2/17/24, 12:35 AM Gmail - [SIELE] Submission Acknowledgement

M Gma" Masrul Masrul <masrulm25@gmail.com>
[SiELE] Submission Acknowledgement

1 message

The Editors <jurnal@usk.ac.id> Tue, Feb 14, 2023 at 4:09 PM

To: "Dr. Masrul M" <masrulm25@gmail.com>
Dear Dr. Masrul M:

Thank you for submitting the manuscript, "Interactional Feedback in EFL
Students’ Writing Ability" to Studies in English Language and Education.
With the online journal management system that we are using, you will be
able to track its progress through the editorial process by logging in to

the journal web site:

Manuscript URL: https://jurnal.usk.ac.id/SiELE/author/submission/30836
Username: masrulm25

Please be reminded that this acknowledgement does NOT mean that your article
is accepted. Every submission will go through the same process:

1. Initial screening by the Editorial Board (3 weeks time), if the article

is suitable, then

2. Sent to 2 (two) reviewers (3-4 months time),

3. the reviewer results are: (a) accepted with minor revision, (b) accepted
with major revision, (c) accepted as it is, or (d) rejected,

4. If revisions are required, the authors must do them as suggested by the
reviewers,

5. The revisions will be further evaluated by our team of Editors,

6. If further amendments are needed, we will ask the authors to do so,

7. If all revisions are finalized, then the LoA (letter of acceptance) is
assigned to the article.

The entire process for each article from submission to publication may take

a minimum of six months to a maximum of one year, depending on the authors
efforts to do the revisions and slot for publication from the journal. SIELE

is an international journal that strictly follows the policy and management

of a professional journal. We do not offer fast-track publication services;

if you need this service, please submit your article to another journal that
offers it. Other information including the APC is available on our website:
http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SiELE/about/submissions#authorGuidelines

Thank you very much. If you have any questions, please contact us at this
email address:

sielejournal@unsyiah.ac.id. Thank you for considering this journal as a
venue for your work.

Best Regards,

The Editors

Studies in English Language and Education
http://www.jurnal.usk.ac.id/SiELE

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=acadf96be4 &view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1757796947230722817&simpl=msg-f:1757796947230722817  1/1



2/17/24, 12:36 AM Gmail - [SIELE] Review Results of Your Article

M Gmaﬂl Masrul Masrul <masrulm25@gmail.com>
[SIiELE] Review Results of Your Article

1 message

SiELE Journal Unsyiah <sielejournal@usk.ac.id> Wed, Apr 5, 2023 at 10:17 PM

To: masrulm25@gmail.com
Dear Masrul M, R. Andi Ahmad Gunadi, Aswir A, Beny Hamdani, Ummi Rasyidah, and Sri Yuliani,

Thank you for submitting the manuscript, "Interactional Feedback in EFL Students’ Writing Ability" to Studies in English
Language and Education. The reviewers have returned their reviews of your article to the journal. Unfortunately,

one reviewer has REJECTED your article, meanwhile, the other reviewer has recommended MAJOR

REVISION providing that you are committed to making the revisions as suggested. Attachments 1 and 2 are the

first reviewer's comments and feedback, and Attachments 3 and 4 are the second reviewer's feedback and comments on
your article.

Please work on the revision as suggested by Reviewer 1 first (highlight the changes in yellow), once this is done,
on this same draft, continue to work on the revision as suggested by Reviewer 2 (highlight the changes in
green). This is obligatory so that we can evaluate your revision more efficiently. You must fill in the rebuttal letter form
(Attachment 5) and this is also obligatory. This first round of revision is due on May 5, 2023. Since both reviewers have
different results on your article, after this revision, it will be sent to a third reviewer before we can make a decision on
your article.

Submit your revision and rebuttal to this email address AND also upload it to the journal's OJS (login --> click
on your title --> click on the menu Review --> scroll down and upload the files at Upload Author Version under Editor
Decision). Please reply to our email once you have received it.

If you would like to withdraw your article from the journal, please let us know as well. Thank you and we look forward
to hearing from you.

Best Regards,
The Editors

Studies in English Language and Education (SiELE)

English Education Department

Faculty of Teacher Training and Education

University of Syiah Kuala, Banda Aceh, Indonesia

ISSN: 2355-2794 (Print); 2461-0275 (Online)

Scopus: https://www.scopus.com/sourceid/21101019622

Scimago: https://www.scimagojr.com/journalsearch.php?q=21101019622&tip=sid&clean=0

5 attachments

.D Reviewer 1 Feedback.pdf
104K

Reviewer 2 Feedback.pdf
145K

@ Reviewer 1 Comments.docx
196K

@ Reviewer 2 Comments.docx
197K

@ [SiELE] Rebuttal Letter Form.docx
66K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=acadf96be4 &view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1762349917288318305&simpl=msg-f:1762349917288318305  1/1



STUDIES IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE AND EDUCATION
Department of English Education, Faculty of Teacher Training and Education,
Universitas Syiah Kuala, Jalan Tgk. Hasan Krueng Kale No. 3,
Kopelma Darussalam, Banda Aceh 23111, INDONESIA
Email: sielejournal@unsyiah.ac.id
Website: http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SiELE

MANUSCRIPT REVIEW FEEDBACK FORM

Reviewer code SM

Title of manuscript | Interactional Feedback in EFL Students’ Writing Ability

Reference number

*Please ensure that the abstract is 200 words minimum and 250 words maximum, and the
article is 5000 words minimum and 8000 words maximum as per the submission
guidelines: http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SIELE/about/submissions#authorGuidelines

Category Yes Partially No

ARTICLE: \%
Are the concerns in this article important to the field of
English language education, linguistics, or literature?

TITLE: Vv
Is the title clear and appropriate for the content of the
manuscript?

ABSTRACT: Vv
Does the abstract summarize the article clearly and
effectively?

INTRODUCTION: \%
Does the introduction provide a meaningful purpose to the
manuscript?

Avre the objectives set clearly? Vi
Is the gap of study justified? V;
Avre research questions presented? V;
LITERATURE REVIEW:

Is the literature review appropriate and adequate? \Y
Avre there discussions on previously published research on Vi
a similar topic?

METHODS: \
Are the techniques used appropriately for the collection

and analysis of the data?

Does it clearly explain the participants/respondents of the \V;
research? V;
Does it clearly explain the instruments used in research? | v H

Is the technique of data collection explained clearly? ‘ H Y; H



mailto:sielejournal@unsyiah.ac.id
http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SiELE
http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SiELE/about/submissions#authorGuidelines

Is the technique of data analysis explained clearly? \Y/
FINDINGS: Vv
Are the findings expressed clearly?

Is the presentation of the findings adequate and consistent? vV
Are the tables and figures, if any, arranged and explained V;
well?

Do the findings answer the research question of this paper? V;
DISCUSSION:

Are the discussions meaningful, valid, and based on the \
findings?

Acre the discussions drawn reasonable and linked to other vV
studies on the topic?

IMPLICATIONS: \%
Avre the implications logical or pertinent to the manuscript?
CONCLUSION: \%
Are the conclusions and generalizations based on the

findings?

Are limitations of the study and suggestions for future Vi
research provided?

REFERENCES: Vv
Avre the references current and sufficient?

GRAMMAR AND COHESION: Vv
Is the language clear and understandable?

Is cohesion achieved throughout the article? \ |V I

| DECISION FROM REVIEWER (tick where appropriate):

| Accept without revision [

| Accept but needs minor revision [

| Accept but needs major revision |V

| Rejected [

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS (provide the strength and weaknesses of the manuscript;
please give comments/feedback to items ticked “Partially/No”):

Abstract is too long. Remove some parts. Only between 200-250 words

Very, very, old references, unacceptable. Change and update them

Research questions should be in the Intro part

Have the paper proofread. Provide proof to the journal

Make subtitles in lit review

Revise method. Explain the instrument and insert one example of the students’

feedback

7. Actually, I expect to see students’ feedback in the ‘result and discussion’ part, not
only ‘number(s)’. Your tittle is a bit too general for a very quantitative study. In
the method section, you mentioned about likert-scale questionnaire, but I could
not find the result of that questionnaire in result and discussion section. Re-read
what you have written!

