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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate the role of peer correction and teacher feedback in
the improvement of writing skills in high school students focusing on the efficacy for the
reducing the number of semantic, syntactic, and morphological errors. Twenty-six students
from second grade of a high school located at an urban area of Azuay province was selected
as a sample. The participants were asked to write eight paragraphs of 120 —150 words; two
of them were the pre and the post-test which have the topic “My future plans” while the other
six paragraphs were about different themes according to the curriculum. Written paragraphs
were provided both teacher and peer feedback. The findings shown that the most frequent
errors were morphological including omission (‘s’, preposition, ‘Be’, article); followed by
semantic errors (literal translation, collocation, and lexical grammar). Regarding teacher
feedback, students have positive perceptions because comments and suggestions to improve
their pieces of writing were provided. However, peer correction was not positive at all because
of students’ lack of knowledge and experience when correcting their classmates’ written
pieces.

Key words: peer correction, writing skill, teacher feedback.



Resumen

El propdsito de este estudio es investigar el rol de correccidn entre pares y retroalimentacion
del maestro para mejorar habilidades de escritura en estudiantes de secundaria, para reducir
errores semanticos, sintacticos y morfolégicos. 26 estudiantes de segundo grado de una
escuela secundaria ubicada en la provincia del Azuay fueron tomados como muestra. Se
solicito a los participantes que escribieran ocho pérrafos de 120 — 150 palabras , dos de ellos
fueron el pre y post-test tienen como tema “Mis planes futuros” mientras que para los otros
seis parrafos se utilizaron diferentes temas segun el curriculo. Los parrafos escritos recibieron
retroalimentacién de profesores y compafieros. Los errores mas frecuentes fueron
morfoldgicos, incluida la omision ('s' - 'es' - 'ing' y 'er', preposicion, 'Be', articulo); seguido de
errores semanticos (traduccién literal, colocacion y gramatica Iéxica). Sobre la
retroalimentacién de profesores, los estudiantes tienen percepciones positivas porque les
brindan comentarios, sugerencias para mejorar sus escritos. Sin embargo, la
retroalimentacién de los compafieros no fue positiva del todo debido a la falta de conocimiento
y experiencia de los estudiantes al momento de corregir sus escritos.

Palabras clave: retroalimentacion de compafieros, habilidad de escritura, retroalimentacion

del profesor.



Introduction

The role of writing in English has been considered as the most important factor in
providing information around the world. In this sense, students need to acquire new knowledge
such as the use of correct grammar, punctuation, spelling, and so on to provide an effective
and understandable message for readers (Ria & Setiawan, 2022).

Besides, writing is considered the most important skills by researchers from the other
three concerning listening, speaking, and reading since writing is seen not only a finished
product towards thinking about writing as a process. Consequently, teachers have to focus
their attention to help students improve errors, especially the syntactic, morphologic, and
semantic aspects of EFL writing.

This research aims 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 and the perception of students towards these teaching techniques.

Two questions were stated to identify the type of feedback students selected such as
a) Which are the effects of peer and teacher feedback on the correction of the morphological,
semantic, and syntactic errors? and b) Which type of feedback: peer correction and teacher
feedback do EFL students prefer writing?

This research work includes three chapters; the first chapter deals with academic and
scientific information related to this study. The second one refers to the method used to collect
data. Regarding the third chapter, it makes reference to the analysis, description, and
interpretation of data. Finally, some conclusions and recommendations are included.

Some previous studies focused on the role of peer correction and teacher feedback to
improve writing skills have been analyzed and selected. In this context, a study led by Bhuana
and El Fauziah (2021), attempted to investigate English foreign language students’ emotive
answer to the teachers’ written corrective feedback. To collect the data, a qualitative method
was used. The researchers found that the teachers’ written corrective feedback had
undesirable effect to the students’ feelings, particularly for the students who had standard and

low expertise level in writing; consequently, this strategy also demotivates students. Thus, the



researchers endorse teachers contemplate numerous possessions before they give some
written feedback as it can disturb the scholars’ attitude in a negative way.

A study done by Suryani et al. (2019) aimed to investigate the result of peer feedback
on students’ writing skills and the scholars’ observations on the training of peer feedback. The
study found that students who were provided peer feedback had better writing skills than those
who were given teacher feedback. Besides, the researchers found that students had positive
perceptions of writing since peer feedback helps them become less stressed.

In the same token a study conducted by Egred (2022) aimed to analyze the differences
between peer correction and teacher feedback and their effectiveness in improving
morphological, semantic, and syntactic errors. The results revealed that the combination of
both peer and teacher feedback were effective in helping students reduce semantic, syntactic,
and morphological errors. The study also found that students prefer both types of feedback,
however hesitate to fully assume their evaluative role during the implementation of peer
correction.

The present research will contribute not only to English teacher, but also to all
professionals interested in knowing how to provide effective feedback in the educational field.
Besides, this study will benefit for future researchers to continue the investigation in the use
of peer or teacher feedback strategy. It will also help students for Universidad Técnica

Particular de Loja to distinguish what type of feedback is adequate for their future students.



Chapter one
Literature review

This chapter provides information to the current study. In terms of writing skills, their
importance, challenges, and the most common and frequent written errors such as
morphological, semantic, and syntactic errors. Besides, written corrective feedback on EFL
learners, importance of effective feedback, written peer/teacher feedback, its definition,
characteristics, importance, advantages, and disadvantages. At the end of it, previous studies
related to the topic will be drawn.

Writing in the EFL context

In the EFL context, writing is perceived as one of the main skills that scholars require
to master to become effective communicators (Abdelmohsen et al., 2020). In this context, Al-
Ani (2017) mentions that writing is considered one of the salient skills that students have to
dominate because it demands a more considerable in-depth acquaintance of the grammar
scheme and writing agreements than other open aids.

Consequently, students are taught to apply rules in written form where the English
syllabus aims to improve learners’ English language skills with an importance of writing. This
is because writing is adjudicated as crucial skill that students are required to be adept to fulfill
the need in the educational field nowadays. Besides, it allows students to communicate their
ideas or thoughts with clarity and ease to the reader audience (Eck, 2022).

Writing is a process developed in each stage where learners are engaged in a
determined activity. In this context, Ria and Setiawan (2022) claim that there are four stages
in the writing process that are planning, drafting, revising, and editing. In the first stage,
students plan what they are going to write, in the second stage; students write their first draft
of their written piece, in the third stage; students check their pieces in order to correct any
possible mistake, and in the fourth and last stage; students edit their final written piece,

checking punctuation, spelling, and mistakes in general.



Talib and Cheung (2017) claim that writing skill helps recover learners’ labor through
the development of collaboration and interaction. Consequently, teachers have to use this
type of strategy since collaborative writing is effective in text coherence, grammar, and
cohesion. Besides, it helps scholars’ writing quality not only in grammar and vocabulary but
also in content and organization of the ideas. When students are assigned to work
collaborately they share ideas and support each other to attain the objective of the activity and
obtain a better product.

Rusinovci (2022) refers to the process approach which is focused on how a text is
written instead of how is the final product. In this sense, this approach is based on three
phases such as pre-writing, drafting, evaluating, and revising. The pre-writing activity is the
stage where students are involved with strategies to help them discover and get into the topic.
Then, students are asked for many drafts of a written work. In this stage, discussion and
feedback activities provided by readers help the writers to check their drafts. To make effective
the draft process the author suggests integrating the following steps in teaching writing:
generating ideas (pre-writing); writing the first draft with an emphasis on content (discovering
meaning) since the writer, the content and the purpose, and the many drafts are the key
elements of a writing process.

To conclude, Rusinovci (2022) mentions two types of approaches that integrate the
teaching writing process, as the genre approach and the process approach. In this gap,
planning, drafting, conferencing, editing and peer review are elements of the process
approach. While considering and understanding the purpose, audience, and context are the
components of the genre approach.

