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Abstract

This study focuses on the role of peer correction and teacher feedback in the
improvement of writing skills in high school students. The aim was to analyze the differences
between both types of feedback and their efficacy for the improvement of morphological,
semantic, and syntactic errors in EFL writing. The participants of this study were 30 students
from the first year of high school from a public institution located in the city of San Gabriel,
Carchi. The applied method was mixed comprising quantitative and qualitative approaches.
Also, a pre and post written test, a rubric, a checklist, and a survey were administered as
instruments.The results showed that morphological errors were the most common on the
participants' writing, and that both teacher and peer feedback had significant effects on

improving written erros although teacher feedback showed more relevance.

Keywords: feedback, morphological, semantic, syntactic errors, written correction.



Resumen

Este estudio se centra en el papel de la correccion entre compafieros y la
retroalimentacion del maestro en la mejora de las habilidades de escritura en estudiantes de
secundaria. El objetivo fue analizar las diferencias entre ambos tipos de retroalimentacion y
su eficacia para la mejora de los errores morfoldgicos, semanticos y sintacticos en en la
escritura. Los participantes de este estudio fueron 30 estudiantes del primer afio de
secundaria de una institucion publica ubicada en la ciudad de San Gabriel, Carchi. El
método aplicado fue mixto comprendiendo enfoques cuantitativos y cualitativos. Asimismo,
se administraron como instrumentos una prueba escrita previa y posterior, una rubrica, una
lista de cotejo y una encuesta. Los resultados mostraron que los errores morfolégicos eran
los mas comunes en la escritura de los participantes y que tanto la retroalimentacion del
maestro como la de los companieros tuvieron efectos significativos en la correccion de

errores de escritura, aunque la retroalimentacion del maestro mostré mayor relevancia.

Palabras clave: correccion escrita, errores morfoldgicos, semanticos, sintacticos,

retroalimentacion.



Introduction

Nowadays, English is a universal language that is taught as a foreign language in
many countries around the world. Although teaching English focuses on each of these skills;
speaking, listening, reading, and writing, the latter represents an essential element in the
teaching and learning of this language. According to Khazrouni (2019), writing helps
students increase vocabulary, strengthen their knowledge in grammatical rules, develop their
critical thinking, share knowledge, and communicate with people from different parts of the
world. In addition, a large percentage of the information is written in English, and much of the
learning process is developed through writing, so it is important that students have a mastery
of this skill. However, for many EFL students writing in English is a complex task, since they
must organize and interpret their ideas clearly and these must be well structured
grammatically (Salma, 2015). For students to achieve good writing, they need not only
knowledge but also constant practice and correction, so feedback plays a fundamental role
in improving writing.

Regarding the topic, many researchers have conducted studies to know the effect of
feedback on writing improvement. For instance, Aghajani and Zoghipour (2018) conducted a
study to know the grammatical mistakes in students' writing and to know the feedback that
has the best effect on correcting grammatical errors. For this, three variables peer
correction, self-correction, and teacher feedback were considered. The results obtained
showed that both peer correction and teacher correction achieved favorable results in the
participants, while self-correction did not show any results.

Wihastyanang et al. (2020) conducted a study to determine the effect of feedback on
students' writing. For this, they considered the combination of three aspects: teacher
feedback, peer feedback, and Edmodo, a platform that allows providing written comments
and feedback online. The final results concluded that students who received teacher

feedback in a conventional manner improved their writing considerably, while students who



received feedback from both teacher and peers through the Edmodo platform did not
perform well in their writing.

Pitoyo et al. (2019) conducted a study with the aim of finding out the effect of different
types of comments on EFL learners' writing error correction. The results obtained showed
that the students had great difficulty in writing paragraphs, especially they had problems in
vocabulary usage and grammar comprehension, and that both peer correction and teacher
feedback had significant results in writing improvement.

The purpose of this study was to analyze the differences between peer correction
and teacher feedback and their efficacy for the improvement of morphological, semantic, and
syntactic errors in EFL writing. Besides, this study aims to answer the following research
questions: Which are the effects of peer and teacher feedback on the correction of the
morphological, semantic, and syntactic errors? And which type of feedback, peer correction
and teacher feedback do EFL students prefer for writing?

This study is divided into three chapters, the first charper presents the literature
review that contains relevant information from different authors on the topic of the research.
The second chapter includes the research method and comprises settings and participants,
and procedures. The third chapter presents the description, interpretation, and analysis of
the obtained results. Finally, based on the results of the research, conclusions and
recommendations were presented.

This study mainly benefits the institution where the research was conducted because
through this study both teachers and students of the first year of high school can know the
main writing errors in morphological, semantic, and syntactic aspects that make students in
writing paragraphs. In the same way, the results of this work are useful for educational
institutions and all people who are interested in learning about the effect of feedback on
students' academic performance. Finally, this study may contribute to future investigations

related to the topic of this research.



Chapter one
Literature Review

Writing is one of the most important skills in the process of learning English as a
foreign or second language. Therefore, written correction between students or with the
teacher is a fundamental part for improving this linguistic skill. For this reason, the following
section shows some topics that include relevant information on writing aspects such as;
Writing in the EFL context, The importance of writing in the EFL students, Challenges in EFL
writing, The most common and frequent written errors: morphological, semantic, and
syntactic errors, Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) on EFL learners, The importance of
effective feedback, Written Peer correction, Written Teacher feedback and some previous
studies that show research in relation to the subject.

Writing EFL In The Context

English is a universal language that helps people communicate on a global scale
around the world (Irmawati et al., 2021). According to Yusuf et al. (2018), the English
language has its own grammatical bases, so it is not enough to know how to speak, it is also
essential to know how to write to understand the language in a better way. Moreover,
Jashari and Fojkar (2019) affirm that writing is one of the main skills of the English language,
which must be mastered to achieve good communication. In agreement with this, Hyland
(2004) argues that people communicate and share ideas through writing skills. Therefore,
Hyland points out that writing is a communicative action that connects feelings between
people, it is also a bridge that allows sharing personal meanings and expressing own ideas
on any topic of interest.

Furthermore, according to Klimova (2014) writing has a special focus on the teaching
of languages since the knowledge of this skill involves the development of other skills.
Klimova mentions that writing in another language is an essential factor in communicating
with foreign people. Therefore, writing in English is one of the main skills taken into account
to evaluate students who want to study in English-speaking countries (Irmawati et al., 2021).

Along the same lines, Hosseini at al. (2013) argue that writing is considered a great tool for



sharing knowledge, especially in the educational area. In addition, these authors conclude
that writing correctly, especially in English, constitutes a great platform to achieve greater
opportunities in the work’ area.

The importance of writing in the EFL students

Currently, English is one of the languages that is most widely taught as a foreign
language in most countries where English is not their native language. According to Al-
Mahrooq et al. (2015) although all language skills are important, writing skill has a
fundamental role for students. Writing according to Khazrouni (2019) helps EFL students
develop their critical thinking skills, as well as improves the use of grammatical structures,
spelling, and vocabulary in student-written texts. Likewise, this skill allows the writing of
different sources of written information such as letters, reports, academic articles, etc. (Toba
et al.,2019). In addition, Malinda (2020) mentions that writing is a language skill that allows
sharing ideas and knowledge so that most aspects of learning are carried out through
writing.

Additionally, Afrin (2016) maintains that writing is one of the first skills that are taken
into account to evaluate knowledge. At this point, the author mentions that, although each
skill has its own way of being evaluated, one of the ways that is most used to verify student
learning is the written evaluation. Therefore, writing plays a fundamental role in the
academic achievement of foreign language students (Aliyu, 2020). Furthermore, according
to Abadikhah et al. (2018) the knowledge and mastery of writing in English allows students
of any discipline to share their academic knowledge around the world.