8. Read carefully the SIELE guidance for authors

Good luck!

ocoarwhE







STUDIES IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE AND EDUCATION

Department of English Education, Faculty of Teacher Training and Education,
Universitas Syiah Kuala, Jalan Tgk. Hasan Krueng Kale No. 3,
Kopelma Darussalam, Banda Aceh 23111, INDONESIA
Email: sielejournal@unsyiah.ac.id

Website: http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SiELE

MANUSCRIPT REVIEW FEEDBACK FORM

Reviewer code CA

Title of manuscript | Interactional Feedback in EFL Students’ Writing Ability

Reference number

*Please ensure that the abstract is 200 words minimum and 250 words maximum, and the
article is 5000 words minimum and 8000 words maximum as per the submission
guidelines: http://www.jurnal.unsyiah.ac.id/SiELE/about/submissions#authorGuidelines

Category Yes Partially No

ARTICLE: v
Are the concerns in this article important to the field of
English language education, linguistics, or literature?

TITLE: v
Is the title clear and appropriate for the content of the
manuscript?

ABSTRACT: v
Does the abstract summarize the article clearly and
effectively?

INTRODUCTION: v
Does the introduction provide a meaningful purpose to the
manuscript?

Are the objectives set clearly? \

Is the gap of study justified? N

Are research questions presented? N

LITERATURE REVIEW:
Is the literature review appropriate and adequate?

< |2

Are there discussions on previously published research on
a similar topic?

METHODS: v
Are the techniques used appropriately for the collection
and analysis of the data?

Does it clearly explain the participants/respondents of the

research? N

Does it clearly explain the instruments used in research? N

Is the technique of data collection explained clearly? N




Is the technique of data analysis explained clearly?

FINDINGS:
Are the findings expressed clearly?

Is the presentation of the findings adequate and consistent?

Are the tables and figures, if any, arranged and explained
well?

Do the findings answer the research question of this paper?

DISCUSSION:
Are the discussions meaningful, valid, and based on the
findings?

Are the discussions drawn reasonable and linked to other
studies on the topic?

IMPLICATIONS:
Are the implications logical or pertinent to the manuscript?

< | < < < < < || <] < || <]

CONCLUSION:
Are the conclusions and generalizations based on the
findings?

2|

Are limitations of the study and suggestions for future
research provided?

REFERENCES: N
Are the references current and sufficient?

GRAMMAR AND COHESION: N
Is the language clear and understandable?

Is cohesion achieved throughout the article? \

DECISION FROM REVIEWER (tick where appropriate):

Accept without revision

Accept but needs minor revision

Accept but needs major revision

Rejected \

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS (provide the strength and weaknesses of the manuscript;
please give comments/feedback to items ticked “Partially/No”):

1) Most of references used are too old (more than 10 years)

2) The whole sentences need more cohesion and coherence. Between the title and the
research questions as well as the conclusion do not match

3) The abstract is too long and not quite clearly stated

4) The facts or problems and the aim of study in INTRODUCTION are not clearly
explained.

5) No reviews on interactional feedback, additional feedback, and implicit feedback
style (but they are stated in CONCLUSION)

6) There are many grammatical errors







Interactional Feedback in EFL Students’ Writing
Ability

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of [corrective feedback on students'
writing abilities. [This study involved 100 participants were enrolled in an
intermediate EFL course, They were recruited from the State University of
Malang, Indonesia. Intermediate level EFL courses use three factors for

assessing student progress: attendance, writing assignments, and final exams.\

Main data analysis used in this study was the ANCOVA test, a useful analytical
technique to increase the precision of an experiment because it regulates the
effect of variables other independent uncontrolled. Then the Wilcoxon and
Mann-Whitney tests were carried out. The results revealed that six variables in
the experimental group had higher averages than the control group: writing
length, self-correction, metalinguistics, responsibility, preferences, and skill
level. The results of the ANCOVA test showed that the dependent variable
(writing length, accuracy, and affective) simultaneously had a significant effect
on adding feedback (p=0.000). The Wilcoxon value obtained was -0.798
(p=0.425); it was concluded that the experimental group and the control group
were not significantly different for the accuracy variable. The Wilcoxon value
obtained was -0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it was concluded that the experimental
group and the control group were not significantly different for the writing
length variable. The Wilcoxon value obtained was -1.565 (p=0.118), and it was
concluded that the experimental group and the control group were not
significantly different for affective variables. Levene's test results showed that
the variances of the two groups were the same or homogeneous in the variables
of accuracy (p=0.575), writing length (p=0.161), and affective variables
(p=0.610). This study reveals that EFL teachers should choose additional
feedback styles based on the purpose of providing the feedback. To help students
modify and update their written assignments, more specific feedback options
are more effective. More useful recommendation lines for further research are
discussed to improve this field.

Keywords: Interactional Feedback; Writing Performance; EFL learner;
writing development, Writing Assessment

1. INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
[qualityl. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Ferris & Roberts,
2001). In the context of writing, students expect [a response] immediately from the
teacher when they turn in their writing assignments. The students want to realize where
they stand in relation to their assignments. These reactions were primarily evaluative.
Feedback has been defined loosely as information offered by the teacher that helps
students comprehend and improve their performance by allowing them to notice and
fix their mistakes (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This procedure informs students whether
an instructional answer is correct (Lalande, 1982). Generally, three wide meanings of
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feedback have been investigated (Kulhavy et al., 1989). The first is feedback in
motivational meaning that increases the general behaviors, for example, in writing or
revision activities (Brown, 1932). lThe second \is in reinforcement, meaning that it reacts
to particular behaviors, such as a spelling error or particular approach in writing
(Thorndike, 1927). The last definition is feedback in informational meaning, consisting
of information used by students to modify their performance in a particular way
(Bardwell, 1981). In a school setting, all three aspects are important, but the
informational aspect is the most cruciall

Ferris & Roberts (2001) have shown that feedback has the greatest impact on
incorrect over correct answers when it comes to written instructions. Therefore, the
most well-known types of feedback are corrective feedback, as these responses were
evaluative and educative (Kaivanpanah et al., 2012). Corrective feedback is information
provided about aspects of students' performance and understanding (Hattie &
Timperley, 2007). Based on this definition, a student can explore the answers to
evaluate the correctness of a response from corrective information provided by the
teacher. It is in line with Miller & Geraci (2011), who revealed that feedback is
information that students can use to confirm, add to, overwrite, or restructure
information in memory that can be domain and metacognitive knowledge, awareness
about themselves and tasks, or cognitive methods and strategies.

Corrective feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on forms,
such as grammatical and contextual issues, as well as feedback on material, such as
word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate that
substance and form must be considered while providing feedback (e.g., Ashwell, 2000;
Sheppard, 1992; Krashen, 1982). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing
to investigate descriptively students' writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84
students between the ages of 17 and 22 were divided into control and experiment. The
quantitative analysis was used to focus on the writing contents, organization,
vocabulary, language use, and mechanics. His findings revealed three scoring settings:
content, organization, and vocabulary have significant changes in the post-test, whereas
language use and mechanics have no significant achievement. In addition, due to
studies of students' reactions to teachers' feedback, students value the feedback they
eventually receive on their writing errors (Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris et al., 2013;
Hedguxk & Lefkowi-lz, 1994; Leki, 1991; Radecki & Swales, 1988; Saito, 1994).
Written corrective feedback refers to teachers' written comments on students' work to
improve it (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). |As a result, the current research focuses on
providing written corrective feedback to rectify problems in student-produced texts that
are deemed written texts.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The result of three current empirical observational studies performed in initial and
intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Han & Jung, 2007; Panova & Lyster, 2002;
Suzuki, 2004), different sorts of corrective feedback should be used dependently on
students' competence levels. The form of written corrective feedback is considered
important to the final construction success, and a wide variety of written corrective
feedback patterns are now accessible in the literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010;
Bitchener, 2012; Ferris, 2004; Sheen, 2007). Direct feedback is when a teacher points
out an error and gives the student the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct feedback can
take several forms, including removing unneeded words or sentences, providing




missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect one (Mao &
Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students accept
feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. While indirect written corrective
feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct corrections. Students are
responsible for diagnosing and correcting any problems on their own. In most cases,
four ways of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting or circling
the error; (2) indicating the number of errors on a certain section in the margin; (3)
using a symbol to indicate where the fault occurred; and (4) using a symbol to indicate
what type of error is indicated (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 1986).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, are the most commonly used technique for dealing with second-language
students' writing (Cumming, 1985; Nguyén, 2003). Indeed other studies indicate that
systematically identifying grammar errors in second language students can improve
their writing accuracy and overall level of writing performance (Van Beuningen et al.,
2012; Lalande, 1982; Robb et al., 1986). The extent of the errors determines the
teacher's decision to use direct or indirect written corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009).
However, the effects of either form might be beneficial or bad based on how it is
delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite the teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets
to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
discovered no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced. Ferris &
Roberts (2001) have shown that they generally prefer indirect feedback from teachers.
Students are forced to participate in direct instruction and problem-solving, leading
them to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Schmidt, 1990).
As a result, identity and motivation can be encouraged and developed, enabling a
student's long-term growth to expand and reinforce greater learning. Chandler (2003)
divided participants into four groups to test the efficacy of several types of instructional
feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c) simple
description in the margin, and d) only underlining. The results demonstrated that the
more explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' adjustments were. Using
written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017) was more
receptive to students' explicit and implicitly corrected criticism. However, text-based
feedback for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely examined.