The importance of writing in the EFL students

Writing is a vital ability that will benefit students the rest of the scholars’ lives.
Familiarizing and working on writing with current actions in schools, could surge learners’ self-
assurance and they will fall in love with writing on an extensive path. In this context, writing
skills are vital for lower primary pupils to endure learning in all academic areas,

communication, and self-expression. In addition, writing training in schools encourages the



perfection of penmanship as well as overall academic advance. Furthermore, as a
consequence of sharing general information, vocabulary, and basic knowledge, students will
become more empowered as writers, and how they engage with their tasks (Moses &
Mohamad, 2019).

In this context, Chorfi et al. (2022) agree with Mosses and Mohamad (2019) in terms
that writing activities require to be introduced to scholars since elementary school so that the
learners can create effective fragments of writing later. Even though, there are many topics in
elementary schools, writing is known as one of the maximum vital theoretical themes for
pupils.

Writing is a skill that encompasses numerous aspects, but is a key for English language
learners. For instance, grammar knowledge is one of the essential aspects of effective writing,
especially in organizing ideas, creating, and as well as decoding concepts into understandable
writings (Alharthi, 2021). In the same way, learners have to be adept writers in order to
contribute to a literate society since writing aids are fundamental factors of literacy. Meanwhile,
writing skills are important nowadays for the increasing society literacy and changes in
technology have altered and the author hopes it will continue rising in the next decades by
changing the way how people will use language to think and communicate.

Cer (2019) points outs that writing is important because it is a unique mode of learning
since it involves active brain participation. Moreover, this skill improves students’ language,
develops cognitive functions of the brain, and enhances intellectual writing skill. In terms of
effective writing, it occurs by reinforcing the learning process and combining eye, hand, and
brain all together, concentration is vital to present a good result.

Challenges in EFL writing

According to Pangaribuan and Manik (2018) lack of grammar and limited vocabulary
are the challenges students face in the writing skill the most. Consequently, students are not
able to formulate ideas from their minds into written language. Besides this, students have

problems organizing and expressing their proposition to write. In this context, students should



use the prewriting techniques because they help them to organize their ideas before the real
writing comes.

As writing demands to have not only grammatical and rhetorical strategies but also
judgemental and conceptual basics, students face challenges in their writing tasks. In this
sense, writing has to be learned and trained progressively to help the learners master it well.
In terms of complexity, many people affirm that writing is difficult because it requires much
time, much effort, and great attention towards the theme (Pangaribuan & Manik, 2018). Hence,
writing is an intricate activity for foreign language learners since it requires a self-confident
level of writing resolutions, grammar, linguistic knowledge, and vocabulary. This skill also
needs thinking techniques that let the language learners to declare themselves proficiently in
the other language (Tanis et al., 2020).

Other challenges that students face when writing English are not only the ability to use
structures but also conceptual of varied skills, for example, mechanical and stylistic skills.
Mechanical refers to the use of adequately those agreements unusual to the written language
such as spelling and punctuation. While stylistic skill is in charge of employing sentences and
using language efficiently. In addition, word and sentences level mistakes in writing language
are problems students faced while in class (Graham & Hall, 2016). However, Budiharto (2019)
found that lexicosemantic errors, prepositions, errors with verbs, and articles are the most
common errors that students have in their writing tasks. Thus, the author illustrates that the
learners write without any planning or purposeless. For Derakhshan and Karimian (2020)
punctuation, spelling, and organization problems are challenges that learners face in their
writing. So the authors recommend students take an intensive English lesson before they take
the main course of their esteemed range.

Finally, Anh (2019) mentions that writing is affected by various factors such as the
teaching methods, the material, and the students themselves; for instance, it is
recommendable for teachers raise pupils’ motivation and awareness through improving the

feedback by developing writing materials.



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

As learning a language face many challenges, it needs consistent effort to overlook
problems in writing skill. Thus, teachers have to find current trends to help students in
organizing, creating, and deciphering ideas in their writing pieces. In this sense, Eshghinejad
(2016) mentions that English as foreign language learners face critical issues in
ineffectiveness, writing fluency, spelling and grammatical errors, and vocabulary misuse
areas. In this gap, the author thinks that the key to writing fluency is by offering motivation to
the English language learners to write as much and as often as possible. Thus the author
suggests tutors increase conducive environments where students can frequently write topics
related to their interests but are guided by their educators. When students have finished their
writing, it is recommendable, that teachers provide feedback to help learners to improve their
tasks.

A study carried out by Shousha et al. (2020) found that students’ writing errors primarily
fall in the category of grammar and syntax. In terms of syntactic errors, Journal and Alghtani
(2018) classified into seven syntactic subcategories such as adverbial-relative clauses,
sentence structure, conjunctions, verbs, articles, and prepositions. In the same way, Alghtani
(2018) found that the most frequent errors in writing tasks are preposition and syntactical
errors.

In this gap, Alghtani (2018) defines syntax as the discipline of linguistics that
consolidates the construction of sentences. In other words, syntax refers to the structure of
sentences and how the sentences are built grammatically regardless of the transmission of
meaning. Grammar is considered the umbrella of syntax, thus, Alharthi (2021) defines
grammar as a set of mechanical rubrics that commands the structure of clauses, sentences,
words, and phrases in a determined language. Besides, the author informs that the category
of grammar factors include: accidence (inflection of words), and orthography (spellings), but
syntax refers to the structure of sentences that are necessary to make an effective and

understandable piece of writing.
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A study done by Gayo and Widodo (2018) found the following syntactic errors:
comparative and superlative adjectives, prepositions and temporal specify, word order,
concord, lexis, intensifier, determines and quantifies, interrogative, verbal forms, pronouns,
and tense-related forms. These results revealed that most of the errors were the result of the
transfer of learning from mother tongue to the target language, the intricacy of the target
language, overgeneralization, lack of concentration, inadequate learning, and native language
interference. While a study addressed to types of grammatical errors, Hourani (2008) the
errors were classified into verb tense and form, passivization, subject-verb agreement, word
order, articles, prepositions, auxiliaries, and plurals.

In this sense a study led by Gedion et al. (2016) found that the first frequent errors
were associated with verbs, the second ones with spelling, the third ones with sentence
fragments and the fourth ones with punctuation.Concluding that these type of errors were the
result of mother tongue interference, insufficient grammar and vocabulary knowledge,
repetition, redundant lexical choice, bad sentence formation and developmental errors. In
terms of punctuation, Alamin and Ahmed (2012) define it as simply a device or making it easy
to read and understand written or printed matter. The data obtained from the students, their
examination and homework assignments, has shown that Capitalization, the use of comma
and semicolon were among others are most common punctuation errors, mention the authors.
In this context, the authors have noticed punctuation to be extremely difficult and confusing
for many ESL/EFL students.

Regarding sentence fragments, Yuliah et al. (2019) remark that a sentence fragment
is a sentence that is missing either its subject or its main verb. Besides, the authors mention
that some sentence fragments happen as the effect of simple typographical mistakes or
omission of words.

In terms of morphologic errors, Sari et al. (2021) divide them in a) affixation related
errors, b) compound related errors, c) failure to use the marker (-er), d) conversion related
errors, and e) using of plural in noun phrases. The first one deals with misuse of either prefixes

or suffixes. To make more understandable, the authors make a subdividion, such as errors
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arising from the wrong use of prefixes e.g. You are diskind (unkind), it is unsignificant
(insignificant). In this case, the error is produced when students are trying to create new words
or give antonyms of specific words; and errors arising from wrong use of suffixes which are
subdived into morphological erros arising as a result of wrong insertion of past tense e.g. the
crow putted the cake down; and errors made as a result of analgous use of certain suffixes
e.g. the tortoise ran speedly. The second one, refers to the combinations of at least two free
morphemes e.g bookshop. The third one is made when learners try to use of the marker (-er)
e.g. your sister is the cooker of the tea. The fourth one, in this case, errors are made also in
conversion-related in the written responses of the subject e.g. the crow will feeling humgry.
The last one is occurred when writers are using the noun phrases in the sentence e.g. the milk
powders was put in the glass.