On the other hand, Guo et al. (2021) affirm that although writing in English constitutes
one of the most important skills for communication around the world, it has not been
emphasized in teaching. Accordingly, Salma (2015) states that writing correctly in English is
not an easy task for EFL students. Salma considers that achieving good writing requires a lot
of practice, and also the knowledge of grammar rules represents an essential base to

achieve correct writing (Nasser, 2018).



Challenges in EFL writing

According to Meza (2020), EFL students face many challenges in language
characteristics especially when they are in the process of learning and practicing writing. At
this point, Ghoorchaei and Khosravi (2019) mentioned that one of the main problems of
writing in English is lack of knowledge and mastery of skill, which affects the ability of
students and delays their learning. In the same line, Sukandi and Rianita (2018) argue that
the proper use of grammar rules and the organization of ideas are the greatest difficulties for
students when writing a text. In a study carried out by Singh et al. (2017) the authors found
that although students have received a lot of information about the use of grammar rules
since primary school and then secondary school they have many grammatical errors in their
writing, especially in the use of verb tenses (Ratnawati et al., 2018). In accordance with this,
Abas and Aziz (2016) mention that writing in English and using appropriate vocabulary and
grammar is a complex process for most students so that to be able to write a good script,
students are required to have a lot of knowledge and practice of the language (Sukandi &
Syafar, 2018).

Furthermore, Aziz et al. (2020) state that one of the main factors that lead to errors in
the production of the English language is interlingual transfer. According to Olana et al.
(2015) most of the grammatical errors that students make in their writing are largely
influenced by first language interference, this interference lies in the culture of the students
(Jabali, 2018). Moreover, Silalahi et al. (2018) mentioned that the transfer of the mother
tongue creates confusion in the knowledge of students, leading them to mix the structures of
languages and as a consequence of this they make semantic, morphological, syntactic
errors, among other interlinguistic errors, so that the development of writing skills is affected
in a high percentage by L1 interference (Budiharto, 2019; Nair & Krish, 2021). However,
Elkilic (2012) discovered that interference decreases as the level of knowledge of students
increases. This author mentions that students with an elevated level of knowledge have the

ability to write texts in English that present clear and well organized ideas.



The most common and frequent written errors: morphological, semantic, and
syntactic errors.

According to Lennon (1991 as cited in Al-Shormani and Al-Sohbani, 2012) the
authors define “error” in general as “a linguistic form or combination of forms which, in the
same context and under similar conditions of production, would, in all likelihood, not be
produced by the speakers’ native speaker counterparts” (p. 2). In other words, it refers to
linguistic and grammatical errors, as well as word order, omission, misformation, and other
errors that people who are not native speakers can make when they speak or write in a
second language. Accordingly, Terzioglu and Bensen Bostanci (2020) affirm that the
majority of errors found in written essays correspond to morphological and syntactic aspects.
Based on this, Al-Badawi (2012) mentions that the lack of knowledge of the language
produces morphological errors and the interference of L1 leads to syntactic errors.

With respect to morphology, it is a linguistic aspect considered part of grammar and
studies word-formation. According to Adha and Dania (2020) English learners make many
morphological errors in their writing, the most common of which are presented by improper
use of adjectives, nouns, verbs, and in most cases in derivation and inflection. According to
the authors, inflection and derivation are morphological aspects that are part of grammar and
are used in writing. Derivation in morphology occurs when words derived from other words
are created. For example, from the word "beautiful" words like "beautifully”" or "beauty" can
be derived. Inflection is used to show a grammatical aspect of a word, for example, to
indicate whether verbs are regular or irregular. In addition, in a study carried out by Gayo
and Widodo (2018) they found that the highest rate of morphological errors is found in errors
of "inflection, derivation, preposition, article, copula be, personal pronoun, auxiliary verb, and
demonstrative" (p.8) and the highest percentage of errors originate in the use of the verb be.
Moreover, the author mentions that morphological errors occur because students add, omit
or change the order of words in their writing. In the same way, Baykalova et al. (2018)
conducted a study to find the main typing errors. Based on the morphological aspect, the

authors found that the most common errors occur in the use of verb tenses, also a



displacement of the auxiliary verb, the incorrect use of prepositions, omission of the plural -s,
and inappropriate use of articles and adjectives (Terzioglu & Bensen Bostanci, 2020).

Another factor to consider in writing is the semantic field. According to Crystal et al.
(2021) semantics studies the meaning of natural language. So, it is very common for
students learning a foreign language to make semantic errors. For example, in a study by
Jassim (2016) it was found that EFL students have a high percentage of semantic errors as
a result of the literal translation of expressions from the mother tongue. Besides,
inappropriate use of terms was found, and a high percentage of words with distorted and
erroneous meaning for the English language. Rezai and Davarpanah (2019) claimed that the
majority of semantic errors that learners of English as a foreign language make are
presented in the use of similar forms, and also in the placement of words with related
meanings and synonyms in sentences. Furthermore, Akbarnezhad et al. (2019) conducted a
study to know the greater degree of semantic errors that students of English as a foreign
language have in the use of verbs. They found that students have more difficulty in the
perception of transitive verbs. To carry out this study, they examined “the order of difficulty of
argument structures: transitive, intransitive and ditransitive and their semantic categories
such as state, activity, achievement, and accomplishment” (p.9). Consequently, the results
of the study indicated that the highest percentage of semantic errors was found in the use of
transitive verbs in the accomplishment category.

Furthermore, syntax is another element in which most errors can be found. According
to Miller (2013), syntax is fundamental in academic writing since it allows writers to carry out
formal writing through the construction of appropriate structures. Miller mentions that many
students can speak and read in English, however, their writing is informal and lacks syntactic
structures. In accordance with this, Handayani et al. (2019) argued that there are many
syntactic errors that students make in their writing when they are learning a language. In a
study carried out by Handayani with students of English as a second language, it was found
that the majority of syntactic errors that students make in their writing are presented in the

incorrect use of verb tenses, as well as in the use of “subject-verb agreement, tenses,
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gerund, passive, article, preposition, word order, redundancy, parallelism, modality, noun,
verb, pluralization, relative pronoun, possessive pronoun, correlative conjunction, and
syntactic ambiguity” (p.105).

Additionally, the authors Gayo and Widodo (2018); Singh and Maniam (2020) found
that the highest percentage of syntactic errors occurs in subject-verb agreement. Likewise,
another study by Ababneh (2017) points out that there is a high percentage of syntactic
errors in the use of verbs. For example, in the writing tests, it was found that participants
mixed the verb tenses and used the verbs incorrectly and, in many cases, formed sentences
that lacked a subject or verb, so that the highest error rate of syntax was found in the use of
subject-verb agreement (Gayo & Widodo, 2018). Similarly, Singh and Maniam (2020)
investigated that the majority of syntactic errors occur in the use of verb tenses, the incorrect
use of articles, the inappropriate use of pronouns, and mostly in agreement between subject
and verb. Therefore, the author concludes that the majority of syntactic errors that students
make in their writing are due to the transfer of structures from their first language.

Written corrective feedback (WCF) on EFL learners

Written corrective feedback (WCF) according to Zhang and Cheng (2021) is
considered of great importance for the correction of errors in writing and it can be applied
both in teacher feedback and in peer correction, also this type of correction can be provided
by using special software. Rezai and Davarpanah (2019) refer to (WCF) as a process
through which teachers provide written comments to correct and improve linguistic errors
found in students' writing. According to Amano (2018) there are four types of written
feedback. Direct feedback consists of marking the errors found in a writing and teaching the
correct writing. Metalinguistic feedback consists of marking errors with codes so that
students can identify the kind of error made in the text. Indirect feedback consists of
identifying student errors without providing any kind of comment. In this type of feedback the
students are the ones who have to recognize the type of error. Lastly, question feedback

which is not focused on correcting grammatical errors, but it is intended to help students
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through questions, for example, why did you put that noun? Although this type of correction
is less used than the others.