The instructional parts of feedback have received a lot of attention. Several
studies have looked at the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students'
responses to teacher feedback as well as their opinions (Leki, 1991; Lee, 2008). Some
researchers have argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is an important tool
for learning progress (e.g., Lalande, 1982; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Chandler, 2003;
Robb et al., 1986). Other researchers, however, have questioned whether written
corrective feedback positively impacts students' accuracy growth (e.g., Kepner, 1991;
Sheppard, 1992). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a
clear, high-priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in mastering
their skills and correct mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). For teachers who desire to enhance
their students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness, providing feedback on student
writing is considered an essential educational practice (Bitchener, 2012; Hyland &
Hyland, 2019).



Hence, this study investigated whether corrective feedback affects students'
writing ability. It is argued that interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill
development (Lynch, 2002). The following research questions were addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the experimental treatment and
control of additional feedback?
2. What is the effect of the experiment and control on the additional

feedback variable?

3. METHOD

3.1 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. Students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating them into interactive activities in the selected language
sessions.\With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental
and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came from the
same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

2.2 Research Procedures

' In both the experiment and control groups, students were instructed to create
four pieces of writing throughout the semester. |Each four sessions], one unit was covered
and practiced for each composition. Themes were also created to help students learn
the grammatical structures taught in the unit. The writings were all classified homework
assignments and were not completed in class.

2.3 Data collection

In addition, the intermediate EFL course used three factors to assess students'
progress: attendance, writing assignments, and the final test. Because the major goal of
the course is to help EFL students improve their exam scores, the courses focus on
writing accuracy and fluency rather than ideas and coherence.

Students were instructed to compose a free composition at the end of the course
concerning the subjects mentioned in their course books for the final assignment. This
is part of their final exam, and the writing segment was given 40 points. Topics were
controlled in such a way that conditional structures were elicited. Each student's
composition was also counted in terms of words. Students must compose a 150-word
composition on one of several topics chosen by their teacher. On a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree,' participants were asked to indicate
their support for various interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific
types of corrective feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by Montgomery & Baker (2007) and Storch & Tapper
(2000). Local problems include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems),
language expression (lexical errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and
capitalization). Global problems include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal
viewpoint), content (feedback on the material provided), and organization (feedback on



the structure of linked phrases, paragraphs, or passages). Local and global concerns in
this study could receive either direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect
feedback (circling/underlining codes or comments).\

2.4 Data analysis and scoring

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, an analytical
technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates the
influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used if the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis. It is to determine or examine
the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative
variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio
data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical
data. Categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative data or ordinal data. While
numerical data is data in numbers or can also be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

The Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then carried out. Wilcoxon test (sign
test) is a non-parametric statistic, with the data using nominal and ordinal scales. This
test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine a relationship. The Wilcoxon
test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired); in the Wilcoxon test,
the data must be ranked before testing. The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric
test used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups if the
dependent variable data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally distributed.
The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio scale. If the
data is interval or ratio, the distribution is not normal. The Mann-Whitney test is a non-
parametric test option if the independent T-test cannot be performed because the
assumption of normality is not met. However, despite the non-parametric form of the
independent t-test, the Mann-Whitney U test does not test the difference in the mean of
the two groups like the Independent t-test. Instead, it examines the difference in the
median of the two groups.



4. RESULT

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (mean, mode, median, etc.) and data distribution (standard deviation,
variance, etc.). The mean and standard deviation of all variables in the study are

presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All Variables

Experimental Control
N Variable M M

0 ] ea sD ea sD
1 Accuracy 2.97 8 08 3.14 9 0.9
Writing 0.8 1.0

2 length 3.03 5 2.97 4
3 Affective 2.76 ;0 3.09 ;M0
4 Vocabulary 2.80 020 3.13 o 0
5 Pronunciation 2.90 2 11 3.29 3 10
Self- 0.9 0.9

6 correction 3.26 5 3.01 4
Metalinguisti 0.9 1.0

7 c 3.31 6 2.88 5
8 Responsibilit 312 0.9 3.06 0.8

y 5 6
9 Preferences 3.31 7 11 2.96 3 0.9
1 Proficiency 11 0.9

0 level 3.14 1 3.04 8

Table 1 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correction,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy, affective,
vocabulary, and pronunciation.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the research variables
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Figure 1. Mean per variable

3.2 ANCOVA Test

ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable being interval or
ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing length,
accuracy, and affective. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOVA

Adj
Source F Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Perlakuan 3.339 0.071
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Perlakuan 0.540 0.464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433



Intercept 150.041 0.000
Affective 75.372 0.000
Perlakuan 0.018 0.894

Corrected model tests are the influence values of all independent variables
simultaneously or together on the dependent variable. Table 1 shows the results of the
ANCOVA test. It shows that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
affective) all simultaneously or simultaneously have a significant effect on additional
feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value shows how much the additional feedback variable can change
without being influenced by covariates and independent variables or independent
variables. The results of Table 1 show the ANCOVA test on writing length, accuracy,
and affective on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that the additional
feedback variable underwent a significant change without being influenced by the
dependent variable, either writing length, accuracy, or affective.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
affective, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all dependent
variables result is 0.000. Hence, it is concluded that the dependent variable writing
length, accuracy, and affective partially significantly influence additional feedback.
While for the treatment variables (the experimental and control types), all of the
significance values were above 0.05; thus, it can be concluded that the experimental
and control treatments have no significant effect on the additional feedback. The value
of the goodness of estimation in each ANCOVA test is indicated by R?. The R2 for the
writing length, accuracy, and affective is 46.3%, 41.9%, and 43.3%, respectively.

3.3 Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired. In
the Wilcoxon test, the data must be ranked before being carried out for testing. In this
study, the Wilcoxon test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and affective
variables. The Wilcoxon test results are presented in Table 3.

Writing
Item Accuracy length Affective

Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Table 3. Wilcoxon test results

Negative ranks mean that the sample with the value of the second group (control)
is lower than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the value of
the second group (control) higher than the first group (experiment). While Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to the value of the first group (experiment).
In the accuracy variable, there are 22 samples classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as
Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425); hence,
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it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are not significantly
different for the accuracy variable. In the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to
the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are
not significantly different for the variable writing length. In the affective variable, 21
samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), and it is concluded that the experimental and the
control groups are not significantly different for the affective variable.

3.4 Mann Whitney Test

Test Mann Whitney is a non-parametric test option if the independent T-test
cannot be performed because the normality assumption is not met. In this study, the
Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and affective variables.
The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each group
(experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figures 2,3 and 4 show the difference in the data distribution in the experiment
and control groups. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
affective variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was carried out to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) was different.

Item

Accuracy

Writing Length

Affective




Levene Levene Levene
Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

Based on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610
Based on

Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on the

Median and with

adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on

trimmed mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0.636

Table 4. Homogeneity test results

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and affective variables (p=0.610).

Accura Writing Affecti
Item cy Length ve
Mann-Whitney
U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig. (2-
tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results

Table 5 shows a U value of 1.142 and a W value of 2.417 for the accuracy
variable. When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no
significant difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.201 (p=0.841) and it can be concluded
that there is no significant difference between the two groups (experimental and
control).