About omission, Yusuf et a. (2021) emphasize that omission refers to the deviation
identified by the absence of words or parts of words in a sentence. Besides, the author mention
that this type of errors occurred because students omit some required components in their
sentences. Consequently, learners may leave out necessary parts of grammatically correct
sentences, for example “my father a teacher” for “my father is a teacher.” The author conclude
that omission errors are caused by the interlingual, and intralingual. In the interlingual
category, errors committed by students happen because they bring the structural similarities
from their native language to bear on the target language. While interlingual transfer is from
the native language to the target language, there are also errors caused by mixing between
elements in the target language.

Tanpoco et al. (2019) mention that semantic errors are other kind of errors that student
make, in their study, they attempted to find out interlanguage transfer errors evident in the
written outputs of schools/colleges and their implications to the new educational program. Two
types of errors are drawn: a) | love working out myself and b) where all my sacrifices and
hardwork will be just a trash. In this case, it is noticeable that there is literal translation.

Regarding collocation, Ye (2019) defines it term as the combination of words which

occur naturally with greater tha random frequency. Additionally, collocation is divided in two
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aspects such as semantic collocation and grammatical collocation. Additionally, Othman
(2017) assures that lexicogrammatical lexicogrammatical choice errors occur when the
learners substitute a word from a particular grammatical category with another grammatical
category. Thus, students usually make these type of errors, for example, adjectives are placed
instead of nouns, nouns in place of adjectives, adjectives in place adverbs, and adverbs in
place of Adjectives.

Written corrective feedback (WCF) on EFL learners

How educators correct learners writing skills have converted an attracted matter to be
deliberated. In this context, Bhuana and El Fauziah (2021) claim that the teachers’ technique
to correct the students’ errors production in writing is defined as written corrective feedback.
This strategy is provided to guide students and help them to rewrite their writing.

However, for Nassaji and Kartchava (2017) corrective feedback are remarks that make
students aware that the production is erroneous in a determinate way. Thus, it implies the way
teachers show the student the situation in which his or her work is, whether it is right or wrong.
This action helps the student to realize his/her mistake and correct it. Futhermore, corrective
feedback is addressed to linguistic, content, organization, and even discourse and pragmatic
errors since it can be provided both written or in orally way.

In this context, corrective feedback can be provided both directly through overt
correction or indirectly way through strategies that signal the students that their productions
have errors. Besides, it can be provided as a repetition form made by students or clarification
requests, confirmation checks, and other instruction to help the students to know the failure to
understand the message by the interlocutor (Nassaji, 2015).

In line with Nassaji and Kartchava (2017) Karim and Nassaji (2019) agree that WCF
may include a wide variety of responses, ranging from implicit, for example, indirect feedback
which occurs when the teacher does not provide students with the correct form, and direct

feedback that occurs when the teacher provides students the correct form.
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In addition, the authors claim that (WCF) is an essential component of second
language teaching. Nevertheless, WCF has been investigated by many authors and has been
found as an issue of considerable debate in the literature. In this context, some researchers
have stressed its importance while others have expressed doubt concerning its effectiveness.

In view that researchers have focussed on the WCF as negative to facilitate the
acquisition of the target feature, Budiana and Mahmud (2020) has been focussed on the WCF
as a positive element to enhance the quality of a written text. Although it has been a
controversy on what kind of feedback is more effective, some investigators, have contended
that direct feedback is more effective as it specifies how the error should be modified. Others,
however, have argued that indirect feedback is higher to direct feedback as it helps learners
become independent students and hence it involves students in problem-solving (Ng & Ishak,
2018; Nusrat et al., 2019). Still, others have claimed that diverse types of corrective feedback
contribute to language learning differently, and consequently, the use of feedback should be
measured more as a substance of appropriateness than supremacy (Ha & Murray, 2020).
The importance of effective feedback

Providing feedback in the process of writing learning is beneficial since students have
to be more concentrated on what is being learned. Besides, feedback does not only offer
benefits for students but also for teachers, since it provides information about individual and
collective lessons evolution because feedback demonstrates how tutors are teaching. While
for students, error correction is an ongoing form of assessment that is more focused than
marks or grades. In conclusion, feedback allows students to enhance their learning process
(Wahyuni, 2018).

Many studies found the results contradictory in terms of correction. In this vein, Truscott
(2007) argues that error correction has to be abandoned in writing courses because it distracts
energy and time away from the more creative characteristics of a writing sequencer. In the
same way, Zhang and Hyland (2018) found that the corrections are not so important to

learners’ writing advance. The authors emphasize that the developments made during
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modifications are not obvious on the effectiveness of correction for enhancing scholars’ writing
skill.

In the same way, Ryan and Henderson (2018) claim that feedback is beneficial for
students since it allows them to obtain valuable information about how they can improve their
future performance and learning strategies. Although, some researchers have found that
learners dislike some types of comments, especially when those produce negative emotional
responses. In this gap, the authors suggest teachers modify feedback practices in order avoid
them to be discouraged, upset, critical, sad, shameful, and angry as a result of the feedback
comments.

A study done by Budianto et al. (2020) aimed at finding out the influence of different
feedback styles as indirect and direct corrective feedback, they found that the direct corrective
feedback (DCF) is more influential than indirect corrective feedback (ICF) since it contributes
meaningfully to progress scholars’ English as a foreign language writing, unrelatedly of the
scholars’ level of expertise, this can be low or high. In other words, direct corrective feedback
is beneficial for students with low or high ability in the writing process.

Finally, when dealing with writing characteristics locally or globally, feedback is
supportive for students to enhance their writing aptitude. Besides, it leads to a significant effect
on language use, mechanics, vocabulary, content, and organization. In this context, several
researchers have investigated written corrective feedback, concluding that students need
corrective feedback to progress the quality of writing. In this respect, without feedback,
beginners will not improve language development (Kim et al., 2020).

Written peer correction

According to Wahyuni (2018) peer correction means having other writers read and
giving corrections on what other writers have written. In other words, peer correction is the
process where scholars have to read and provide corrections, comments, and proposals on
the writing quality of other partners. In addition, the author claims that peer correction could

be an alternative technique to enhance learners’ writing in the classroom. Moreover, students
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get language input by applying the peer correction strategy, especially when the class size
becomes problematic.

Concerning importance, Giri (2018) points out that peer-feedback is more eloquent
than teacher feedback and has positive effects on classroom composition dynamics. Since
students are allowed to find their errors and contemplate of the manners or procedures to
correct them. Besides, this type of feedback is effective and engages students only when they
are given time and opportunity to discovery their own errors and correct them before their
teachers check them.

In terms of characteristics, Selvaraja and Aziz (2019) claim that peer feedback allows
students to identify the weak and strong points in their draft, learn more about their revision
and writing, and hence improve their writing proficiency and convert autonomous apprentices.

For Valero et al. (2019) peer feedback creates opportunities to interact among
partners, creates a source of information, and gives them a sense of group cohesion and
negotiation of meaning. Moreover, peer feedback generates a real audience in the gap as the
reader will let the writer know if the message needs clarification. Finally, interactions and
cooperation among students are allowed by using the peer feedback strategy. In addition,
Alharthi (2021) mentions that peer feedback helps students acquire experiences. In terms of
problem detection, writers distinguish in an effective way the types of writing problems so, they
can discover and apply different revision techniques (Patchan & Schunn, 2015).

Concerning Ala et al. (2021) peer feedback has the following advantages: students
make a reflection on their works, collaborate among them, help other students reflect on their
mistakes, increase communication, and self-and peer assessment. In the same way using
peer feedback in the classroom, for example it allows students to feel more relaxed and self-
condient when carrying out communicative tasks with their peers instead than their teachers.