In regard to written feedback Cinar (2017) states that it favors the learning and
development of students' writing. Cinar mentions that students take feedback in a positive
way since it helps them understand and rectify errors in their writing, especially in the use of
grammatical structures. According to Rashtchi and Bakar (2019), most students prefer that
the errors found in their tasks be marked and also include their respective comments.
Students consider that if errors are marked, they can easily find them and rectify them.
However, in many cases providing written feedback on each of the errors found, becomes a
complicated task for teachers, especially if the class is large.

On the other hand, Zhang and Cheng (2021) claim that although it is proven that
providing WCF to students has positive results and contributes to improving original writing
accuracy, some researchers consider that providing written comments to students is not
more relevant to their writing and learning performance. According to Gad et al. (2016) in
many cases students do not understand the feedback provided by the teacher, which
interrupts the process of developing their writing. In the same lines, Yu et al. (2020), argue
that written corrective feedback influences students' motivation in a negative way, while
other types of feedback such as scoring feedback, expressive feedback, or peer and self-
feedback, lead students to improve their writing. However, Mao and Crosthwaite (2019)
mention that although there are many investigations that affirm that written corrective
feedback does not contribute to improve the written precision of students. Most research has
shown that written feedback helps students improve their writing and gain greater knowledge
of the language, especially in terms of grammar.

The importance of effective feedback

In recent years feedback has been widely accepted in learning environments, this
has become a guide that helps students to improve errors and deficiencies in learning
(Carcamo, 2020). In accordance with this, Bitchener and Knoch (2008) mention that effective

feedback is one that includes clear and concise information so that students can understand
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and correct their mistakes both in the idiomatic context and in grammatical structures. In the
same way, Schuldt (2019) indicates that for feedback to be effective, it must be based on the
students’ knowledge in relation to the responses to its work. In addition, it is important that
the information is clear, constructive, and timely so that students can understand, correct
and at the same time reinforce their learning for the next tasks. Therefore, Lee, (2015)
suggests that to achieve effective feedback it is necessary to have prior training on the
subject, since good feedback does not only provide adequate information to students, it also
provides valuable information to teachers. Therefore, many of the researchers who study the
effects of feedback consider that it is an essential factor in the learning and production of
writing in a second language (Benson & DeKeyser, 2019). However, according to Abalkheel
and Brandenburg, (2020) researchers still have many unknowns about the efficacy of
corrective feedback. Consequently, although the effectiveness of the correction of errors in
the precision of writing is questioned, it is still one of the strategies most used by teachers in
the classrooms of teaching English as a foreign language (Castro, 2017).
Written Peer correction

Peer correction is a form of error correction through which students provide and
receive written comments of their classmates on their tasks in order to improve and correct
writing errors (Ramirez and Guillén, 2018). In other words, it is the correction of writing
between students. According to Tsuroyya (2020) peer correction helps them to reduce
reliance on teachers for review and correction. In a study carried out by Tsuroyya found that
correction between peers considerably increases motivation, it also encourages reflection
and development of critical thinking in writing. Therefore, the author considers that peer
correction is an essential tool to improve writing in English. Furthermore, Hansen and Liu
(2005) argue that correction among students encourages companionship and increases trust
between them. In a study carried out by Lee (2015) it was found that many students prefer
evaluation by their peers since feedback between peers involves an aspect of trust and

fosters an environment of more effective learning.
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However, Tsuroyya (2020) states that on many occasions teachers do not trust peer
correction, since they consider that not all students have sufficient knowledge and skill
necessary to make an adequate correction to the work of their classmates. Similarly, many
students do not feel satisfied with the written correction provided by their peers, so they
prefer their written work to be reviewed by the teacher (Cinar, 2017). Therefore, Demir
(2021) argues that many writers believe that peer correction is not always reliable. According
to Muncie (2000) students do not have the level of knowledge that the teacher has, so they
are not in the capacity to give final comments to classmates' work. Muncie suggests that
peer corrections should be supervised by the teacher for greater reliability. Based on this,
Hansen and Liu (2005) claimed that the prior training by the teacher to the students plays a
fundamental role in peer correction since the guidelines that the teacher provides help the
students to make a better correction on classmates' tasks.

Written Teacher feedback

Teacher written feedback refers to the written feedback that teachers use to indicate
writing errors to their students and at the same time provide correction comments based on
the errors found in order to improve the writing (Sermsook, 2017). According to Sermsook,
written teacher feedback is divided into two categories; focused and unfocused both
elements are used in the correction of grammatical errors. For instance, focused is based on
the errors that the teacher considers necessary to correct, and unfocused is characterized
by correcting all errors found in written text.

Additionally, Yu and Yang (2021) manifest that written feedback from the teacher
constitutes an essential element in language learning since the comments provided by the
teacher during teaching help students correct and improve their errors in composition and
writing (Eslami & Sahragard 2021). In the same way, Sermsook et al. (2017) found that
written feedback is one of the best tools that teachers use to help students improve
deficiencies in writing and especially in grammar. Moreover, according to Hashemifardnia et
al. (2019) teacher feedback encourages students to improve their texts by focusing students'

attention on inaccurate points in their writing.
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However, Amano, (2018) indicates that for teachers it is almost impossible to give
feedback for every written error made by students, so most feedback is based on a single
factor. Moreover, Silver and Lee (2007) argue that sometimes the way the teacher uses to
give feedback is a disadvantage since in some cases the students do not understand the
indications provided by the teacher. In addition, Irwin (2017) states that sometimes the
grammatical errors found in students' work are beyond the knowledge of the teacher, so the
teacher prefers to omit a comment and simply cross out the error. Irwin states that almost
half of the students do not review the comments provided by their teachers. This represents
a significant number of students who do not take advantage of the feedback provided to
improve their errors, which is contradictory for the development of learning.

Previous studies

According to Tian and Zhou (2020) in recent years, different sources of feedback and
error correction have been investigated, in order to understand the role and importance they
have in the teaching-learning of writing in foreign language students. Consequently, there
are many studies based on correction and written feedback that has the purpose of finding
valuable information that is useful to improve aspects based on the subject studied, these
studies have been carried out in different contexts but focused on one topic. For the purpose
of providing truthful information and results based on actual research, six of these are
defined below.

Aghajani and Zoghipour (2018) conducted an investigation to find out the
grammatical knowledge of the students, and to identify what type of feedback and correction
of errors students responded best with to the correction of their peers, the self-correction, or
teacher feedback. To carry out this study, 60 students were selected who were divided into
groups of 20 students, each group received a different type of feedback. In addition, a quasi-
experimental design was used and the method to analyze the data obtained was
quantitative; parametric tests were also used to compare the students” scores in the
grammar tests. The results obtained showed that both peer correction and teacher feedback

had a low range of scope, while self-correction did not show any type of significance.
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In the following study, Wihastyanang et al. (2020) set out to identify teacher
effectiveness online with peer feedback on student performance in writing. For this, the
combination of three aspects was considered: teacher feedback, peer feedback, and
Edmodo, the latter is a platform used to give online feedback to written assignments. To
develop the research, 55 English students from the State University were taken into account.
This study was quasi-experimental in which preliminary and subsequent tests were
administered., writing tests Students ', scoring rubric Students', and questionnaires were
used to find out the results of the students. The final results concluded that the students who
received feedback from the teacher in a conventional way improved their writing
considerably, while peer feedback and online feedback provided to students through the
Edmodo platform did not have favorable effects on students' writing.