For the affective variable, the U value is 1.003 and the W value is 2.278. When
converted to a Z value, the amount is -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant
difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether experimental treatment and
control of additional feedback affected the advanced EFL writers' ability to improve
their accuracy after they had already achieved a reasonable level of accuracy. ]In the
immediate post-test, all six experimental groups outperformed the control group. This
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result is consistent with Bitchener & Knoch (2009), where additional feedback was
proved to develop accuracy.

The second research question looked into the relative impact of the experiment
and control on the additional feedback variable for EFL students. The findings revealed
six variables in the experiment group with a greater average than the control group:
writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and skill
level. Additional feedback was stimulating, and students gladly wrote larger pieces. Not
only were the students' compositions longer, but they also included drawings and
graphs, which can be ascribed to motivation.

In summary, statistical analysis revealed that additional feedback did not affect
students' accuracy in new writing assignments. When comparing the rate of mistake
reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each assignment, the gap between
the two groups developed over time, even if it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth. This could be explained by the proximity of the feedback
options used in this study. When the direct determinant level of the feedback kinds
supplied varies significantly, it seems more likely to expect differences in learners'
ability in the initial stages than when the difference is minimal. As a result, the more
similar the feedback kinds are, the longer it may take for differences in revision
accuracy to appear or become substantial.

When comparing Ferris & Roberts (2001) study to this one, it appears that
treatment length may have an impact on the study's outcomes. This study found that the
variation was insignificant in combining the two tasks, completed within the first
treatment. However, the outcomes of the second and third activities are not the same as
theirs. The variation became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks that students achieve, in addition to the duration of the
treatment, appears to be essential, Robb et al. (1986), who compared the usefulness of
four distinct types of supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported findings that
were comparable to those of Ferris & Roberts (2001). They discovered that little time-
consuming ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after
finding no difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Robb et
al.1986). Although the study lasted roughly eight months, the individuals only created
five pieces of writing, which may not have been enough for the differences to arise in
that time. In light of the foregoing, the findings of short-term research can be more
confidently applied if they are repeated by longer-term longitudinal investigations.

This supports what researchers have found in the literature about students wanting
input on not only language but also content and structure (Hedguxk & Lefkowi-lz,
1994; Leki, 1991). Written feedback can assist students in seeing how their teachers
interpret their writing and identify their strengths and flaws.

One option is for teachers to provide feedback selectively, focusing on critical
areas such as pervasive error patterns (Ferris, 2003), thereby lowering the amount of
input and the load on teachers. Teachers will be more inclined to provide legible
feedback due to this. Teachers could also investigate other types of feedback, such as
using feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing teachers
to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes, such as voice



feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research could look into various
alternatives to textual instructor feedback and how students react to them in different
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study reveals that EFL teachers should select additional feedback style based
on the aim for which the feedback is given. To help students modify and update their
written assignments, more specific feedback options are more effective. More implicit
types of feedback, on the other hand, will be more effective if the purpose is to help
learners improve their knowledge. There are two advantages to using more implicit
input in learning. Teachers can provide implicit feedback in less time. Students will be
more likely to learn if revising becomes more of a problem-solving activity for them.

There are certain limitations to the current study. To begin with, even if the
teacher-to-student ratio was appropriate, the number of teachers who participated in this
study was insufficient to generalize the effect of additional input. In addition, due to the
small number of teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,
which could have provided more detailed answers and reasons, were not possible. Such
in-depth interviews will help researchers better balance the results and comprehend
both perspectives in future studies on differences in actual classroom input.

Furthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners' preferences for additional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study's
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students (Brown, 1985; Oliver, 2000), a more fruitful line of
investigation would be to investigate the influence of age and learning opportunity on
written interactional feedback preferences.
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Interactional Feedback in EFL Students’ Writing
Ability

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of corrective feedback on students'
writing abilities. This study involved 100 participants who were enrolled in an
intermediate EFL course. They were recruited from the State University of
Malang, Indonesia. Intermediate level EFL courses use three factors for
assessing student progress: attendance, writing assignments, and final exams.
Main data analysis used in this study was the ANCOVA test, a useful analytical
technique to increase the precision of an experiment because it regulates the
effect of variables other independent uncontrolled. Then the Wilcoxon and
Mann-Whitney tests were carried out. The results revealed that six variables in
the experimental group had higher averages than those in the control group:
writing length, self-correction, metalinguistics, responsibility, preferences, and
skill level. The results of the ANCOVA test showed that the dependent variable
(writing length, accuracy, and affective) simultaneously had a significant effect
on adding feedback (p=0.000). The Wilcoxon value obtained was -0.798
(p=0.425); it was concluded that the experimental group and the control group
were not significantly different for the accuracy variable. The Wilcoxon value
obtained was -0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it was concluded that the experimental
group and the control group were not significantly different for the writing
length variable. The Wilcoxon value obtained was -1.565 (p=0.118), and it was
concluded that the experimental group and the control group were not
significantly different for affective variables. Levene's test results showed that
the variances of the two groups were the same or homogeneous in the variables
of accuracy (p=0.575), writing length (p=0.161), and affective variables
(p=0.610). This study reveals that EFL teachers should choose additional
feedback styles based on the purpose of providing the feedback. To help students
modify and update their written assignments, more specific feedback options
are more effective. More useful recommendation lines for further research are
discussed to improve this field. Too long abstract. See author guidance

Between 200-250 words

Keywords: [Interactional Feedback; Writing Performance; EFL learner;
writing development, Writing Assessment

1 INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Ferris & Roberts,
2001). In the context of writing, students expect a response immediately from the
teacher when they turn in their writing assignments. lThe students want to realize where
they stand in relation to their assignments. These reactions were primarily evaluative.
Feedback has been defined loosely as information offered by the teacher that helps
students comprehend and improve their performance by allowing them to notice and
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fix their mistakes (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This procedure informs students whether
an instructional answer is correct [(Lalande, 1982). Generally, three wide meanings of
feedback have been investigated l(Kthavy et al., 1989). ﬂ'he first is feedback in
motivational meaning that increases the general behaviors, for example, in writing or
revision activities[(Brown, &)\. The second is in reinforcement, meaning that it reacts
to particular behaviors, such as a spelling error or particular approach in writing
(Thorndike, 1927). The last definition is feedback in informational meaning, consisting
of information used by students to modify their performance in a particular way
[(Bardwell, 1981). In a school setting, all three aspects are important, but the
informational aspect is the most crucial.

Ferris & Roberts (2001) have shown that feedback has the greatest impact on
incorrect over correct answers when it comes to written instructions. Therefore, the
most well-known types of feedback are corrective feedback, as these responses were
evaluative and educative (Kaivanpanah et al., 2012). Corrective feedback is information
provided about aspects of students' performance and understanding (Hattie &
Timperley, 2007). Based on this definition, a student can explore the answers to
evaluate the correctness of a response from corrective information provided by the
teacher. It is in line with Miller & Geraci (2011), who revealed that feedback is
information that students can use to confirm, add to, overwrite, or restructure
information in memory that can be domain and metacognitive knowledge, awareness
about themselves and tasks, or cognitive methods and strategies.

Corrective feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on forms,
such as grammatical and contextual issues, as well as feedback on material, such as
word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate that
substance and form must be considered while providing feedback (e.g., Ashwell, 2000;
Sheppard, 1992; Krashen, 1982). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing
to investigate descriptively students' writing skills in an EFL contexd. In his study, 84
students between the ages of 17 and 22 were divided into control and experiment
groups?. The quantitative analysis was used to focus on the writing contents,
organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics. His findings revealed three
scoring settings: content, organization, and vocabulary have significant changes in the
post-test, whereas language use and mechanics have no significant achievement. In
addition, due to studies of students' reactions to teachers' feedback, students value the
feedback they eventually receive on their writing lerrors (Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris et al.,
2013; Hedguxk & Lefkowi-l1z, 1994; Leki, 1991; Radecki & Swales, 1988; Saito,
1994). NVritten corrective feedback refers to teachers' written comments on students'
work to improve it (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). As a result, the current research focuses
on providing written corrective feedback to rectify problems in student-produced texts
that are deemed written texts.