However, Garcia et al. (2017) mention that this strategy offers some disadvantages.
First of all, they comment that peer feedback lacks remedial power. Second, students avoid
negotiation and just focus on job accomplishment. Finally, students discernments of one

another may delay the efficiency of peer collaboration. In conclusion, Brown (2017) found that
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teachers avoid using peer correction techniques due to inherent difficulties, for example,
possible lack of objectivity and students feeling insecurity about peer’s level of knowledge.
Written teacher feedback

Cheng and Zhang (2021) define teacher written feedback as the action when tutors
provide written feedback on students' text by analyzing the language, content, and
organization. Teachers categorize language as local feedback and global feedback. In this
sense, Yunus (2020) claims that written teacher feedback is very important since it assists
students in the improvement of writing skills. Focusing on five different categories of feedback,
such as content, grammar, organization, vocabulary, and spelling. Besides, organization,
content, grammar, and vocabulary. In addition, written teacher feedback benefits students
learning, as it provides them with a deep insight into their presentation, permitting them to
distinguish the facets they require to improve.

Regarding written teacher feedback characteristics, Bhuana and El Fauziah (2021)
identify two (direct and indirect). The first one is the phase where teachers identify the errors
then, clarify the ideas, and next provide the correct form. In this gap, the authors mention that
feedback also is known as metalinguistic; this stage is related to information provided by the
teacher about the errors. The second phase is the indirect form, it is the section where
teachers do not offer any correction. However, the teacher shows the mistakes and allows the
learners to make their corrections.

About the advantages that teacher feedback offers students in their writing skills, Zhan
(2016) showed that learners assumed more teacher feedback and made better enhancements
in forms and the content of their reviewed drafts as associated with peers' feedback, since,
written teacher feedback has a significant role in refining students’ writing skills. But, this
strategy not only provides an important occasion for individualized or contextualized
instruction from teachers but it is also seriously assumed by students.

Regarding disadvantages of teacher feedback, Suryani et al. (2019) mention that if
only one type of feedback is used in excess or if the learners are continuously criticized,

students will tend to increase their frustration and demotivation; consequently it constitutes a
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drawback to progress in students writing. In line with Suryani et al. (2019), Van and Nguyen
(2021) claim that students can be discouraged when using too much error rectification.
Besides, the author recommends teachers avoid feedback that makes students' ideas
contradict because they can feel they are pressured to admit the corrections they make to
their written pieces.

Previous studies related to the effects of error feedback in second language students

The following section deals with information related to the role of peer and tearcher
feedback. A study carried out by Budiana and Mahmud (2020) aimed to investigate the
students’ affective reactions toward indirect WCF in the process of learning writing. A
descriptive qualitative method was used to collect data. Interview and writing assignments
were employed as instruments. This type of feedback is suggested under the contemplation
that educators are not editors, but facilitators who provide suggestions to support learners'
work on their writing. The study found positive affective reactions towards the implementation
of Indirect WCF since students believe that this strategy is useful, helpful, motivating,
corrective, and informative for them. Besides, indirect WCF helped students gain better
excellence in their writing by reducing the number of errors after receiving feedback.

A study led by Bhuana and El Fauziah (2021), attempted to investigate English foreign
language students’ emotive answer to the teachers’ written corrective feedback. To collect the
data, a qualitative method was used. Seventy-two students of third grade were taken as
sample. A five-point Likert scale questionnaire and a semi-structured interview were used as
techniques to gather the information. The researchers found that the teachers’ written
corrective feedback had undesirable effect to the students’ feelings, particularly for the
students who had standard and low expertise level in writing; consequently, this strategy also
demotivates students. Thus the researchers endorse teachers contemplate numerous
possessions before they give some written feedback as it can disturb the scholars’ attitude in
a negative way.

A study done by Suryani et al. (2019) aimed to investigate the result of peer feedback

on students’ writing skills and the scholars’ observations on the training of peer feedback. The
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mix method was used to analyze, compare, and contrast the information. Seventy students
from eleventh grade were involved in the present study to gather data. In this context, students
were divided into two groups. The first one was provided peer feedback while the other group
was provided teacher feedback. A post-test and a semi-structured interview were used as a
technique while the post-test was used as the semi-structured interview to know students'
perceptions of the peer feedback. The study found that students who were provided peer
feedback had better writing skills than those who were given teacher feedback. Besides, the
researchers found that students had positive perceptions of writing since peer feedback helps
them become less stressed.

A study conducted by Egred (2022) aimed to analyze the differences between peer
correction and teacher feedback and their effectiveness in improving morphological, semantic,
and syntactic errors. Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to collect the information.
Thirty students from their second year of high school were taken as a sample. Class
observation and surveys were used as techniques to gather the data. A pre-test, written
compositions, a post-test, and questionnaires were used as instruments. The results revealed
that the combination of both peer and teacher feedback was effective in helping students
reduce semantic, syntactic, and morphological errors. The study also found that students
prefer both types of feedback, however hesitate to fully assume their evaluative role during
the implementation of peer correction.

A study managed by Wahyuni (2018) aimed at investigating the effect of peer
correction on the writing quality of college students’ having different cognitive styles. Students’
cognitive styles and a Group Embedded Figure Test (GEFT) were used to collect data. Two
groups of students were taken as a sample. For one group peer correction was applied while
for the other group, self-correction on their writings was applied. Students writing quality, and
written tests were used as instruments. To test the hypotheses, and analysis of covariate
(ANCOVA) was used. The study found that both types of corrections, peer and self-

corrections, and students’ cognitive styles, field dependent and field independent, significantly
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affect the students’ writing quality. However, the types of correction and cognitive styles do
not affect students’ writing quality at the same time.

A study directed by Nusrat et al. (2019) whose purpose is to investigate the effect of
teacher feedback on the written English as Second Language (ESL). In this sense, a mixed
method was used to gather information. Ninety students were used as a sample. Three
different types of feedback; oral meta-linguistic, also called direct feedback; written indirect
feedback, and no feedback) were provided for learners to identify their writing errors, for
example, verb tenses, use of articles, and prepositions. A pre-test, immediate post-test, and
delayed test were used as instruments to collect data. The research found that by using oral
meta-linguistic and teacher feedback in the classrooms, students can progress in the writing

skills.
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Chapter two

Method

Setting and participants

This study was conducted in a high school urban area located in Azuay province in
Ecuador. Twenty-six students were taken into consideration as sample. Students’ ages range
from 16 to 18 who were enrolled in 2nd grade of high school. The participants were integrated
by the English teacher, including 12 females and 14 males. It was noticed that their proficiency
in English is really low according to the results obtained in the pre-test. Additionally, the survey
was addressed online while the data was collected face-to-face.
Procedure

In order to fulfill the general objective of the research project, it was necessary to carry
out an accurate investigation with the aim of getting genuine results. For this, a mixed-method
that included the use of quantitative and qualitative approaches was used to compare, analyze
and contrast the data during the whole research process.

About instruments to gather information, a pre-test, a post-test, an online survey to
know students’ perception about teacher and peer feedback, a rubric to correct semantic,
syntactic, and morphological errors and to provide teacher feedback and a checklist to
examine peer correction were used in the present study.

Eight paragraphs with a length of 120 to 150 words each, was required from students.
In this sense, the first paragraph deals with the pre-test and the last paragraph refers to the
post-test. The topic for both pre and post-test was “My future plans” which was provided by
the teacher. Regarding the topics for peer correction the following were the ones students
worked with: The importance of communication in society”, “Differences between virtual and
face to face education”, and “Public and private education”. While for teacher correction were:
“‘How to take care of the environment”, Teenage brain is equal to an adult brain? Why? and

“What is your wish in life”.
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The data collected from pre-test was to know about students’ level of English
knowledge, in which those paragraphs were assigned a mark to be used for analysis and
contrast with the post-test. Regarding second, fourth, and sixth paragraphs, students were
asked to write a 120 — 150 words paragraph then, those paragraphs were provided teacher
feedback in terms of semantic, syntactic, and morphological errors. In all paragraphs, students
were provided suggestions and comments to improve their pieces of writing

Nevertheless, third, fifth, and seven paragraphs were used to ask students to provide
feedback to their peers. In all paragraphs, students were provided suggestions and comments
to improve their pieces of writing. However, students were not able to provide comments or
any suggestions, they were limited to make sings, circles, and so on.