Pitoyo et al. (2019) conducted a study to find out the effect of different types of
comments on the quality of students' writing. The sample for this research was 108 students.
A quasi-experimental approach was used with a quantitative method with experimental
design. The results obtained showed that the students had great difficulty writing
paragraphs, especially they had problems in the use of vocabulary and understanding of
grammar. On the other hand, it was found that all types of feedback helped improve writing.
However, the researcher deduced that correction between peers and feedback from the
teacher showed better results because these helped improve aspects of grammar and
spelling in the students' writing..

Demir, (2021) proposed to carry out an investigation based on two purposes, the first
consisted of investigating three error correction methods and trying to show which was more
practical to reduce language errors in the students' essays and the second was based on
the most common language mistakes made in writing. For this study, 30 students were taken
into account. The instruments used for data collection were: a semi-structured questionnaire,
a diagnostic test, tests on indications, and an editing template. In addition, to carry out the
research analysis, the Wilcoxon, Kruskal-Wallis, and Mann-Whitney U tests were used. In

this study, it was found that teacher correction is the best method to correct writing mistakes,
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although peer correction also showed significant results. On the contrary, self-editing did not
have good results, so the author considered that this method did not have relevance in error
correction. In addition, the most common linguistic errors in students' writing were identified,
and these were punctuation, spelling, and article errors. So, the results of this research
contribute valuable information that can be used to improve students' writing skills.

Another study was carried out by Diab (2016), with the purpose of investigating the
effect of different sources of corrective feedback based on the decrease in the relationship of
pronouns and lexical errors in student essays. In this study, a quasi-experimental design
approach was applied, and the instruments were pre-test and post-test. For the sample,
three groups of university students were considered, the groups were heterogeneous
between men and women, made up of 56 students and their ages ranged between 18 and
23 years of age and developed over a period of approximately 4 months. As a result of the
research, it was found that all three groups slightly increased their pronoun relation errors in
the immediate posttest, but reduced these errors in the delayed posttest. Furthermore, the
researcher found an increase in the percentage of lexical errors from the pretest to the
immediate posttest and a decrease in that percentage of error from the immediate posttest
to the late pos test.

Nguyen (2018) conducted a study to know the effectiveness of the teacher and peer
feedback on students' writing, in order to help to improve participants’ writing accuracy. The
sample for this study was 48 English major students from a university. The instruments
applied in this study were three; paragraph writing, short written compositions, and five
paragraph essays. The aim of this study was to analyze the results, in order to find solutions
that help teachers reduce writing errors and also improve the quality of students' writing.
This research showed that the main factor that leads students to make writing errors is L1
interference, and that the best way to correct errors is through corrective feedback.
Therefore, the researcher concluded that feedback provided first by the students and then

supervised by the teacher has positive results on the students' writing accuracy.
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Chapter two
Method
Settings and participants:

The present study was conducted in the city of San Gabriel, Carchi province. The
sample selected for this research consisted of 30 students from a public school. Their ages
ranged from 15 to 17 years old. Students belonged to the first year of secondary school. In
addition, in the Educational Institution where the research was carried out the teachers
taught the classes virtually through the Teams platform. Also, it is worth mention that
students participated actively in collaborative writing learning, in total, there were eight
sections that were developed in a period of four weeks.

Procedure

The first step of this research began with the review of the literature, in this section
relevant information was collected from different primary and secondary sources, such as
scientific articles, books, and academic journals.The information collected corresponds
mainly to topics about the writing of EFL students, the main morphological, syntactic, and
semantic errors that students make in their writing, and the effect that peer correction and
teacher feedback has on the efficacy of writing. The mixed-method was applied for research
with a qualitative and quantitative approach. The qualitative approach was used during the
data collection process, and the quantitative approach was used to gather and tabulate the
information obtained for this investigation.

To gather the data, the work was done virtually through the Teams platform. The
techniques used were pre test and post test, six written narrative paragraphs, and a survey.
The first instrument used was a pre written test. To apply the pre test a written narrative
paragraph of 120-150 words was considered, the theme was Last vacation. Following the
application of the pre test, the researcher asked the students to write six more paragraphs
with different topics and with the same pre test instructions, in order that three of the
required paragraphs received feedback from the researcher, and the other three paragraphs

received corrections from thepeers. Feedback was emphasized in correcting and improving
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semantic, syntactic, and morphological aspects in the students' writing. After completing all
six paragraphs, the post written test was applied. Then a rubric was used to grade the pre
test, post test, and paragraphs reviewed by the teacher, the rating parameters were the
following: Excellent (10 —7.6), Good (7.5 - 5.1), Fair (5 - 2.6), Poor (2.5 - 0). The results and
errors found in each paragraph were placed and organized in an Excel document for their
respective tabulation.

Moreover, a checklist was used and completed by the researcher, which consisted of
five parameters; never, rarely, sometimes, often, always, and ten statements questions
related to feedback between students. The parameters showed the frequency and
contribution provided by the students in the work of their classmates.

The last instrument was applied through the Google forms platform, in which the
researcher asked the students to fill out a survey that includes a Likert scale. This included
three parameters; agree, neutral, disagree, and twelve statements based on the students’
perception about teacher feedback and peer correction. The data obtained from the survey,
pre test, the six written paragraphs, and post test, which add up to a total of eight
paragraphs for each participant were tabuled in an Excel document. Then, these were
analyzed and then interpreted. Finally, based on the results of the research conclusions and

recommendations were presented.
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Chapter three
Description, interpretation and analysis of results

This chapter presents the information obtained from the data collected in the
investigation. The first table shows the average score obtained from pre test and post test
and the variance that exists between them. The following table shows the percentage of
semantic, syntactic, and morphological errors found in the paragraphs written by the
participants, in both teacher feedback and peer feedback. The two tables are focused on
determining the effects of peer and teacher feedback on the correction of writing errors
based on the aspects already mentioned. In the last table, the aim is to know the students'
perception about teacher feedback and peer feedback. Each table reflects the percentages
and includes its respective analysis and interpretation. Furthermore, the analysis has been

supported by the scientific information summarized in the literature review.

Which are the effects of peer and teacher feedback on the correction of the

morphological, semantic, and syntactic errors?

Table 1.

Pre and post test results

Pre-test Post-test Variance
8 8,4 0,08

Note: This table shows the results and variance of the pre-test and post-test.

Based on this table, the first percentage indicates that the average obtained in the
pre-test is 8 out of 10, while in post-tests the results correspond to 8.4 out of 10. Therefore,
the table indicates that the variance is 0.08. It is necessary to mention that the post test was
applied after three weeks of having applied the pre test. In the interim between pre and post
test, the other six paragraphs written by the students were corrected and given feedback. In
addition, it should be taken into account that the classes were virtual, so it was not possible
to show if the students used some type of technological tool such as; translator, dictionary,

or examples of other paragraphs provided by websites to improve their writing.
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Furthermore, activities undertaken by students were continually assessed, shared
between peers, and given ample feedback. Although the results between pre and post test did
not show a significant difference, it is important to emphasize that the feedback provided to
the students helped to obtain better results in the post test. For example, in the pre test some
students used the expression In my last vacation then when the post test was applied, they
used the same expression again, but this time they changed the preposition. Thus, the
expression was written as On my last vacation, so it can be evidenced that the students took
into account the recommendations of both teacher feedback and peer correction.

