to get demographic information, 

namely name, age, gender, and email contact. The second part was to find out the 

students’ perception on DTCF in EFL writing class. The second part consisted of 14 

statements in a 4-point Likert Scale format, anchored by strongly agree (SA), agree 

(A), disagree (D) and strongly disagree (SD). The items were originally directed 

towards students’ underlying constructs regarding (a) students’ perception on direct 

teacher feedback; and (b) perception on students’ feelings toward receiving direct 

teacher’s corrective feedback. Meanwhile, there were also 5 open-ended questions 

that should be responded by the participants. The questions covered students’ 

perceptions towards direct teacher’s corrective feedback. 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

The study investigated students’ perceptions towards direct teacher corrective 

feedback in EFL writing, whether they found them useful and which strategy the 

students preferred the most. To answer the research problem about the students’ 

perception, the researcher distributed the questionnaire to the participants. The 
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questionnaire showed that participants were asked about how their perception on 

teacher written corrective feedback. Dealing with statement 1, I receive direct 

teacher corrective feedback (CF) on language form; The participants gave responses, 

as illustrated in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. I receive direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) on language 

form 

Based on the output above, it was found that 18 out of 20 respondents or 90% 

stated that they received direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) on language 

form. The number of students who showed their agreement with statement one is 18. 

Only 2 students disagree with the statement. This indicated that students had positive 

perceptions towards the teacher's way of correcting their writing in terms of language 

forms. This result was in accordance with a study carried out by Mahfoodh & 

Pandian (2011) about student's affective reactions to their teachers' feedback. His 

findings indicated that EFL students like the teacher's written feedback because they 

considered the teacher's correction to develop their writing skills and improve their 

future written texts. 

Dealing with statement 2, I receive direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) 

on content, the participants gave a different response, as illustrated in Figure 2. 

 
 Figure 2. I receive direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) on content 
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Based on the output, it was clear that the majority of the respondents (75%) 

stated that they received direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) on content.” 

There were 15 students who agree to the statement and only 5 students did not agree.  

The number of students who showed their agreement with statement 2 was 15. Only 

5 out of 20 students disagreed with the second statement. This indicated that students 

had positive perceptions towards the teacher's way of correcting their writing in 

terms of content.  

Dealing with statement 3, I receive direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) 

on the organization; the participants gave a different response, as illustrated in 

Figure 3. 

 
Figure 3. I receive direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) on organization 

Based on the output, it was clear that part of the respondents (60%) stated that 

they received direct teacher corrective feedback (DTCF) on the organization.” There 

were 12 students agree to the statement and 8 students (40%) did not agree.  The 

number of students who showed their agreement with statement  3 was 12. 8 out of 

20 students disagreed with the third statement. As can be seen from Figure 3, more 

than half of the students were satisfied with the teacher's feedback on their writing 

assignments in terms of organization. This indicated that students had positive 

perceptions towards the teacher's way of correcting their writing in terms of 

organization.  

Based on the data above, it was said that dealing with the perception on 

learners’ attitudes toward receiving direct teacher feedback, the majority of 

participants (75%) felt that they agreed to receive direct teacher corrective feedback 

on language form, content, and organization. Their preference on the area of 

correction was in language forms (85%), and the less area of correction was in the 

organization (65%). 

The next step was to describe the perception on students’ feelings toward 

receiving direct teacher corrective feedback. From questionnaire results, participants 

were asked about how their feeling when receiving teacher written corrective 

feedback.  
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Dealing with statement 4, I feel satisfied when I get my teacher’s feedback; the 

participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4. I feel satisfied when I get my teacher’s feedback 

Based on the output above, it was found that 18 out of 20 respondents or 90% 

stated that they felt satisfied when they got their teacher’s feedback. The number of 

students who showed their agreement with statement number 7 was 18, and only 2 

students or (10%) did not feel satisfied when they got their teacher’s feedback. It 

meant that the majority of students felt satisfied when they got their teacher’s 

feedback on their writing assignments. This indicated that students had good 

perceptions towards the teacher's way of correcting their writing. 

Dealing with statement 5, I prefer to get feedback than no feedback; the 

participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 5. 

 
Figure 5. I prefer to get feedback than no feedback 

Based on the output above, it was found that 18 out of 20 respondents or 90% 

stated that they preferred to get feedback than no feedback. The number of students 

who showed their agreement with statement number 8 was 18, and only 2 students or 

(10%) did not prefer to get feedback than no feedback feel. It meant that the majority 

of students preferred to get feedback than no feedback on their writing assignments. 