Regarding the paragraph number eight, students were asked to write the same topic
as the pre-test to know whether they have improved or not their writing skills. At the end of
this process, students were asked to answer an online survey including twelve statements to
know the students’ perceptions regarding peer correction and teacher feedback.

After recollecting information and expanding knowledge, it was necessary to select a
group from which the information could be gathered. Then, once the samples were collected,
it was necessary to organize the data. For this, the data were tabulated and analyzed
meticulously in order to corroborate or contradict the data previously collected. Furthermore

this information was necessary to make conclusions and recomendatons.
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Chapter three
Description, interpretation and analysis of results

This section includes the analysis, interpretation, and description of the results
gathered during the present study. Three tables were used to compare the data. The first
one deals with information related to the pre and post-test. The second table involves
information about teacher and peer feedback. And the last one, provides information about
students’ perception regarding peer and teacher feedback concerning morphological,
semantic, and syntactic errors.
Which are the effects of peer and teacher feedback on the correction of the

morphological, semantic, and syntactic errors?

Table 1

Pre-test and post-test results

Pre-test Post- test Variance

5.00 6.50 1.12

Twenty-six students from second-grade of senior high school were asked to write eight
paragraphs of 120 -150 words including a pre-test and post-test to contrast the progress of
students’ pieces of writing. A rubric including morphological, semantic, and syntactic aspects
was used to know the most frequent errors among students. Particularly, after the errors were
identified, those were provided feedback to avoid students make the same type of errors in
the writing of the next paragraphs.

According to the results in table 1, 5.00 out of 10 as the rate found in the pre-test and
6.50 out of 10 in the post-test. While, the variance rate was 1.12. Regarding errors in the pre-
test, 178 were found, including: morphologic 68, syntactic 53, and semantic 62. On the other
hand, in the post-test, 96 errors were found including: morphological 30, semantic 31, and
syntactic 35. The results generated in line with the pre-test and post-test show that students

writing performance had an improvement.
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Regarding errors in the pre-test, 178 were found, including: morphologic 68, syntactic
53, and semantic 62; based on this results, we can assimilate that students made many type
of errors due their ack of grammar; to this context, Pangaribuan and Manik (2018) assures
that lack of grammar and limited vocabulary are the challenges students face in the writing
skill most frequently.

On the other hand, in the post-test, 96 errors were found including: morphological 30,
semantic 31, and syntactic 35. The results generated in line with the pre-test and post-test
show that students writing performance had an improvement; the product allows us to note
that written corrective feedback is effective to enhance students’ writing since it allow students
know their failure to understand the message; to this concern, Nassaji (2015) points out that
WCF is provided as a repetition form made by teachers or students to clarify requests,
confirmation checks, and other instruction to help the students to know the failure to
understand the message by the interlocutor.

Regarding the most frequent errors found in the pre-test, those were morphological
including omission followed by semantics. Some examples in terms of morphological were:

Omission of inflection -er.

Incorrect “My friend will be the best read.” Correct form: “My friend will be the best reader.”

Omission of inflection -ing
Incorrect “My father is go to the work” Correct form: “My father is going to the work”;

Omission of verb be,

Incorrect “He going to study English” Correct form: “He is going to study English”

Regarding the most frequent errors in the post-test, those refers to syntactic, including
punctuation and fragment sentences. Some example, are the following:

Punctuation - the comma misuse

Incorrect: | will go with my mother my sister and my pet. Correct form: | will go with
my mother, my sister. and my pet. The outcome allows us to know that

Comparing peer correction and teacher feedback, it was noticed that in peer correction

strategy students did not were able to make complex comment, correct their students, and
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give suggestions instead, they only included signs, circles, and assigned grades to their peers
since their lack of knowledge of the language, vocabulary, and practice in the activity did not
allow them to go beyond. It happened because this was the first time that students made this
type of activity (peer correction) thus they did not have any experience in applying this
strategy.

By the contrary, teacher feedback was effective because their level of knowledge in
the English language, experience, and content domain made them give effective and
opportune feedback. In this context, the teacher provided students direct feedback to enabling
learners to notice the gap more efficiently between their current performance and the target
feature, as well as indirect feedback to reinforce grammatical knowledge and encourage
autonomous learning behavior to prompt deeper cognitive processing and learning; to this
regard, Yunus (2020) claims that written teacher feedback is very important since it assists
students in the improvement of writing skills.

It was noticed that teacher feedback was effective to improve writing skills because
students reduced the amount of errors in the paragraphs they wrote for the post-test. Although,
peer correction was poor, they need to be guided to improve this activity. Additionally, students
were aware that peer correction is a classroom practice where they can correct each other
instead of the teacher as traditionally done. In summary, peer and teacher feedback were
effective according to the results obtained in table 1 for students enhance writing skills.

Thus, Peer Correction system have to be employed in classroom since the learning
responsibility is shared with learners which shows them that their opinion is valued. In this
vein, Giri (2018) points out that peer-feedback is more eloquent than teacher feedback and
has positive effects on classroom composition dynamics. Since students are allowed to find
their errors and consider the most appropriate ways or procedures to correct them. Besides,
this type of feedback is effective and engages students only when they are given time and
opportunity to discovery their own errors and correct them before their teachers check them.

On the other hand, students prefer teacher feedback since it is clear, and

understandable. Thus, Zhan (2016) showed that learners assumed more teacher feedback
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and made better enhancements in forms and the content of their reviewed drafts as associated
with peers' feedback, since, written teacher feedback has a significant role in refining students’
writing skills. However, this strategy not only provides an important occasion for individualized
or contextualized instruction from teachers but it is also seriously assumed by students.
Table 2

Teacher and Peer feedback results

Teacher Feedback Peer Feedback
(%) (%)
Semantic errors 32.0 37.0
Syntactic errors 23.0 13.0
Morphological errors 45.0 50.0

Note: Table 2 shows the results obtained from the teacher feedback and peer feedback
based on semantic, syntactic, and morphological errors.

As it is noticed on table 2, the errors were classified into three categories, semantic
errors, syntactic errors, and morphological errors, which were subdivided into seven
subcategories as follows: semantic (Literal translation, collocation, and lexical grammar),
syntactic (punctuation and sentence fragments), and morphological (omission) errors.

Regarding teacher feedback, table 2 shows that 32.0% of errors were semantic, 23%
syntactic, and 45.0% morphological. Concerning peer feedback table 2 shows that 37% of
errors are semantic, 13% are syntactic, and 50% are morphological errors.

Semantic errors: This category include three types of errors: literal translation,
collocation, and lexical grammar. In this context, Tanpoco et al. (2019) mention that semantic
errors are other kind of errors that student make. They attempted to find out interlanguage
transfer errors evident in the written outputs of schools/colleges and their implications to the
new educational program.

Regarding collocation, Ye (2019) defines it term as the combination of words which

occur naturally with greater than random frequency. Additionally, collocation is divided in two
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aspects such as semantic collocation and grammatical collocation. In short, these types of
errors are produced by students because of the impact of first language L1 on second
language L2 collocation learning and use. In other words, collocation is attributed to the
transfer of students’ L1.

Finally, Othman (2017) assures that lexicogrammatical errors occur when the learners
substitute a word from a particular grammatical category with another grammatical category.
Thus, students usually make these types of errors, for example, adjectives are placed instead
of nouns, nouns in place of adjectives, adjectives in place of adverbs, and adverbs in place of
Adjectives.