Besides, it is important to mention that the time that the research lasted was short, so
achieving good results in the students' writing represents a difficult task for both researchers
and teachers, especially since knowledge is acquired through practice. According to Salma
(2015), students require a lot of practice and knowledge of grammar rules to achieve clear
and correct writing. However, when analyzing the results, it can be seen that the feedback
provided had a positive impact on students' writing because it helped them improve
grammatical errors such as capitalization, punctuation, sentence construction, spelling, as well
as helping to improve students' writing in terms of morphological, syntactic, and semantic. In
this context, Pitoyo et al. (2019) mention that both peer and teacher feedback help to improve
writing skills, as the comments provided by teachers and classmates in the feedback represent
a kind of guidance that can help students correct and improve their writing errors. This idea is
corroborated by Cinar (2017) who mentions that written corrective feedback in most cases
favors the learning and development of writing, and also helps students to understand and

rectify mistakes in their writing, especially in the use of grammatical structures.
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Table 2.

Teacher and Peer feedback results

Teacher’s feedback Peer’s feedback
Semantic 22% 0%
Syntactic 36% 46%
Morphological 42% 54%

Note: The percentages correspond to the writing errors found in the paragraphs of the participants,
both by the researcher and students.

In relation to table number 2, the percentage of semantic errors found in teacher
feedback corresponds to 22%, while in peer feedback the percentage was 0%. As can be
seen in the table, teacher correction obtained a large percentage of semantic errors found in
the students' paragraphs. In contrast, in peer feedback, the students did not report semantic
errors, so that they did not provide feedback based on this aspect.

Moreover, semantic errors were detected, it was not only in the paragraphs
corresponding to teacher feedback, but also in the paragraphs that corresponded to the peer
correction. For example, one of the students wrote; “Daddy Yankee is a success singer.” In
this example, there is a confusion between adjective and noun, since this expression
mentions that the singer is successful. So, it is necessary to use an adjective to express a
characteristic of the singer, the word success is used incorrectly because this is a noun. In
this case, the adjective that replaces the noun success is successful, so the correct phrase
would be the following; Daddy Yankee is a successful singer. According to Rezai and
Davarpanah (2019) this type of error corresponds to the lexical grammar category and is
produced by the incorrect use of adjectives instead of nouns, verbs, or adverbs and vice
versa.

Besides, in another paragraph the researcher detected the following expression “My
family and | look series on Netflix on Saturdays.” In this sentence, the verb look is used
incorrectly since this verb is defined in the Cambridge dictionary as: "Turn out eyes in a

particular direction to see something”. In this expression, the participant used the verb in
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order to express that they were watching a series. The correct verb for this expression is
watch, which refers to look at something and pay attention to what happens, for example,
watch at a film, movie, video, or television. So, the correct expression is My family and |
watch series on Netflix on Saturdays. This error corresponds to the semantic category
collocation, according to Rezai and Davarpanah (2019) collocation is a phenomenon of the
language that is produced by the literal translation of a word or expression from one
language to another without taking into account the context in which it is used.

According to Jassim (2016) one of the aspects in which students make grammatical
errors is in the semantic field, so it is very common to find errors of this type on the writing.
The previous examples correspond to the teacher feedback because as was mentioned at
the beginning the participants did not give peer feedback so that it is not possible to
evidence semantic errors and neither feedback provided by them. When the students were
asked to give feedback on this topic, most of them answered that it was not necessary
because the paragraphs of their classmates did not have semantic errors. Nevertheless, the
researcher found some semantic errors in the corrected paragraphs between students, so it
can be inferred that they did not have knowledge about semantic aspects. Accordingly,
Muncie (2000) states that in some cases students do not have enough knowledge to give
feedback to their classmates, which is why the author considers that peer corrections should
be supervised by the teacher.

Additionally, it is necessary to mention that the teacher emphasized feedback on this
aspect and provided feedback based on the grammatical errors found on the paragraphs in
order to improve the written skills of the students, but the participants did not show favorable
results in terms of identifying semantic errors. In this respect, Rezai and Davarpanah (2019)
point out semantic knowledge is one of the most difficult aspects to master, as it is related to
the context of language, therefore, this aspect is perfected through the acquisition of new
vocabulary and correct use of this one. However, it should be said that feedback helped the
students reduce the number of semantic errors in their writing. Based on the above, it can

be deduced that, although the teacher's feedback did not get that the students identify the
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semantic errors in the paragraphs of their classmates, at least it helped to reduce the rate of
errors in their writing.

The results indicate that in the semantic aspect teacher feedback had a greater effect
compared to peer feedback. In this respect, Brookhart (2017) points out that teachers have
better results than students when identifying writing errors, so that in most cases teacher
feedback has great significance in improving writing errors.

The next aspect to analyze is syntactic errors, the subcategories that were taken into
account for this aspect correspond to syntactic errors of prepositions, word order, and
conjunctions. As shown in the table two, 36% corresponds to errors found by the teacher-
researcher, this percentage was divided as follows 12% of prepositions errors, 14% of word
order errors 8% of conjunctions errors. In contrast, 46% corresponds to errors found by
students in their classmates' paragraphs. This percentage only corresponds to the category
of prepositions, since the students did not find any errors in the other categories.

As the data shows, the teacher's correction was more significant, since the
percentage of errors found is higher than the percentage identified in peer correction.
However, it is clear that syntactic errors were found in both types of feedback. For instance,
one of the most frequent errors in both teacher feedback and peer correction was the
incorrect use of the preposition in. For example, the following expression was part of the
feedback from Andrés one of the participants “/n Christmas day” in his comment he
mentioned; In this sentence, the preposition in is incorrectly used. The correct way to write
the phrase is On Christmas day. So whenever special days are mentioned, the preposition
on is used. For example, On Christmas day; On my birthday. Similarly, teacher research
found errors with the same proposition; for example, a certain student wrote the following
“We traveled in airplane last summer” in this expression the preposition in is incorrectly
used, but this time in a different context than the previous example. In this case, the correct
preposition is by. For example, We traveled by airplane last summer. This type of error

occurs because in English most prepositions are used according to the context of the
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sentence. Also, in these examples, the preposition in is a literal translation of (en) from
Spanish, so it is very common for EFL students to make preposition errors.

Moreover, in one of the paragraphs reviewed by the teacher-researcher, the following
example was identified “Always we go to the beach” in this sentence the student placed the
adverb of frequency in the wrong way because mostly in the present tense the adverbs of
frequency are used between the subject and the action verb, in such a way that the correct
order is; We always go to the beach this type of error corresponds to the word order
category. Another error that was identified by the teacher-researcher was; “My parents gave
me a computer by my excellent grades.” In this example, the message can be understood,
but an error can be evidenced when using the conjunction in the next part: a computer by
my excellent grades. In this case, the correct conjunction would be for because this is a
conjunction that indicates result, and in this sentence, the student mentions that he received
a computer "for his good grades." In such a way that the correct expression would be; My
parents gave me a computer for my excellent grades, this type of error was placed in the
conjunction category corresponding to syntactic errors.

Regarding peer feedback, it is necessary to mention that there were inaccuracies in
terms of identifying syntactic errors, in the categories of conjunction and word order. Thus it
can be inferred that the cause of this problem is the lack of knowledge on the part of the
students about grammar rules. In this respect, Nasser (2018) stated that knowledge of
grammar rules constitutes a fundamental element to achieve a good writing, in such a way
that, if students do not have sufficient knowledge of a subject, it is difficult for them to avoid
making mistakes in their writing. In addition, one aspect that must be taken into account is
that the context of the English language is different from the Spanish language, which in this
case is the L1 of the participants, so the interference between languages represents a great
factor for students to make syntactic errors as stated (Al-Badawi, 2012). At the same point,
the authors Silalahi et al. (2018) found that the transfer of the mother tongue generates
confusion in the knowledge of the students, leading them to mix the structures of the

languages and as a result of this the students have gaps in the domain of the English
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language. Consequently, peer feedback did not have favorable results in all syntactic
aspects, since the feedback focused only on prepositional errors. Although it should be
mentioned that in peer feedback the students made positive comments about the work of
their classmates, which encouraged students to correct their mistakes and improve their
writing. This is corroborated by Tsuroyya (2020) who mentions that peer correction
increases motivation considerably, it also encourages reflection and the development of
critical thinking in students.