Research questions?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
The result of three current empirical observational studies performed in initial and

Suzuki, 2004), different sorts of corrective feedback should be used dependently on
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students' competence levels. The form of written corrective feedback is considered
important to the final construction success, and a wide variety of written corrective
feedback patterns are now accessible in the literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010;
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Bitchener, 2012; Ferris, 2004; Sheen, 2007). Direct feedback is when a teacher points
out an error and gives the student the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct feedback can
take several forms, including removing unneeded words or sentences, providing
missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect one (Mao &
Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students accept
feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. While indirect written corrective
feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct corrections. Students are
responsible for diagnosing and correcting any problems on their own. In most cases,
four ways of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting or circling
the error; (2) indicating the number of errors on a certain section in the margin; (3)
using a symbol to indicate where the fault occurred; and (4) using a symbol to indicate
what type of error is indicated (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 1986).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, are the most commonly used technique for dealing with second-language
students' writing (Cumming, 1985; Nguyén, 2003). Indeed other studies indicate that
systematically identifying grammar errors in second language students can improve
their writing accuracy and overall level of writing performance (Van Beuningen et al.,

2012 Lalande, 1982; Robb et al.,, 1986). The extent of the errors determines the

teacher's decision to use direct or indirect written corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). \

However, the effects of either form might be beneficial or bad based on how it is
delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite the teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets
to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
discovered no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced. Ferris &
Roberts (2001) have shown that they generally prefer indirect feedback from teachers.
Students are forced to participate in direct instruction and problem-solving, leading
them to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Schmidt, 1990).
As a result, identity and motivation can be encouraged and developed, enabling a
student's long-term growth to expand and reinforce greater learning. Chandler (2003)
divided participants into four groups to test the efficacy of several types of instructional
feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c) simple
description in the margin, and d) only underlining. The results demonstrated that the
more explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' adjustments were. Using
written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017) was more
receptive to students' explicit and implicitly corrected criticism. However, text-based
feedback for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely examined.

The instructional parts of feedback have received a lot of attention. Several
studies have looked at the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students'
responses to teacher feedback as well as their opinions (Leki, 1991; Lee, 2008). Some
researchers have argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is an important tool
for learning progress (e.g., Lalande, 1982; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Chandler, 2003;
Robb et al., 1986). Other researchers, however, have questioned whether written
corrective feedback positively impacts students' accuracy growth (e.g., Kepner, 1991;
Sheppard, 1992). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a
clear, high-priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in mastering
their skills and correct mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). For teachers who desire to enhance
their students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness, providing feedback on student
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writing is considered an essential educational practice (Bitchener, 2012; Hyland &
Hyland, 2019).

Hence, this study investigated whether corrective feedback affects students'
writing ability. It is argued that interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill
development (Lynch, 2002). The following research questions were addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the experimental treatment and
control of additional feedback?
2. What is the effect of the experiment and control on the additional

feedback variable?

2 For literature review, it is better to make sub headings. The review will be more« [Formatted: Normal, No bullets or numbering

clear. RQ is in introduction part. You can read some papers that SIELE has published.

Follow the pattern., [Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt
3. METHOD

3 what kind of research is this? « [Formatted: Normal

3.1 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. Students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating them into interactive activities in the selected language
sessions. With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental
and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came from the
same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

2.2 Research Procedures numbering problem

In both fthe experiment and lcontrol groups, students were instructed to create
four pieces of writing throughout the semester. Each four sessions, one unit was covered
and practiced for each composition. Themes were also created to help students learn
the grammatical structures taught in the unit. The writings were all classified homework
assignments and were not completed in class.

2.3 Data collection

In addition, the intermediate EFL course used three factors to assess students'
progress: attendance, writing assignments, and the final test. Because the major goal of
the course is to help EFL students improve their exam scores, the courses focus on
writing accuracy and fluency rather than ideas and coherence.

Students were instructed to compose a free composition at the end of the course
concerning the subjects mentioned in their course books for the final assignment. This
is part of their final exam, and the writing segment was given 40 points. Topics were
controlled in such a way that conditional structures were elicited. Each student's
composition was also counted in terms of words. Students must compose a 150-word
composition on one of several topics chosen by their teacher. On a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree,' participants Wwere asked ko indicate



their support for various interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific
types of corrective feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by Montgomery & Baker (2007) and Storch & Tapper
(2000). Local problems include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems),
language expression (lexical errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and
capitalization)| Global problems include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal
viewpoint), content (feedback on the material provided), and organization (feedback on
the structure of linked phrases, paragraphs, or passages). Local and global concerns in
this study could receive either direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect
feedback (circling/underlining codes or comments).

Can you insert one example of sstudents’ sheet and feedback

2.4 Data analysis and scoring

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, an analytical
technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates the
influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used if the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis. It is to determine or examine
the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative
variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio
data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical
data. Categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative data or ordinal data. While
numerical data is data in numbers or can also be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

The Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then carried out. Wilcoxon test (sign
test) is a non-parametric statistic, with the data using nominal and ordinal scales. This
test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine a relationship. The Wilcoxon
test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired); in the Wilcoxon test,
the data must be ranked before testing. The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric
test used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups if the
dependent variable data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally distributed.
The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio scale. If the
data is interval or ratio, the distribution is not normal. The Mann-Whitney test is a non-
parametric test option if the independent T-test cannot be performed because the
assumption of normality is not met. However, despite the non-parametric form of the
independent t-test, the Mann-Whitney U test does not test the difference in the mean of
the two groups like the Independent t-test. Instead, it examines the difference in the
median of the two groups.



4. RESULT

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (mean, mode, median, etc.) and data distribution (standard deviation,
variance, etc.). The mean and standard deviation of all variables in the study are

presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All Variables

Experimental Control
N iabl
o Variable Mea D Mea D
n

1 Accuracy 2.97 8 08 3.14 9 0.9
Writing 0.8 1.0

2 length 3.03 5 2.97 4
3 Affective 2.76 ;0 3.09 ;M0
4 Vocabulary 2.80 020 3.13 o 0
5 Pronunciation 2.90 2 11 3.29 3 10
Self- 0.9 0.9

6 correction 3.26 5 3.01 4
Metalinguisti 0.9 1.0

7 c 3.31 6 2.88 5
8 Responsibilit 312 0.9 3.06 0.8

y 5 6
9 Preferences 3.31 7 11 2.96 3 0.9
1 Proficiency 11 0.9

0 level 3.14 1 3.04 8

Table 1 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have
higher mean than......... (than what? Compare thing to thing, not a thing to a class) fthe‘
control group, including writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic, responsibility,
preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the control group have a higher
mean than the experimental group: accuracy, affective, vocabulary, and pronunciation.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the research variables

|
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Figure 1. Mean per variable

3.2 ANCOVA Test

ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable being interval or
ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing length,
accuracy, and affective. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOVA

Adj
Source F Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Perlakuan 3.339 0.071
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Perlakuan 0.540 0.464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433



Intercept 150.041 0.000
Affective 75.372 0.000
Perlakuan 0.018 0.894

Corrected model tests are the influence values of all independent variables
simultaneously or together on the dependent variable. Table 1 shows the results of the
ANCOVA test. It shows that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
affective) all simultaneously or simultaneously have a significant effect on additional
feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value shows how much the additional feedback variable can change
without being influenced by covariates and independent variables or independent
variables. The results of Table 1 show the ANCOVA test on writing length, accuracy,
and affective on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that the additional
feedback variable underwent a significant change without being influenced by the
dependent variable, either writing length, accuracy, or affective.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
affective, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all dependent
variables result is 0.000. Hence, it is concluded that the dependent variable writing
length, accuracy, and affective partially significantly influence additional feedback.
While for the treatment variables (the experimental and control types), all of the
significance values were above 0.05; thus, it can be concluded that the experimental
and control treatments have no significant effect on the additional feedback. The value
of the goodness of estimation in each ANCOVA test is indicated by R?. The R2 for the
writing length, accuracy, and affective is 46.3%, 41.9%, and 43.3%, respectively.

3.3 Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired. In
the Wilcoxon test, the data must be ranked before being carried out for testing. In this
study, the Wilcoxon test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and affective
variables. The Wilcoxon test results are presented in Table 3.