About teacher feedback, significantly results were observed among literal translation,
collocation, and lexicogrammar. In this sense, the statistics gathered showed 62 semantic
errors, 20% errors in literal translation, 30% errors in collocation, and 50% errors in lexical
grammar. The highest number of errors in terms of lexicogrammatical includes the capability
to differentiate nouns, adjectives, and adverbs. Some examples are stated bellow:

Adjective in place of a noun
Incorrect: My questionable is Correct form: My question is

Nouns in place of adjectives
Incorrect: My pet is craziness. Correct form: My pet is crazy

Adjectives in place of adverbs
Incorrect: | read the story correct. Correct form: | read the story correctly

Adverbs in place of adjectives
Incorrect: My answer was wrongly. Correct form: My answer was wrong

Regarding the second most frequent errors occurred in semantic aspect, collocation
errors are produced since the L1 interferes into L2. For example:

Incorrect: | will put attention to my English teacher. Correct form: | will pay attention to my
English teacher.
Incorrect: They need to do an effort to obtain higher grades. Correct form: They need to

make an effort to obtain higher grades.
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Finally, the less common error deals with literal translation since it occurs in the switch
from first language to second language. Some examples are stated bellow:
Incorrect: Not stay in supletoria. Correct form: I'm not for extra, | have good grades.

Incorrect: My dog big is very bravo. Correct form: My big dog is very dangerous.

On the other hand, it was noticed that peer correction was too hard for students since
they found only 2 errors about semantic aspects which deal which lexicogrammar, they were
the following:

Adverb in place of adjective
Incorrect: well work. Correct form: good job

Noun in place of adjective

Incorrect: the picnic was familiarity. Correct form: the picnic was familiar.
Although students were provided instructions how to carry out the peer correction strategy to
help them to improve in the peer correction process, students were negative to develop this
activity in class. Garcia et al. (2017) mention that this strategy offers some disadvantages.
First of all, they comment that peer feedback lacks remedial power. Second, students avoid
negotiation and just focus on job accomplishment. Finally, students’ discernments of one
another may delay the efficiency of peer collaboration. In conclusion, Brown (2017) found that
teachers avoid using peer correction techniques due to inherent difficulties, for example,
possible lack of objectivity and students feeling insecurity about peer’s level of knowledge.

Syntactic errors: in this part, two types of syntax errors were found such as punctuation,
fragment sentence, subject-verb agreement, word order, prepositions, and verb tense. In fact,
Alghtani (2018) defines syntax as the discipline of linguistics that consolidates the construction
of sentences. In other words, syntax refers to the structure of sentences and how they are
built grammatically regardless of the transmission of meaning. In a study led by Gedion et al.
(2016) found that the first frequent errors were associated with verbs, the second ones with

spelling, the third ones with sentence fragments and the fourth ones with punctuation. In this
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study, sentence fragments and punctuation were the most frequents errors found in the
students’ pieces of writings.

Concerning punctuation, Alamin and Ahmed (2012) define it as simply a device or
making it easy to read and understand written or printed matter. Additionally, the authors
mention that their examination and homework assignments, has shown that Capitalization,
the use of comma and semicolon were among others the most common punctuation errors.

About sentence fragments, Yuliah et al. (2019) remark that a sentence fragment is a
sentence that is missing either its subject or its main verb. Besides, the authors mention that
some sentence fragments happen as the effect of simple typographical mistakes or omission
of words.

The findings shown in table two, syntactic errors were the lowest percentage of the
information, including punctuation, fragment sentence, subject-verb agreement, word order,
prepositions, and verb tense. Fifty-six errors were found in students’ texts. It can be noticed
that these types of errors were the result of mother tongue interference, insufficient grammar
and vocabulary knowledge, repetition, redundant lexical choice, bad sentence formation, and
developmental errors. In this sense, students have to remember that, it is not a complete
sentence if it does not contain a finite verb. Some examples are described below:

Punctuation:

Starting new sentences with lower case letters.

Incorrect: we will go to the capital to visit my sister. Correct form: We will go to the capital to
visit my sister.

Not using capital letters for proper nouns

Incorrect: The teacher carlos will be our English teacher. Correct form: The teacher
Carlos will be our English teacher.

Misuse of comma

Incorrect: | like to eat vegetables to keep healthy and she likes to tea hamburger. Correct
form: | like to eat vegetables to keep healthy, and she likes to tea hamburger.

Sentence fragments
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Incorrect: This will allow me continuing with my studies. Correct form: This will allow me to
continue with my studies.
Incorrect: Went to the school yesterday. Correct form: We went to the school yesterday.

Subject-verb agreement

Incorrect: They pepperoni and it cheese are great on a pizza. Correct form: Pepperoni and
cheese are great on a pizza.

Word order

Incorrect: My teacher English is a good person. Correct form: My English teacher is
a good person.

Prepositions
Incorrect: He sat in the chair. Correct form: He sat on the chair

Verb tense

Simple present:

Incorrect: She writed every day. Correct form: She writes every day

Present progressive:

Incorrect: My teacher is explained the modal verbs. Correct form: My teacher is explaining
the modal verbs.

As mentioned, by Crompton (2011) articles are the most difficult to master, the reasons
behind this are: medium of instruction, traditional method, promotion of rote learning vs
creativity --- government sector, and so on. Some examples of the misuse of article errors
were “Make an effort” instead of “Make an effort™ “| went to beach” instead of “| went to the
beach”.

Regarding peer correction, it was noticed the poor information provided by them into
their pieces of writing since just 5 errors were identified, 0% errors in sentence fragment and
100% errors of punctuation. Through the analysis of the data, it was found that the learners’
failure to understand basic English grammar could be ascribed to intralingual interference,
which is associated with developmental sequence of learning English for technical

communication (Alamin & Ahmed, 2012).
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Not using capital letters for proper nouns

Incorrect: My brother josé lives in quito. Correct form: My brother José lives in Quito.

Morphological errors: in this section, 68 errors were found, including omission —
omission of inflection ‘s’ — ‘es’ — ‘ing’, and ‘er’. In these terms, omission, Yusuf et a. (2021)
emphasize that omission refers to the deviation identified by the absence of words or parts of
words in a sentence. Besides, the author mention that this type of errors occurred because
students omit some required components in their sentences. Consequently, learners may
leave out necessary parts of grammatically correct sentences, for example “my father a
teacher” for “my father is a teacher.”

Beides, Yusuf et a. (2021) conclude that omission errors are caused by the interlingual,
and intralingual. In the interlingual category, errors committed by students happen because
they bring the structural similarities from their native language to bear on the target language.
While interlingual transfer is from the native language to the target language, there are also
errors caused by mixing between elements in the target language.

The findings shown in table two, morphological errors were the highest percentage of
the information, including omission. Sixty-eight divided as follows: 100% errors of omission. It
can be noticed that in the present study most of the students face challenges regarding the
correct use of omission of inflection of ‘s’ — ‘es’ — ‘ing’- ‘er’, omission of preposition, omission
of Be, and omission of article. The author concludes that the causes of these errors are mostly
due to intralingual factors rather than interlingual, students have to struggle a lot still when
using correct grammar in their writing. Some examples are stated down:

Omission of preposition

Incorrect: My father live in quito. Correct form: My father lives in Quito.

Omission of inflection ‘s’ ‘es’

Incorrect: My sister go to the school. Correct form: My sister goes to the school.
Incorrect -He play soccer. Correct form: He plays soccer.

Omission of ‘Be’
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Incorrect: She studying for the English test. Correct form: She was studying for the English
test.

Omission of article

Incorrect: bought green apple. Correct form: | bought a green apply.

In reference to results gathered in peer correction process, it was found that students
cannot identify as much errors as teachers. In this case just 5 errors were identified by them.
One-hundred per cent of omission article. It is concluded that most of the students are not
familiar with the correct use of grammar to give a correct sense to their writings.