Nevertheless, peer feedback focused only on correcting prepositions, while teacher
feedback considered other aspects such as; word order, prepositions, and conjunction. This
means that the teacher feedback achieved a positive effect in correcting errors. According
to Sermsook (2017) written teacher feedback is one of the best tools that teachers use to
help students improve deficiencies in writing and especially in grammar. Thus, in most cases
the feedback provided by the teacher leads students to reflect on their mistakes and
therefore to correct them.

Another aspect to analyze is morphological errors, As can be seen in table number 2,
42% corresponds to the teacher's feedback, while 58% corresponds to errors found by the
students in peer’s feedback. The categories that were considered for this aspect were,
omission, addition, misinformation, disordering. As the data show, both teachers-researcher
and students found morphological errors in the paragraphs that the participants wrote.

Furthermore, in teacher feedback some errors were identified in the morphological
aspect, in fact, it is the aspect in which the most errors were found. Specifically, in omission
errors, the teacher-researcher found 10% of the total morphological errors. For example, a
participant wrote the following expression “the movie ends when meet” in this expression
the personal pronoun they is omitted so the correct expression would be the movie ends
when they meet. According to Londofio (2008) errors of omission are produced by the lack
of an element in a sentence. Next, in the following category, the teacher researcher
identified 6% of addition errors. For example, a participant wrote; “We were travel to

Colombia last month” in this example, the verb is in the present tense and the participant
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refers to an action that happened in the past, so the verb must be in the past tense, in that
case, the correct sentence should be; We traveled to Colombia last month. Another error
that was identified in the same category is the following; “My favorite dish is french fries and
fish and avocado and salad.” In this example, the conjunction is repeated twice in a single
idea so the correct phrase would be: My favorite dish is french fries, fish, doomed, and
salad. According to Londoio (2008) addition errors are produced when unnecessary
elements are added to sentences.

Besides, in misformation errors, the researcher found 12% of the total morphological
errors. One of the examples that was considered in teacher feedback was; He has 34 years
old in this expression a misformation error was identified, this is evidenced in the use of the
verb have, to say the age in English, the verb to be is used instead of the verb to have. For
example, He is 34 years old. Finally, in the disordering category, 14% errors were found. For
example, in one of the paragraphs a student wrote “We went to Esmeraldas with my family.”
In this example, a disorder in the structure of the sentence could be identified, one of the
ways that make the sentence clearer is My family and | went to Esmeraldas. According to
Londofio (2008) misinformation errors are produced by the incorrect use of vocabulary, and
disordering errors are produced by the incorrect placement of morphemes in expressions.

Additionally, the following are some of the morphological errors found in the corrected
paragraphs among students, it is necessary to mention that they only found omission and
disordering errors. In the omission category, the students identified 26% of the total
morphological errors. For instance, peer correction was found the following expression; “We
visited a place where there were many tree.” This sentence was identified as an error of
omission, for this example, the comment provided by one of the students was the following,
the word tree should be written in plural form because in the sentence the idea is that there
are many trees, not one, in this case, the correct phrase would be; We visited a place where
there were many trees. Also, in the disordering category, the students found 28% errors, one
example that was taken into account for the feedback was the following; “It was a place

beautiful where there were many ducks.” About this expression, the student mentioned that
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in English adjectives come before the noun, not after, as it is used in Spanish. So, the
correct phrase is; It was a beautiful place where there were many ducks.

As shown in the previous examples, morphological errors correspond to the category
with the highest percentages of written errors made by students. According toTerzioglu and
Bensen Bostanci (2020), most of the writing errors found in the written essays correspond to
morphological errors. In the same line Gayo and Widodo (2018) argue that morphological
errors occur because students add, omit or change the order of the words in their writing,
this information agrees with some of the examples previously stated in this section.

In closing, it is important to say that although the students did not consider all the
morphological criteria in their feedback, their participation was active in this aspect. On the
other hand, in the teacher's feedback, all the categories corresponding to morphological
errors were considered, so that, in most of the classes, the feedback was carried out in a
general way, taking into account the categories of morphological errors that were considered
for this study.

Regarding the research question and taking into account the results obtained in the
morphological aspect, it can be evidenced that teacher feedback has better results that peer
feedback in correcting writing errors. In agreement with this, the following authors
Wihastyanang et al. (2020) argued that teacher feedback has a greater effect on improving
writing errors than peer feedback. These authors found that, although peer correction
motivates students to improve their writing, teacher feedback reinforces students' knowledge
and helps them to correct their writing errors considerably.

Which type of feedback: Peer correction and teacher feedback do EFL students

prefer for writing?



Table 3.

Students perception about teacher and peer feedback
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N° Disa

Statements Agree Neutral gree Total
1 | consider it is important to receive

peer feedback in written asassignments 85% 15% 0% 100%
2 | consider it is important to receive

teacher’s feedback in written assignments. 85% 12% 0% 100%
3 The feedback delivered by my peer helps me

to improve my writing skills. 33% 60% 7% 100%
4 The feedback delivered by my teacher helps

me to improve my writing skills. 85% 15% 0% 100%
5 My peer provides me with feedback through

comments, questions or additional information. 3% 14% 83% 100%
6 The teacher provides feedback through

comments, questions or additional information. 28% 64% 3% 100%

The feedback delivered by my classmate
. is clear and easy to understand. 7% 18% 75%  100%

The feedback delivered by the teacher is clear
8 and easy to understand. 83% 14% 3% 100%
9 | feel comfortable to receive feedback

from my peer. 83% 17% 0% 100%
10 | feel comfortable to receive feedback from

my teacher. 87% 13% 0% 100%
11  The feedback provided by my classmate has helped me to improve in...
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Grammar use(Verb agreement, sentence constructio

n, Capitalization and Punctuation) 53% 40% 7% 100%
Word formation (Spelling) 50% 43% 7% 100%
Vocabulary misuse 37% 53% 10% 100%

12 The feedback provided by the teacher has helped me to improve in......

Grammar use(Verb agreement, sentence
construction, Capitalization and Punctuation) 67% 30% 3% 100%

Word formation (Spelling)
27% 60% 13%  100%

Vocabulary misuse 30% 67% 3% 100%

Note: This table shows the percentage of a survey was give to the participants to know their
perception about teacher and peer feedback.

In relation to the results of table 3, according to the first statement, 85% of the
participants considered that it is essential to receive feedback from the teacher in the written
tasks because written corrections help them improve their texts; as a result, they improve
their academic performance. Similarly, in the second statement, 85% of the students agreed
that it is important to receive peer feedback in written assignments. This fact was
corroborated by the researcher since more than a half of the students responded positively
to the comments provided to their written works. Undoubtedly, feedback is an element that
contributes to effecting necessary correction in any aspect that needs room for improvement
in the field of learning. Also, it motivates students to improve because when they are able to
understand the topics in which they have lapses, they feel more confident about their
knowledge and as a result, they achieve better academic performance. Thus, most students
prefer to receive written feedback, either from the teacher or from their peers. In agreement

with this, Pitoyo et al. (2019) argue that teacher feedback improves the quality of writing in
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students' essays, and peer correction motivates them to engage with their classmates'
learning. For these reasons, both types of feedback have considerable effects on student
performance.