Regarding statement 6, my teacher’s feedback helps me improve my writing; 

the participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. My teacher’s feedback helps me improve my writing  

Based on the output above, it was found that 17 out of 20 respondents or 85% 

stated that their teacher’s feedback helps them improve their writing. The number of 

students who showed their agreement with statement number 9 was 17, and only 3 

students or (15%) did not agree that their teacher’s feedback helps them improve 

their writing. It meant that the majority of students felt that their teacher’s feedback 

helps them improve their writing. 

Dealing with statement 7, I feel assessed when I get my teacher’s feedback; the 

participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 7. 

 
Figure 7. I feel assessed when I get my teacher’s feedback  

Based on the output above, it was found that 17 out of 20 respondents or 85% 

stated that they felt assessed when they got their teacher’s feedback. The number of 

students who showed their agreement with statement number 10 was 17, and only 3 

students or (15%) did not agree that they assessed when they got their teacher’s 

feedback. It meant that the majority of students felt assessed when they got their 

teacher’s feedback. 

Dealing with statement 8, my teacher's feedback makes me feel unwilling to do 

the task again; the participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. My teacher's feedback makes me feel unwilling to do the task again 

Based on the output above, it was found that 18 out of 20 respondents or 90% 

stated that their teacher's feedback did not make them felt unwilling to do the task 

again. The number of students who showed their disagreement with statement 

number 11 was 18, and only 2 students or (10%) agreed that their teacher's feedback 

made them felt unwilling to do the task again. It meant that the majority of students 

felt that their teacher's feedback made them felt willing to do the task again. 

Dealing with statement 9, My teachers' feedback makes me confident of 

producing a better draft; the participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 9. 

 
Figure 9. My teachers' feedback makes me confident of producing a better 

draft  

Based on the output above, it was found that 18 out of 20 respondents or 90% 

stated that their teacher's feedback made them the confidence of producing a better 

draft. The number of students who showed their agreement with statement number 

12 was 18, and only 2 students or (10%) did not agree with it. It meant that the 

majority of students felt that their teacher's feedback made them the confidence of 

producing a better draft. 

Dealing with statement 10, I prefer the teacher just corrects directly the error 

without underlining it; the participants gave responses, as illustrated in Figure 10. 
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Figure 10. I prefer the teacher just corrects directly the error without 

underlining it  

Based on the output above, it was found that 16 out of 20 respondents or 80% 

stated that they prefer their teacher to just correct directly the error without 

underlining it. The number of students who showed their agreement with statement 

number 13 was 16, and only 4 students or (20%) showed their disagreement. It meant 

that the majority of students prefer their teacher corrects directly the error without 

underlining it. 

Dealing with statement 11, I prefer to discuss my errors with my teachers in his 

office or outside the classroom; the participants gave responses, as illustrated in 

Figure 11. 

 

 
Figure 11. I prefer to discuss my errors with my teachers in his office or 

outside the classroom  

Based on the output above, it was found that 12 out of 20 respondents or 60% 

stated that they prefer to discuss their errors with their teacher in his/her office or 

outside the classroom. The number of students who showed their agreement with 

statement number 14 was 12, and only 8 students or (40%) showed their 

disagreement. It meant that many students prefer to discuss their errors with their 

teacher in his/her office or outside the classroom. 
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Based on the output above, it was that most students believed that it was 

important to receive direct teacher feedback, arguing that they felt satisfied when 

they got direct teacher feedback (90%), they preferred to get feedback than no 

feedback (90%), their teacher’s feedback helped them improved their writing (85%), 

they felt assessed when they got teacher’s feedback (85%), and their teacher’s 

feedback made them confident of producing a better draft (90%).To sum up, the 

learners’ responses suggested that they appreciated teacher corrective feedback and 

had a positive attitude on the teacher’s feedback. The EFL learners claimed that they 

got benefit from teacher corrective feedback on language forms and they preferred to 

direct feedback than others.  

The findings of the students’ perception towards written corrective feedback 

were related to two important issues, namely to student attitudes towards their 

teacher’s feedback and the students’ feeling towards their teacher’s feedback. First, 

the findings demonstrated that the majority of participants (75%) felt that they agreed 

to receive direct teacher corrective feedback on language form, content, and 

organization. Their preference for the area of correction was in language forms 

(85%), and the less area of correction was in the organization (65%). Second, dealing 

with the perception on students’ feelings toward receiving direct teacher feedback, it 

was found that most students believed that it was important to receive direct teacher 

feedback, arguing that they felt satisfied when they got direct teacher feedback 

(90%), they preferred to get feedback than no feedback (90%), their teacher’s 

feedback helped them improved their writing (85%), they felt assessed when they got 

teacher’s feedback (85%), and their teacher’s feedback made them confident of 

producing a better draft (90%). Third, responses also showed that students, in 

general, appreciated the teacher’s feedback and had a positive attitude towards 

written corrective feedback. Students' responses showed their preference for direct 

written corrective feedback. Students considered written feedback helpful and useful 

for their improvement in writing. The students believed that direct feedback in 

general improved writing, especially on grammar accuracy and organization.  