Omission of article

Incorrect: We saw the news TV last night. Correct form: Se saw the news on TV last night.
Incorrect: | had orange juice. Correct form: | had an orange juice. As students can identify
as much errors as teacher, Suryani et al. (2019) recommend teachers to apply the peer
feedback in their classrooms since this strategy helps students have better writing skills and
can identify more types of erros than those students who have not used this strategy.

Which type of feedback: Peer correction and teacher feedback do EFL students
prefer for writing?

As feedback is considered important to enhance writing skills, Bhuana and El Fauziah
(2021) suggest teacher to use this strategy to guide students and help them to rewrite their
writing.

In this sense, Eshghinejad (2016) mentions that English as foreign language learners
face critical issues in ineffectiveness, writing fluency, spelling and grammatical errors, and
vocabulary misuse areas. In this gap, the author thinks that the key to writing fluency is by
offering motivation to the English language learners to write as much and as often as
possible. Thus, the author suggests tutors increase conducive environments where students
can frequently write topics related to their interests but are guided by their educators. When
students have finished their writing, it is recommendable, that teachers provide feedback to

help learners to improve their tasks.



In this gap, an online survey was addressed to twenty-six students who offered
information about twelve statements that allowed to knew their perceptions regarding
teacher feedback and peer correction, all of them were enrolled in 2nd year of senior high
school, including 12 females and 14 males .

Table 3.

Students’ perception about teacher and peer feedback

N® Statements Agree Neutral Disagree Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)

1 1. | consider it is important to receive 0.0 115 88 5 100

peer feedback in written assignments.

2 2. | consider it is important to receive
teacher  feedback  in  written 100 0.0 0.0 100

assignments.

3 3. The feedback delivered by my peer

0.0 7.8 92.2 100

helps me to improve my writing skills.

4 4. The feedback delivered by teacher 100 0.0 0.0 100
helps me to improve my writing skills.

5 5. My peer provides me with feedback
through comments, questions, or 0.0 1.7 92.3 100
additional information.

6 6. The teacher provides feedback
through comments, questions, or 96.2 0.0 3.8 100
additional information.

7 7. The feedback delivered by my
classmate is clear and easy to 1.0 6.7 92.3 100
understand.

8 8. The feedback delivered by my 100 0.0 0.0 100
teacher is clear and easy to understand.

9 9. feel comfortable to receive feedback 0.0 77 923 100
from my peer.

10 10. | feel comfortable to receive 100 0.0 0.0 100

feedback from my teacher.

11 11. The feedback provided by my classmate has helped me to improve in ...
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Grammar use (verb agreement,
sentence construction, capitalization, 0-0 0.0 100 100

and punctuation).

Word formation (spelling) 0.0 0.0 100 100

Vocabulary misuse 0.0 0.0 100 100

12 12. The feedback provided by my

teacher has helped me to improve in ...

Grammar use (verb agreement,
sentence construction, capitalization, 100 0.0 0.0 100

and punctuation).

Word formation (spelling) 100 0.0 0.0 100

Vocabulary misuse 100 0.0 0.0 100

Note: The data was addressed by an online suvery to know the students perception.

Based on the results obtained from the online survey about the importance of feedback
in writing assignments, table 3 shows the following consequences: most of the students found
the teacher feedback significant. In specific, 100% of participants agreed teacher feedback is
not important in written assignments. While the percentage decreased with regard to peer
feedback, 85.5% agreed with this statement, and 11.5% showed neutrality.

The participants have mentioned that teacher feedback is more helpful than the one
received from their peers. Zhan (2016) showed that learners assumed more teacher feedback
and made better enhancements in forms and the content of their reviewed drafts as associated
with peers' feedback, since, written teacher feedback has a significant role in refining students’
writing skills. Besides, Yunus (2020) claims that written teacher feedback is very important
since it assists students in the improvement of writing skills.

In the same way, students preferred teacher feedback for the improvement of their
writing skills, as teachers offer them direct and indirect feedback that allow them to develop
their critical thinking and distinguish their errors immediately. Exactly, 100% of the students

agreed with this idea. By the contrary, regarding the statement related to whether peer
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feedback helps students to improve writing skills, 92.2% of the participants disagreed with this
and 7.8% were neutral in their decision.

Consequently, providing feedback in the process of writing learning is beneficial since
students have to be more concentrated on what is being learned. Besides, feedback does not
only offer benefits for students but also for teachers, since it provides information about
individual and collective lessons evolution because feedback demonstrates how tutors are
teaching. While for students, error correction is an ongoing form of assessment that is more
meaningful than receiving marks or grades. In conclusion, teacher feedback allows students
to improve students writing process (Wahyuni, 2018).

However, Garcia et al. (2017) mention that peer feedback strategy offers some
disadvantages. First of all, they comment that peer feedback lacks remedial power. Second,
students avoid negotiation and just focus on job accomplishment. Finally, students’
discernments of one another may delay the efficiency of peer collaboration. In conclusion,
Brown (2017) found that teachers avoid using peer correction techniques due to inherent
difficulties, for example, possible lack of objectivity and students feeling insecurity about peer’s
level of knowledge.

Regarding students feelings about teacher feedback using comments, questions, and
additional information, table 3 shown that 96.2% of students agreed with this statement since
teachers help them in a convenient and timely manner. On the contrary, concerning peer
feedback, students distinguished that their partners did not use these strategies correctly.
Certainly, 92.3% of the contributors disagreed with the statement, and 7.7% of them were
neutrally. In this breach, Storch (2018) highlighted that written comments had a more positive
attitude and is more beneficial for students writing than form-related feedback.

Regarding clear and easy to understand feedback, 100% of the students agreed with
the correction provided by their teacher. Nevertheless, 92.3% of students disagreed, 6.7%
had a neutral position, and just 1% agreed on the statement “feedback provided by peers is

clear and understandable”.
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Based on the evidence above mentioned, a total of students considered the feedback
provided by the teacher was more outstanding and comprehensible. This was because of
noticeable and simplified instructions provided by the tutor. In effect, written teacher feedback
benefits students learning, as it provides them with a deep insight into their presentation,
permitting them to distinguish the facets they require to improve their pieces of writings
(Yunus, 2020).

Particularly, Brown (2017) found that teachers avoid using peer correction techniques
due to inherent difficulties, for example, possible lack of objectivity and students feeling
insecurity about peer’s level of knowledge.

Furthermore, concerning students’ position regarding if they feel comfortable about
receiving corrective feedback, 100% of students preferred teacher feedback. On the other
hand, 92.3% of the participants disagreed with feeling comfortable receiving peer feedback
and 7.7% of them have a neutral position.

Based on the results provided above, it is well noticed that students preferred teacher
feedback since they supported students to understand what is to be done and how to improve
their performance. In this sense, teachers kept most of the time learning how to teach,
improve, and which teaching and learning strategies are more likely to be effective.

In this context, Budiana and Mahmud (2020) has been focused on the feedback as a
positive element to enhance the quality of a written text. Thus, direct feedback is more effective
as it specifies how the error should be modified. However, Ng and Ishak (2018); and Nusrat
et al. (2019) found that, direct feedback helps learners become independent students and
hence it involves students in problem-solving. Still, others have claimed that diverse types of
corrective feedback contribute to language learning differently, and consequently, the use of
feedback should be measured more as a substance of appropriateness than supremacy (Ha
and Murray, 2020).

In addition, Wahyuni (2018) claims that peer correction could be an alternative

technique to enhance learners’ writing in the classroom. Moreover, students get language
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input by applying the peer correction strategy, especially when the class size becomes
problematic.

Finally, concerning the improvement of grammar, word formation, and vocabulary
misuse, students preferred teacher feedback with higher percentages in all tree aspects, such
as 100% about grammar, 100% concerning word formation, and 100% in reference to
vocabulary misuse.