With respect to statements three and four, 85% of the students agree that the
teacher's feedback helps them improve their writing skills. In contrast, in statement four, 60%
of the participants answered to the neutral parameter, which means that more than half of
the students are not sure that peer correction helps them to improve their writing skills.
Based on the results, it can be considered that students prefer teacher feedback, mainly
because it allows them to know their weaknesses in writing, which helps them focus on what
they need to improve. Therefore, participants showed more interest in this type of feedback
because it is a valuable resource that positively influences their learning process. According
to Kang and Dykema (2017), teacher feedback represents a major resource to improve
learning since it allows teachers to guide students with the objective of achieving greater
performance in their activities in class. On the other hand, regarding peer correction, it was
deduced tha although students doubt the effectiveness of this feedback, most of them
consider that peer correction probably helps them improve their writing errors. According to
Rotsaert et al. (2017), peer feedback helps students develop their critical thinking skills, also
allows them to exchange their knowledge and learn from their classmates. This is
corroborated by Perdani (2020) who claimed that when students correct their peers'
assignments, they not only check the writing errors such as grammatical structure,
punctuation, spelling but also look for the correct answers and provide corrective comments.

The results of the following statements show that about statement five 83% of the
students consider that peer correction does not provide feedback through comments,
questions, or additional information. According to the results, it can be evidenced that most
participants do not provide or receive any type of written comment from their classmates. In
accordance with this, Perdani (2020) states that there were two disadvantages of peer-
correction in the writing class that was based on students' opinions and the peer correction

technique that took much time. In this case, it can be inferred that students do not give
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feedback because they do not know about the class topic, or they were not confident with
their ability to review their classmates’ paragraphs. Also, not all students have the ability and
time to understand an essay, so the time required will vary for each student. Moreover,
Ghoorchaei and Khosravi (2019) mention that the main problem of students when writing a
text is the lack of knowledge and mastery of the language, so it is difficult for them to give
feedback on a topic that they do not dominate. In this respect, Liu (2005) suggests that
previous training by the teacher is essential in peer correction since the guidelines provided
by the teacher help students to make a better correction to work among classmates.

On the contrary, in the sixth statement, 64% answered the neutral option, this
indicates that teacher feedback does not always provide corrective comments or additional
information to the students' assignments. In this regard, it can be inferred that teachers do
not provide comments to all the tasks because giving written feedback is not an easy task for
them due to factors such as time, number of students, number of errors encountered, type of
essay, among others. According to Rashtchi and Bake (2019) in many cases providing
written corrective comments could be tedious to teachers as it becomes an arduous task,
especially if the class is large. Another reason teachers do not provide comments could be
due to their inexperience in the area of teaching. In this respect, Irwin (2017) mentions that
sometimes teachers omit written comments on students’ assignments because they are not
knowledgeable to provide adequate corrections.

Considering the results, according to the seventh statement, 75% of the students
answered to the disagree option. The results indicate that most of the students consider that
the comments provided by their classmates were not clear and easy to understand. In this
respect, it is important to mention that during the research process the researcher found that
some students did not provide comments or feedback to the paragraphs of their classmates.
As such, participants were able to assess very few comments. For this reason, many
students do not agree that their peers correct their writing tasks. Based on this, Tsuroyya
(2020) affirmed that some students do not trust the knowledge of their classmates, so they

prefer that their work be corrected by the teacher. According to Zhang and Hyland (2018),
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written teacher feedback has many more benefits than peer feedback since teachers are
trained to carry out both work corrections and feedback on the topics developed in class. On
the other hand, according to statement eight, 83% of students answered the parameter
agree. The results indicate that most participants agree that teachers” feedback provided
written corrective comments easy to read and understand. This is because, unlike students,
teachers have the commitment and responsibility to help students improve their academic
performance, so they use various strategies to help students improve their skills. For
example, the use of marginal notes, codes, mark errors, among others. In line with this, Yu
and Yang (2021) stated that the teacher's written feedback constitutes an essential element
in language learning, since the comments provided in the feedback help students to correct
their mistakes and achieve better results in the next writing.

As the data show, in statements nine and ten, the following percentages were found,
83% of the students responded that they felt comfortable receiving comments from their
peers. Similarly, in the ten statements, 87% of the participants responded that they felt good
about receiving teacher feedback, It is important to mention that students did not mark the
parameter disagreement. Based on the results, it can be inferred that most participants
agree with both statements because feedback is a normal process of teaching-learning.
Besides, they feel comfortable receiving feedback because it helps them to better
understand class topics. According to Kileri and Listyani (2021) students trust the teacher's
feedback because it helps them correct their grammatical mistakes and improve their writing
skills. In the same way, in a study carried out by Lee (2015), it was found that many students
prefer correction by their peers since feedback among classmates implies an aspect of trust
and provides a more effective learning environment. Therefore, it is clear that students feel
comfortable receiving feedback from both teachers and classmates.

Based on statement eleven which mentions some aspects that peer correction
helped to improve students, 53% agreed that peer correction helped them to improve
grammar aspects such as verb agreement, sentence construction, capitalization,

punctuation, and word formation; while in the vocabulary misuse aspect, 53% answered
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neutral option, this indicates that that in this aspect peer correction did not have meaningful
results. However, in the first two aspects, it was evident that most participants agree that
peer correction has a positive effect on improving students' writing skills. Therefore, it can
be deduced that, although peer correction does not meet students' expectations in all
aspects, it has positive effects on students' learning. Regarding the aforementioned,
Rotsaert et al. (2018) stated that students improve their writing skills significantly when they
provide feedback to their classmates, in such a way that they expand their knowledge and
as a result improve their performance in class. In the same way, Ramirez and Guillén (2018)
mentioned that peer correction is an effective resource that helps students improve their
writing through cooperation and exchange of knowledge between students.

Finally, statement twelve refers to whether the comments provided by the teacher
help students to improve grammar aspects such as; verb agreement, sentence construction,
capitalization and punctuation, word formation (spelling), and vocabulary misuse. It was
found that in the first aspect, 67% of the students answered agree, while in the word
formation, 60% responded neutral, likewise, in vocabulary misuse, 67% answered neutral.
According to the results, most students consider that teacher feedback helps them correct
their grammatical errors in the first category, while in the word formation and vocabulary
misuse category, students consider that the teacher's correction probably helped them
correct their mistakes. Hence, it can be deduced that some participants did not perceive
improvements in the last two categories.

Even though teacher feedback did not have a favorable impact in the categories of
word formation and vocabulary misuse. It is important to mention that a group of students
marked the parameter agree, and only a minimal percentage of the students considered the
feedback to be ineffective in minimizing their writing errors in the aforementioned categories.
In this perspective, Mao and Crosthwaite (2019) state that there are many investigations that
mention that written corrective feedback does not contribute to improving the writing.
However, in some cases, the problem is that students do not consider the corrections made

to their work. According to Irwin (2017) some students do not review the feedback provided
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by their teachers so they cannot know their mistakes, which is contradictory to their learning.
Therefore, it is concluded that if students take into account the recommendations of teachers
and take advantage of the feedback, it is most probably that they will achieve excellent
results in their academic performance. In accordance with this, Hashemifardnia et al. (2019)
mentioned that the written feedback provided by teachers to their students not only helps
them to understand and correct their weaknesses in writing but also allows them to reinforce

their knowledge and skills to write new texts.
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Conclusions

It was demonstrated that both teacher and peer feedback had significant effects on
students” learning. The feedback improved the precision of the students' writing and helped
them to reduce some semantic, morphological, syntactic errors, and also helped students to
identify these types of errors in their classmates” paragraphs.

This research showed that teacher feedback had more possibilities to improve
academic performance than peer feedback, which was relevant to the group of participants
that were considered for this study. During the research process, it was found that the
feedback provided by the teacher was well accepted by the students and that they took into
account some of the recommendations provided by the teacher to improve their writing skills.