Writing
Item Accuracy length Affective

Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Table 3. Wilcoxon test results

Negative ranks mean that the sample with the value of the second group (control)
is lower than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the value of
the second group (control) higher than the first group (experiment). While Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to the value of the first group (experiment).
In the accuracy variable, there are 22 samples classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as
Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425); hence,

[ Commented [RV17]: Above the table




it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are not significantly
different for the accuracy variable. In the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to
the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are
not significantly different for the variable writing length. In the affective variable, 21
samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), and it is concluded that the experimental and the
control groups are not significantly different for the affective variable.

3.4 Mann Whitney Test

Test Mann Whitney is a non-parametric test option if the independent T-test
cannot be performed because the normality assumption is not met. In this study, the
Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and affective variables.
The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each group
(experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.

uawadsyg

dnoig

Frequency
s e

|losuoy]

Accuracy

Figure 2. Histogram of mean accuracy



Frequency

Frequency

1l

]

T
1.00

T T T
2.00 3.00 4.00
Writing_length

Figure 3. Histogram of mean writing length

uawuadsyg

|Joauoy

1k

[

uswpedsyy

fla

|osuoy

Affective

4.

T
5.00

Figure 4. Histogram of mean affective

T
6.00

dnolig

dnoug

Figures 2,3 and 4 show the difference in the data distribution in the experiment
and control groups. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
affective variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was carried out to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) was different.
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Levene Levene Levene
Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

Based on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610
Based on

Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on the

Median and with

adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on

trimmed mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0.636

Table 4. Homogeneity test results

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and affective variables (p=0.610).

Accura Writing Affecti
Item cy Length ve
Mann-Whitney
U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig. (2-
tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results

Table 5 shows a U value of 1.142 and a W value of 2.417 for the accuracy
variable. When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no
significant difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.201 (p=0.841) and it can be concluded
that there is no significant difference between the two groups (experimental and
control).

For the affective variable, the U value is 1.003 and the W value is 2.278. When
converted to a Z value, the amount is -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant
difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether experimental treatment and
control of additional feedback affected the advanced EFL writers' ability to improve
their accuracy after they had already achieved a reasonable level of accuracy. In the
immediate post-test, all six experimental groups outperformed the control group. This



result is consistent with Bitchener & Knoch (2009), where additional feedback was
proved to develop accuracy.

The second research question looked into the relative impact of the experiment
and control on the additional feedback variable for EFL students. The findings revealed
six variables in the experiment group with a greater average than ......... the control
group: writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and
skill level. Additional feedback was stimulating, and students gladly wrote larger
pieces. Not only were the students' compositions longer, but they also included
drawings and graphs, which can be ascribed to motivation.

In summary, statistical analysis revealed that additional feedback did not affect
students' accuracy in new writing assignments. When comparing the rate of mistake
reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each assignment, the gap between
the two groups developed over time, even if it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth. This could be explained by the proximity of the feedback
options used in this study. When the direct determinant level of the feedback kinds
supplied varies significantly, it seems more likely to expect differences in learners'
ability in the initial stages than when the difference is minimal. As a result, the more
similar the feedback kinds are, the longer it may take for differences in revision
accuracy to appear or become substantial.

When comparing Ferris & Roberts' (2001) study to this one, it appears that
treatment length may have an impact on the study's outcomes. This study found that the
variation was insignificant in combining the two tasks, completed within the first
treatment. However, the outcomes of the second and third activities are not the same as
theirs. The variation became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks that students achieve, in addition to the duration of the
treatment, appears to be essential, Robb et al. (1986), who compared the usefulness of
four distinct types of supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported findings that
were comparable to those of Ferris & Roberts (2001). They discovered that little time-
consuming ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after
finding no difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Robb et
al.1986). Although the study lasted roughly eight months, the individuals only created
five pieces of writing, which may not have been enough for the differences to arise in
that time. In light of the foregoing, the findings of short-term research can be more
confidently applied if they are repeated by longer-term longitudinal investigations.

This supports what researchers have found in the literature about students wanting
input on not only language but also content and structure (Hedguxk & Lefkowi-lz,
1994; Leki, 1991). Written feedback can assist students in seeing how their teachers
interpret their writing and identify their strengths and flaws.

One option is for teachers to provide feedback selectively, focusing on critical
areas such as pervasive error patterns (Ferris, 2003), thereby lowering the amount of
input and the load on teachers. Teachers will be more inclined to provide legible
feedback due to this. Teachers could also investigate other types of feedback, such as
using feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing teachers
to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes, such as voice



feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research could look into various
alternatives to textual instructor feedback and how students react to them in different
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study reveals that EFL teachers should select additional feedback style based
on the aim for which the feedback is given. To help students modify and update their
written assignments, more specific feedback options are more effective. More implicit
types of feedback, on the other hand, will be more effective if the purpose is to help
learners improve their knowledge. There are two advantages to using more implicit
input in learning. Teachers can provide implicit feedback in less time. Students will be
more likely to learn if revising becomes more of a problem-solving activity for them.

There are certain limitations to the current study. To begin with, even if the
teacher-to-student ratio was appropriate, the number of teachers who participated in this
study was insufficient to generalize the effect of additional input. In addition, due to the
small number of teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,
which could have provided more detailed answers and reasons, were not possible. Such
in-depth interviews will help researchers better balance the results and comprehend
both perspectives in future studies on differences in actual classroom input.

Furthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners' preferences for additional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study's
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students (Brown, 1985; Oliver, 2000), a more fruitful line of
investigation would be to investigate the influence of age and learning opportunity on
written interactional feedback preferences.
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The Effect of Interactional Feedback on EFL Students’
Writing Ability

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of interactional feedback on students'
writing abilities. This study recruited 100 participants who were enrolled in an
intermediate EFL course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. The
ANCOVA test was the primary data analysis method, followed by the Wilcoxon
and Mann-Whitney tests. The results revealed that six variables in the
experimental group had higher averages than the control group. The ANCOVA
test showed that the dependent variable (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) simultaneously significantly affected adding feedback (p=0.000).
However, no significant differences were found between the experimental and
control groups regarding accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and
writing length variables (Wilcoxon value = -0.344, p=0.731). The findings
suggest that EFL teachers should select feedback styles that align with the
intended purpose of providing feedback. For instance, more specific feedback
options may be more effective in assisting students to revise and improve their
written assignments. Finally, this study provides recommendations for further
research in this field.

Keywords: Interactional Feedback; Writing Performance; EFL learner;
Writing Development, Writing Assessment

1. INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021).
In the context of writing, students expect a response immediately from the teacher when
they turn in their writing assignments. The students want to realize where they stand in
relation to their assignments. These reactions were primarily evaluative. Feedback is
loosely defined as information the teacher offers that helps students comprehend and
improve their performance by allowing them to notice and fix their mistakes (Bitchener
& Knoch, 2010). This procedure informs students whether an instructional answer is
correct (Polio & Park, 2016). Generally, three wide meanings of feedback have been
investigated (Hattie & Gan, 2011). The first is feedback in motivational meaning that
increases the general behaviors, for example, in writing or revision activities (Grindle
et al., 2017). The second is in reinforcement, meaning that it reacts to particular
behaviors, such as a spelling error or a particular approach in writing. The last definition
is feedback in informational meaning, consisting of information students use to modify
their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016). All three aspects are
important in a school setting, but the informational aspect is the most crucial.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have shown that feedback has the greatest impact on
incorrect over correct answers when it comes to written instructions. Therefore, the
most well-known types of feedback are corrective feedback, as these responses were
evaluative and educative. Corrective feedback is information about student



performance and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a
student can explore the answers to evaluate the correctness of a response from
corrective information provided by the teacher. It is in line with Miller & Geraci (2011),
who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to confirm, add to,
overwrite, or restructure information in memory that can be domain and metacognitive
knowledge, awareness about themselves and tasks, or cognitive methods and strategies.

Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
forms, such as grammatical and contextual issues, as well as feedback on material, such
as word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate
that substance and form must be considered while providing feedback (e.g., Wiliam,
2018; Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing
to investigate descriptively students' writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84
students between 17 and 22 were divided into control and experiment. The quantitative
analysis was used to focus on the writing contents, organization, vocabulary, language
use, and mechanics. His findings revealed three scoring settings: content, organization,
and vocabulary have significant changes in the post-test, whereas language use and
mechanics have no significant achievement. In addition, due to studies of students'
reactions to teachers' feedback, students value the feedback they eventually receive on
their writing errors (Ferris et al., 2013). Hence, this study investigated whether feedback
affects students' writing ability. It is argued that interactional feedback can facilitate
writing skill development (Warsidi, 2017). The following research questions were
addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the experimental treatment and control of
interactional feedback?
2. What is the effect of the experiment and control on the interactional feedback?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Studies on Interactional Feedback

The result of three current empirical observational studies performed in initial and
intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014), different sorts of
corrective feedback should be used dependently on students' competence levels.
Written corrective feedback is considered important to the final construction success,
and a wide variety of written corrective feedback patterns are now accessible in the
literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Bitchener, 2012). Direct feedback is when a
teacher points out an error and gives the student the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct
feedback can take several forms, including removing unneeded words or sentences,
providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect one (Mao
& Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students accept
feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In comparison, indirect written
corrective feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct corrections.
Students are responsible for diagnosing and correcting any problems on their own. In
most cases, four ways of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting
or circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors on a certain section in the
margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the fault occurred; and (4) using a symbol
to indicate what type of error is indicated (Sarré et al., 2021; Hosseiny, 2014).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, are the most commonly used technique for dealing with second-language



students’ writing (D. R. Ferris, 2014). Indeed other studies indicate that systematically
identifying grammar errors in second language students can improve their writing
accuracy and overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The extent of
the errors determines the teacher's decision to use direct or indirect written
corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of either form might be
beneficial or bad based on how it is delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite the teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets
to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
discovered no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced.
Jamalinesari et al., (2015) have shown that they generally prefer indirect feedback from
teachers. Students are forced to participate in direct instruction and problem-solving,
leading them to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott &
Dienes, 2010). As a result, identity and motivation can be encouraged and developed,
enabling a student's long-term growth to expand and reinforce greater learning. Nassaji
(2015) divided participants into four groups to test the efficacy of several types of
instructional feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c)
simple description in the margin, and d) only underlining. The results demonstrated that
the more explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' adjustments were.
Using written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017)
was more receptive to students' explicit and implicitly corrected criticism. However,
text-based feedback for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely
examined.

The instructional parts of feedback have received a lot of attention. Several
studies have looked at the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students'
responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Lee, 2008). Some researchers have
argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is important for learning progress
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Kaivanpanah et al.,, 2015; Abdollahifam, 2014;
Poorebrahim, 2017). Other researchers, however, have questioned whether written
corrective feedback positively impacts students' accuracy growth (Benson & Dekeyser,
2018). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a clear, high-
priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in mastering their skills and
correcting mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on student writing is
considered an essential educational practice for teachers who desire to enhance their
students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012; Hyland &
Hyland, 2019).

Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in
both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a
Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour, 2017),
Written Corrective Feedback (Poorebrahim, 2017 and Zarifi, 2017). Because
interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but also in non-
classroom settings such as private teaching, language environments, and through long
distance learning interactions such as using the internet, its application requires a
variety of concepts for better results as the interactional purposes, for more effective
feedback (Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the concept of genre approach
has been applied to improve interaction in social life, cultural activities, and personal
experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in language
teaching and learning prefer more to receive the abstract concept of knowledge and



skills, Hua et al., (2007: p.1), which tends to the concept of interaction, (Seedhouse,
2007). As a result, in EFL teaching, the interactional context is used not only for
situational purposes, but it also has the potential to improve EFL skills, such as in
academic writing and other types of studies.

3. METHOD

3.1 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. Students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating them into interactive activities in the selected language
sessions. With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental
and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came from the
same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

2.2 Research Procedures

In both the experiment and control groups, students were instructed to create
four pieces of writing throughout the semester. In each four sessions, one unit was
covered and practiced for each composition. Themes were also created to help students
learn the grammatical structures taught in the unit. The writings were all classified
homework assignments and were not completed in class.

2.3 Data collection

The instrument of the research is used writing test. Students were instructed to
compose a free composition at the end of the course concerning the subjects mentioned
in their course books for the final assignment. This is part of their final exam, and the
writing segment was given 40 points. Topics were controlled in such a way that
conditional structures were elicited. Each student's composition was also counted in
terms of words. Students must compose a 150-word composition on one of several
topics chosen by their teacher. On a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 'strongly disagree'
to 'strongly agree,’ participants were asked to indicate their support for various
interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific types of corrective
feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by (Nassaji, 2017) and (Boggs, 2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization). Global problems
include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal viewpoint), content (feedback on
the material provided), and organization (feedback on the structure of linked phrases,
paragraphs, or passages). Local and global concerns in this study could receive either
direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect feedback
(circling/underlining codes or comments).

2.4 Data analysis and scoring

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, an analytical
technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates the



influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used if the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis. It is to determine or examine
the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative
variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio
data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical
data. Categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative data or ordinal data. While
numerical data is data in numbers or can also be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

The Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then carried out. Wilcoxon test (sign
test) is a non-parametric statistic, with the data using nominal and ordinal scales. This
test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine a relationship. The Wilcoxon
test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired); in the Wilcoxon test,
the data must be ranked before testing. The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric
test used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups if the
dependent variable data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally distributed.
The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio scale. If the
data is interval or ratio, the distribution is not normal. The Mann-Whitney test is a non-
parametric test option if the independent T-test cannot be performed because the
assumption of normality is not met. However, despite the non-parametric form of the
independent t-test, the Mann-Whitney U test does not test the difference in the mean of
the two groups like the Independent t-test. Instead, it examines the difference in the
median of the two groups.



4. RESULT

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (mean, mode, median, etc.) and data distribution (standard deviation,
variance, etc.). The mean and standard deviation of all variables in the study are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All Variables

Experimental Control
o N Variable Mea Mea

n SD n SD
1 Accuracy 2.97 8 0.8 3.14 9 0.9
Writing 0.8 1.0

2 length 3.03 5 2.97 4
3 Effectiveness 2.76 5 1.0 3.09 3 1.0
4 Vocabulary 2.80 0 0.9 3.13 9 1.0
5 Pronunciation 2.90 2 11 3.29 3 1.0
Self- 0.9 0.9

6 correction 3.26 5 3.01 4
7 Metalinguisti 331 0.9 2 88 1.0

c 6 5
8 Responsibilit 312 0.9 3.06 0.8

y 5 6
9 Preferences 3.31 7 11 2.96 3 0.9
1 Proficiency 1.1 0.9

0 level 3.14 1 3.04 8

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the research variables

Table 1 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correction,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy, effectiveness,
vocabulary, and pronunciation.
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3.2 ANCOVA Test

ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable being interval or
ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOVA

Adj
Source F Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Perlakuan 3.339 0.071
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Perlakuan 0.540 0.464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433



Intercept 150.041 0.000
Effectiveness 75.372 0.000
Perlakuan 0.018 0.894

Corrected model tests are the influence values of all independent variables
simultaneously or together on the dependent variable. Table 1 shows the results of the
ANCOVA test. It shows that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) all simultaneously or simultaneously have a significant effect on
interactional feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value shows how much the interactional feedback variable can
change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables or
independent variables. The results of Table 1 show the ANCOVA test on writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that
the interactional feedback variable underwent a significant change without being
influenced by the dependent variable, either writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all
dependent variables result is 0.000. Hence, it is concluded that the dependent variable
writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness partially significantly influence
interactional feedback. While for the treatment variables (the experimental and control
types), all of the significance values were above 0.05; thus, it can be concluded that the
experimental and control treatments have no significant effect on the interactional
feedback. The value of the goodness of estimation in each ANCOVA test is indicated
by R?. The R2 for the writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness is 46.3%, 41.9%, and
43.3%, respectively.

3.3 Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired. In
the Wilcoxon test, the data must be ranked before being carried out for testing. In this
study, the Wilcoxon test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Wilcoxon test results are presented in Table 3.

Writing
Item Accuracy length Effectiveness

Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Table 3. Wilcoxon test results

Negative ranks mean that the sample with the value of the second group (control)
is lower than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the value of
the second group (control) higher than the first group (experiment). While Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to the value of the first group (experiment).
In the accuracy variable, there are 22 samples classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as



Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425); hence,
it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are not significantly
different for the accuracy variable. In the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to
the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are
not significantly different for the variable writing length. In the effectiveness variable,
21 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), and it is concluded that the experimental and the
control groups are not significantly different for the effectiveness variable.