On the contrary, the students have assigned their peers with percentages of 0% in all
three aspects above mentioned, such as: 0% in grammar, 0% of word formation, and 0% of
vocabulary misuse. It means that a total of students agreed that teacher is the most relevant
to the improvement of writing since students considered that the teacher possessed adequate
knowledge and mastery to achieve the goal.

In this sense, Yunus (2020) claims that written teacher feedback is very important since
it helps students progress on their writings, since they focus on five different categories of
feedback, such as content, grammar, organization, vocabulary, and spelling. Besides,
organization, content, grammar, and vocabulary. In addition, written teacher feedback benefits
students learning, as it provides them with a deep insight into their presentation, permitting
them to distinguish the facets they require to improve.

Additionally, in a study done by Storch (2018) they found that after receiving grammar
feedback they made progress in grammatical accuracy at a statistically significant level. In
short WCF on grammar errors had a greater effect on grammar revisions than general content
comments.

However, Egred (2022) found that the combination of both peer and teacher feedback
was effective in helping students reduce semantic, syntactic, and morphological errors. The
study also found that students prefer both types of feedback, however hesitate to fully assume

their evaluative role during the implementation of peer correction.
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Conclusions

It is concluded that both, peer and teacher feedback are beneficial for the development
of writing skills in EFL contexts since they help learners to improve writing assignments
considering comments, questions, and additional information provided.

According to the results obtained in the study, morphological errors are the most
frequent ones. Sixty-eight errors were found in students’ writings. It was noticed that most of
the students face challenges with omission of inflection ‘s’ — ‘es’ — ‘ing’, and ‘er’, omission of
preposition, omission of ‘Be’, and omission of article. It can be concluded that these types of
errors occur due to intralingual factors rather than interlingual ones.

The second most frequent errors found were semantic including 62 errors. It was
noticed that students have difficulties regarding literal translation, collocation, and
lexicogrammar. This last aspect was the higher percentage of errors in this section. For
instance, students cannot distinguish the correct use of nouns, adjectives, and adverbs.

The less frequent errors deal with 56 syntactic errors. Most of the students had
problems using the correct punctuation and sentence fragments. It can be concluded that
these types of errors were the result of mother tongue interference, insufficient grammar, and
vocabulary knowledge.

Regarding teacher feedback strategy, students have positive perceptions about it
because they provide students comments, suggestions, and the solution to their pieces of
writing. Besides, through this strategy, students are offered with specific knowledge,
immediate and direct feedback.

Regarding peer correction strategy, it was less important for students according to the
results obtained in the survey provided by students. The main reason is because students did

not provide their peers with detailed explanation of what they are doing correctly or incorrectly.
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Recommendations

As both peer correction and teacher feedback are beneficial for students. Teachers
should implement more frequently these strategies into their classrooms since they contribute
to students writing skills improvement.

Regarding morphological errors it is necessary that teachers plan a lesson according
students’ needs, age, background and level of knowledge by implementing activities
addressed to full immersion into the linguistic and cultural environment of the target language.

Concerning semantic errors, teachers should find methods, strategies, and activities
avoiding students to repeat the same type of error each time into their pieces of writing. Since
these errors are occurred by the L1 influence and insufficient knowledge about the second
language (L2).

As syntactic errors occur due to the language transfer and cultural differences between
L1 and L2, teacher should find the way to help students to avoid making errors such as
punctuation and sentence fragments by providing them with necessary spaces to practice
more written exercises.

Teachers should know that students prefer their feedback to improve writing skills,
thus, it is necessary to distinguish the type of needs students have to apply both type of
feedback such as direct and indirect feedback depending on the context.

As peer correction is not well accepted by their peers, teachers should guide them until
students gain experience applying this strategy. Besides, teachers have to make their students
aware of the importance that written comments and suggestions have to improve their writing

skills.
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Appendix A: Rubric

Appendix

PARAMETERS | EXCELLENT (10— GOOD (7.5-5.1) FAIR (5-2.6) POOR (2.5-0)
7.6)
SEMANTIC All words (more  than|Most of the words (75%)|Some words (50%) were use |A few words (less than 25
CRITERIA 75%) were used correc| were used correctly in t |d correctly in the context of %) were used correctly in t
tly in the context of th [he context of the paragr [the paragraph. he context of the paragrap
e paragraph. aph. Consistently uses language alh.
Uses Some use of grade appr |t a level one grade lower.  [Consistently uses language
igrade appropriate langlopriate language. at
uage throughout. a level two grades lower.
Al sentences  were[There were several areas|
complete, but very few|(50%) that were hard to
Each sentencejwere underdeveloped. |understand. Sentences (more than
supported the other 75%) are not complete,
and there were| and they have no or little
smooth transitions| development.
between thoughts.
SYNTACTIC All words, phrases, Most of words, phrases,|Some of the words, phrases,|A few words, phrases,
CRITERIA and sentences were cofand  sentences  werefand sentences were completjand sentences were compl
mplete (more thanjcomplete (75%). There [e (50%). There were still sev |ete (less than
75%). There were no g [were aleral sentences (50%) that w [25%). There were too man
rammar errors in the s ffew grammar errors (les [ere underdeveloped. ly errors (more than
entences. s than 25%)in the 75%) in grammar, usage, o
sentences. r sentence structure, whic
Some sentences follow anh Made it hard to read.
appropriate order respecting
All the sentences|Most of thelsybject + verb +A few sentences follow an
follow an appropriatejsentences follow anlcomplement; depending onfaPPropriate order|
order respectinglappropriate orderthe type of construction respecting subject +verb +
subject + verb + compl respecting subject + verbjpeclarative, interrogative,Complement;  depending
ement, depending  onf+ complement; dependi fimperative...) on the type off
the type ofing on the type Of construction. (Declarative,
construction. (Declarat|construction. interrogative,
ive, interrogative,|(Declarative, imperative...)
imperative...) interrogative,
imperative...)
MORPHOLOGI [Student correctly[Student correctly[Student correctly identified 5[Student correctlyl
CAL CRITERIA [identified allidentified 7 out offout of 10 affixes thatfidentified less than 5 out of]
the affixes that could[10 affixes that could be [could be 10 affixes that could be)
be used with the rootjused with the rootjused with the root words. Jused with the
words. words. root words.
The wuse of wordThe use of word[The use of word borrowing is[The use of word borrowing|
borrowing is correctborrowing partially correct and word|is not correct and word

and word formation is|is partially correct and

formation is inappropriate.

formation is

accurate. word formation is inappropriate.
accurate.
MECHANICS |[Capitalization, and|Capitalization, and|Capitalization, paragraphing,|Capitalization,

punctuation, including
commas

punctuation,
andlcommas

including|

and punctuation, including

and

Qpostrophes are usedapostrophes are used
appropriately. somewhat
appropriately.

commas and apostrophes
were not used very|
appropriately. These errors
make it more difficult to|
understand the message or|

paragraphing, and
punctuation, including]
commas and apostrophes
were not used
appropriately (or were not
found in writing). These)

meaning of the writing.

errors make it hard to
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No errors were made|Few errors were made in
in spelling and part offspelling.

speech. spelling.

understand

Frequent errors made infmeaning/message of the

writing due to

errors.

Numerous errors made in

spelling.

the)

these|

Appendix B: Peer’s feedback checklist

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 checkilist.

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

The feedback provided by peers
allows students to know their strengths
and weaknesses.

Peer feedback focuses on all the
semantic errors in the task.

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.

Apéndice C:Students’ survey

NO

Questions

Agree

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.
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4 [The feedback delivered by my teacher helps
me to improve my writing skills.
5 |My peer provides me with feedback through comments, questi
ons or additional information.
6 [The teacher provides feedback through comments, questions
or additional information.
7 [The feedback delivered by my classmate is clear and easy to
understand.
8 |[The feedback delivered by the teacher is clear and easy
to understand.
9 |l feel comfortable to receive feedback from my peer.
10 |l feel comfortable to receive feedback from my teacher.
11 [The feedback provided by my classmate has helped me to improve 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