It was noted that peer feedback had many gaps as to identifying writing errors on
semantic, morphological, and syntactic aspects. In addition, the participants rarely agreed to
give feedback and provide written comments on the participants' work, this attitude can be
attributed to the fact that the students did not know the topic of the class or lack of mastery
of the language.

The current study showed that feedback on the morphological aspect was less
effective, since morphological errors were most common in the students” paragraphs,
particularly in the categories of disorder and omission.

The results indicated that most of the students prefer the teacher's feedback since
they showed a positive attitude towards the comments and corrections provided by the
teacher, especially in the correction of grammatical errors.

Feedback provided positive results on students' writing accuracy, knowledge,
engagement, and self-perception. Also, a crucial factor that helped students feel engaged in
improving their writing skills was motivation because, undoubtedly, motivated students are

more involved in learning and therefore achieve better academic results.
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Recommendations

Regarding teacher feedback and peer feedback used, teachers and students should
constantly apply these techniques to work in the classroom setting, if possible after each
class, in order to reduce semantic, morphological, syntactic errors. In this way, students will
not make the same writing errors in future texts.

For teacher feedback to have significant effects on students' writing, the level of
knowledge of the students must be considered. Besides, EFL teachers should implement
strategies and use materials based on actual trends, in order to encourage students to learn
this language.

It is important to encourage students to give and receive feedback, for this purpose
the teacher must carry out all kinds of activities to provide group work among students so
that they can achieve their learning goals. In addition, through teamwork students can not
only reinforce their shortcomings while writing but also talk and share their interests and
insights on the class matter.

To reduce the number of morphological errors in writing, teachers must engage in
activities that allow them to correct and provide feedback about the errors made by students
in their writings. One of the best activities is to give written feedback is the correction of
paragraphs or essays. So, it is advisable that written tasks be carried out constantly to
improve the student's accuracy in written English.

To maintain the positive effect of feedback, it is important to create an adequate
classroom environment where effective communication between teachers and students
prevails, as a good atmosphere helps students feel safe, motivated, and focused on their
class activities. Also, teachers should be prepared to answer students' questions and clarify
all their doubts in relation to new knowledge.

Motivation plays a crucial role to promote students' learning that should be
considered in the teaching method, even in the correction procedure, since it can influence
the direct behavior towards the goals and lead to the improvement of the students” academic

performance.
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Appendix A: Rubric

Appen

dix
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could be used
with the root

words.

used with the root
words.

PARAMETERS|EXCELLENT (| GOOD (7.5 -5.1) FAIR (5 - 2.6) POOR (2.5 -0)
10 -7.6)
SEMANTIC  |All words (more|Most of the words (7 [Some words (50%) wer |A few words (less than
CRITERIA than 5%) were used correle used correctly in the ¢ | 25%) were used corre
75%) were use [ctly in the context of jontext of the paragraph. [ctly in the context of th
d correctly in th [the paragraph. Consistently uses langu |e paragraph.
e context of the|Some use of grade |age at Consistently uses lang
paragraph. appropriate languag [a level one grade lower. juage at
Uses e. a level two grades low
grade appropri er.
ate language th|All sentences were
roughout. complete, but very [There were several
few were areas (50%) that were [Sentences (more than
underdeveloped. hard to understand. 75%) are not
Each sentence complete, and they
supported the have no or little
other and there development.
were smooth
transitions
between
thoughts.
SYNTACTIC |All words, phra [Most of words, Some of the words, A few words, phrases,
CRITERIA ses, phrases, and phrases, and sentences were ¢
and sentences [sentences were and sentences were co |omplete (less than
were complete |complete (75%). Th mplete (50%). There we [25%). There were too
(more thanjere were a re still several sentence |many errors (more
75%). There w [few grammar errors |s (50%) that were under fthan
ere no gramma ((less than 25%) in  [developed. 75%) in grammar, usa
r errors in the s [the sentences. ge, or sentence structu
entences. re, which made it hard
Some sentences follow [to read.
All Most of the an appropriate order
the sentences [sentences follow an [respecting subject + A few
follow an appropriate order  |verb + complement; sentences follow an
appropriate respecting subject + [depending on the type [appropriate order
order verb of construction. respecting subject +
respecting + complement; depe [(Declarative, verb + complement;
subject + verb |nding on the type of |interrogative, depending on the type
+ complement, |construction. imperative...) of construction.
depending on|(Declarative, (Declarative,
the type oi‘interrogative, interrogative,
construction. (Dimperative...) imperative...)
eclarative,
interrogative,
imperative...)
MORPHOLOGI|Student Student correctly  [Student correctly Student correctly
CAL correctly identified 7 out of  |identified 5 out of identified less than 5
CRITERIA identified all 10 affixes that 10 affixes that could be [|out of 10 affixes that
the affixes that could be used with the root could be used with

words.

the
root words.
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The use of
word borrowing
is correct and
word formation
is accurate.

The use of word
borrowing

is partially correct an
d word formation is
accurate.

The use of word
borrowing is
partially correct and
word formation is
inappropriate.

The use of word
borrowing is not
correct and word
formation is
inappropriate.

MECHANICS

Capitalization,
and
punctuation,
including
commas and
apostrophes
are used
appropriately.

No errors were
made in
spelling and
part of speech.

Capitalization, and
punctuation,
including commas
and apostrophes are
used somewhat
appropriately.

Few errors were
made in spelling.

Capitalization,
paragraphing, and
punctuation, including
commas and
apostrophes were not
used very appropriately.
These errors make it
more difficult to
understand the
message or meaning of
the writing.

Frequent errors made in
spelling.

Capitalization,
paragraphing, and
punctuation, including
commas and
apostrophes were not
used appropriately (or
were not found in
writing). These errors
make it hard to
understand the
meaning/message of
the writing due to
these errors.

Numerous errors
made in spelling.




Appendix B: peer’s feedback checklist

49

Criteria

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

The feedback provided by peers is

useful and clear.

The feedback provided by peers is

closely related to the teacher’'s model.

Feedback delivered by peers considers

the criteria in the checklist.

Feedback provided by peers follows
different strategies such as the use of
marginal notes, colors, codes, among

others.

allows students to know their strengths

and weaknesses.

The feedback provided by peers

semantic errors in the task.

Peer feedback focuses on all the

Peer feedback focuses on all the

syntactic errors in the task.

Peer feedback focuses on all

the morphological errors in the task.

Further aspects apart from the semantic,
syntactic, and
morphological criteria were considered

and corrected.

Peer feedback delivered reflects high

responsibility and commitment.




Appendix C: students’ survey

NO

Questions

IAgree [Neutral

Disa

gree

| consider it is important to receive peer feedback in written as

assignments

| consider it is important to receive teacher’s feedback

in written assignments.

The feedback delivered by my peer helps me to improve my

writing sKills.

The feedback delivered by my teacher helps

me to improve my writing skills.

My peer provides me with feedback through comments, questi

ons or additional information.

The teacher provides feedback through comments, questions

or additional information.

The feedback delivered by my classmate is clear and easy to

understand.

The feedback delivered by the teacher is clear and easy

to understand.

| feel comfortable to receive feedback from my peer.

10

| feel comfortable to receive feedback from my teacher.

11

The feedback provided by my classmate has helped me to imp

rove in...

Grammar use(Verb agreement, sentence construction, Capital

ization and Punctuation)

\Word formation (Spelling)

\Vocabulary misuse

12

The feedback provided by the teacher has helped me to improve in......

Grammar use(Verb agreement, sentence construction, Capital

ization and Punctuation)

\Word formation (Spelling)

\Vocabulary misuse
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