The results were in accordance with other studies investigating students’ 

attitudes and beliefs about feedback. For example, Mustafa (2012) found that L2 

learners preferred to receive feedback on a variety of writing aspects rather than 

feedback focusing on grammar. This finding was also in line with the research 

conducted by (Hamouda, 2011). She found that nearly half of the students preferred 

direct feedback and it could help to address the problems as it was easy to identify 

their errors and improve their accuracy in writing. As previous research showed 

(Ferris, 2004) teachers should use different types of feedback and correct different 

types of errors. 

This finding, in terms of students’ perception towards teachers‘ written 

corrective feedback, was in accordance with (Amara, 2015) about students’ 

perceptions of teacher written feedback. He found that EFL students had a strong 
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interest in teacher comments, appreciated the feedback and misinterpreted some 

teacher feedback comments. This finding was also in line with Ferris (2004) stating 

that most students need and want to be corrected by their teachers; therefore, error 

correction cannot be excluded from writing classrooms. In Chandler (2003) study, 

based mostly on corrections and rewriting, he concluded that teachers should give 

error correction feedback and require students to make the correction. This was 

followed by Bitchener, Young, & Cameron (2005) in their study on the effects of 

correction.  

All in all, the findings of the study were in accordance with (Mahfoodh & 

Pandian, 2011), (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010), (Lee, 2008), (Treglia, 2008), (Elwood & 

Bode, 2014), and (Song, Hoon, & Alvin, 2017). Here, the students’ responses 

showed a positive perception towards written corrective feedback. The students 

preferred teacher-direct written corrective feedback to correct their errors than other 

methods of feedback. Moreover, the students believed that written corrective 

feedback in general improved writing, especially on grammar accuracy and 

organization. 

 

Conclusion 

 
The findings revealed that (a) dealing with the perception on students’ attitudes 

toward receiving direct teacher feedback, the majority of participants (75%) felt that 

they agreed to receive direct teacher corrective feedback on language form, content, 

and organization. Their preference on the area of correction was in language forms 

(85%), and the less area of correction was in the organization (65%). (b) Dealing 

with the perception on students’ feelings toward receiving direct teacher feedback, it 

was found that most students believed that it was important to receive direct teacher 

feedback, arguing that they felt satisfied when they got direct teacher feedback 

(90%), they preferred to get feedback than no feedback (90%), their teacher’s 

feedback helped them improved their writing (85%), they felt assessed when they got 

teacher’s feedback (85%), and their teacher’s feedback made them confident of 

producing a better draft (90%). (c) Responses also showed that students, in general, 

appreciated the teacher’s feedback and had a positive attitude towards written 

corrective feedback. Students' responses showed their preference for direct written 

corrective feedback. Students considered that direct teacher feedback was helpful and 

useful for their improvement in writing. To conclude, the students’ responses showed 

a positive perception of written corrective feedback. The students valued feedback 

and believe that it was an important aspect of EFL writing. The students preferred 

teacher-direct written corrective feedback to correct their errors than other methods 

of feedback. The students believed that direct feedback in general improved writing, 

especially on grammar accuracy and organization.  
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The findings proposed some considerations regarding direct teacher’s feedback 

in EFL writing class that might be beneficial for writing teachers. To begin with, the 

students should be made aware of the importance of receiving feedback. The 

students’ perception on teacher’s feedback in the EFL writing class was very 

important for the teacher to successfully implement direct teacher’s feedback. 

Therefore, EFL writing teachers should explain to the students about the whole 

procedure. Teachers should determine, which errors they wanted to correct, how they 

wanted to correct them and when they were planning to make the correction and 

involved the students so that they could be a part of the process. Finally, EFL 

teachers should monitor the students during the process of correction in order to 

observe their language development in EFL writing class. It was also recommended 

that the teachers plan well and do carefully to implement the teacher’s feedback, 

since the students would get the advantages of teacher’s feedback, if it was well 

planned. As this research was conducted with only 20 EFL writing students, it was 

not very likely to make generalizations about the findings. Therefore, further 

researches might work with greater number participants so that they could reach at 

more generalizable conclusions. Since, this study applied quantitative paradigm, it 

was recommended that future researchers apply qualitative paradigm to have a 

deeper analysis on the related topic. Another recommendation for future researcher 

was to conduct the similar study with a different level of students. Because this study 

was carried out with university level of students, it was recommended to conduct a 

similar study with senior high school level of students.  
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