3.4 Mann-Whitney Test

Test Mann Whitney is a non-parametric test option if the independent T-test
cannot be performed because the normality assumption is not met. In this study, the
Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each
group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figures 2,3 and 4 show the difference in the data distribution in the experiment
and control groups. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
effectiveness variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was carried out to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) was different.

Item Accuracy Writing Length




Levene Levene

Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

Based on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161
Based on

Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145
Based on the

Median and with

adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145
Based on

trimmed mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160

Table 4. Homogeneity test results

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Accura Writing Effectiven

Item cy Length ess
Mann-

Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig.

(2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results

Table 5 shows a U value of 1.142 and a W value of 2.417 for the accuracy
variable. When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no
significant difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.201 (p=0.841), and it can be concluded
that there is no significant difference between the two groups (experimental and
control).

For the effectiveness variable, the U value is 1.003, and the W value is 2.278.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant
difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether experimental treatment and
control of interactional feedback affected the advanced EFL writers' ability to improve
their accuracy after they had already achieved a reasonable level of accuracy. In the
immediate post-test, all six experimental groups outperformed the control group. This



result is consistent with Bitchener & Knoch (2009), where interactional feedback was
proved to develop accuracy.

The second research question looked into the relative impact of the experiment
and control on the interactional feedback variable for EFL students. The findings
revealed six variables in the experiment group with a greater average than the control
group: writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and
skill level. Interactional feedback was stimulating, and students gladly wrote larger
pieces. Not only were the students’ compositions longer, but they also included
drawings and graphs, which can be ascribed to motivation.

In summary, statistical analysis revealed that interactional feedback did not affect
students' accuracy in new writing assignments. When comparing the rate of mistake
reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each assignment, the gap between
the two groups developed over time, even if it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth. This could be explained by the proximity of the feedback
options used in this study. When the direct determinant level of the feedback kinds
supplied varies significantly, it seems more likely to expect differences in learners'
ability in the initial stages than when the difference is minimal. As a result, the more
similar the feedback kinds are, the longer it may take for differences in revision
accuracy to appear or become substantial.

When comparing Abdollahifam (2014) study to this one, it appears that treatment
length may impact the study's outcomes. This study found that the variation was
insignificant in combining the two tasks completed within the first treatment. However,
the outcomes of the second and third activities are not the same as theirs. The variation
became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks that students achieve, in addition to the duration of the
treatment, appears to be essential, (Nassaji, 2020) , who compared the usefulness of
four distinct types of supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported findings that
were comparable to those of (Ravand & Rasekh, 2011). They discovered that little time-
consuming ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after
finding no difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji,
2020). Although the study lasted roughly eight months, the individuals only created
five pieces of writing, which may not have been enough for the differences to arise in
that time. In light of the foregoing, the findings of short-term research can be more
confidently applied if they are repeated by longer-term longitudinal investigations.

This supports what researchers have found in the literature about students wanting
input on not only language but also content and structure (Saeed et al., 2018). Written
feedback can assist students in seeing how their teachers interpret their writing and
identify their strengths and flaws.

One option is for teachers to provide feedback selectively, focusing on critical
areas such as pervasive error patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby lowering the
amount of input and the load on teachers. Teachers will be more inclined to provide
legible feedback due to this. Teachers could also investigate other types of feedback,
such as using feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing
teachers to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes, such as



voice feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research could look into various
alternatives to textual instructor feedback and how students react to them in different
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study reveals that EFL teachers should select interactional feedback styles
based on the aim for which the feedback is given. To help students modify and update
their written assignments, more specific feedback options are more effective. More
implicit types of feedback, on the other hand, will be more effective if the purpose is to
help learners improve their knowledge. There are two advantages to using more implicit
input in learning. Teachers can provide implicit feedback in less time. Students will be
more likely to learn if revising becomes more of a problem-solving activity for them.

There are certain limitations to the current study. To begin with, even if the
teacher-to-student ratio was appropriate, the number of teachers who participated in this
study was insufficient to generalize the effect of interactional input. In addition, due to
the small number of teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,
which could have provided more detailed answers and reasons, were not possible. Such
in-depth interviews will help researchers better balance the results and comprehend
both perspectives in future studies on differences in actual classroom input.

Furthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners' preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study's
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation would be to investigate
the influence of age and learning opportunity on written interactional feedback
preferences.
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The Effect of Interactional Feedback on EFL Students'
Writing Ability

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of interactional feedback on students'
writing abilities. This study recruited 100 participants who were enrolled in an
intermediate EFL course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. The
ANCOVA test was the primary data analysis method, followed by the Wilcoxon
and Mann-Whitney tests. The results revealed that six variables in the
experimental group had higher averages than the control group. The ANCOVA
test showed that the dependent variable (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) simultaneously significantly affected adding feedback (p=0.000).
However, no significant differences were found between the experimental and
control groups regarding accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and
writing length variables (Wilcoxon value = -0.344, p=0.731). The findings
suggest that EFL teachers should select feedback styles that align with the
intended purpose of providing feedback. For instance, more specific feedback
options may be more effective in assisting students to revise and improve their
written assignments. Finally, this study provides recommendations for further
research in this field.

Keywords: Interactional Feedback; Writing Performance; EFL learner;
Writing Development, Writing Assessment

1 INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021).
In the context of writing, students expect a response immediately from the teacher when
they turn in their writing assignments. The students want to realize where they stand in
relation to their assignments. These reactions were primarily evaluative. Feedback is
loosely defined as information the teacher offers that helps students comprehend and
improve their performance by allowing them to notice and fix their mistakes (Bitchener
& Knoch, 2010). This procedure informs students whether an instructional answer is
correct (Polio & Park, 2016). Generally, three broadwide meanings of feedback have
been investigated (Hattie & Gan, 2011). The first is feedback in motivational meaning
that increases the general behaviors, for example, in writing or revision activities
(Grindle etal., 2017). The second is in reinforcement, meaning that it reacts to particular
behaviors, such as a spelling error or a particular approach in writing. The last definition
is feedback in informational meaning, consisting of information students use to modify
their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016). All three aspects are
important in a school setting, but the informational aspect is the most crucial.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have shown that feedback has the greatest impact on
incorrect over correct answers when it comes to written instructions. Therefore, the
most well-known types of feedback are corrective feedback, as these responses were
evaluative and educative. Corrective feedback is information about student

[Commented [R1]:

Commented [R2]: Ensure it is a minimum of 200 words, and a
maximum of 250 words
Carefully read and follow the journal’s guidelines!

What is a research method the researcher used?

Commented [R3]: Should be in alphabetical order and
separated by comma




performance and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a
student can explore the answers to evaluate the correctness of a response from
corrective information provided by the teacher. It is in line with Miller & Geraci (2011),
who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to confirm, add to,
overwrite, or restructure information in memory that can be domain and metacognitive
knowledge, awareness about themselves and tasks, or cognitive methods and strategies.

Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
forms, such as grammatical and contextual issues, as well as feedback on material, such
as word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate
that substance and form must be considered while providing feedback (e.g., Wiliam,
2018; Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing
to investigate descriptively students' writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84
students between 17 and 22 were divided into control and experiment. The quantitative
analysis was used to focus on the writing contents, organization, vocabulary, language
use, and mechanics. His findings revealed three scoring settings: content, organization,
and vocabulary have significant changes in the post-test, whereas language use and
mechanics have no significant achievement. In addition, due to studies of students'
reactions to teachers' feedback, students value the feedback they eventually receive on
their writing errors (Ferris et al., 2013). lHence, this study investigated whether feedback
affects students' writing ability. It is argued that interactional feedback can facilitate
writing skill development (Warsidi, 2017). The following research questions were
addressed:

1. |What is the relationship between the experimental treatment and control of
interactional feedback?
2. What is the effect of the experiment and control on the interactional feedback?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Studies on Interactional Feedback

The result of three current empirical observational studies performed in initial and
intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014), different sorts of
corrective feedback should be used dependently on students' competence levels.
Written corrective feedback is considered important to the final construction success,
and a wide variety of written corrective feedback patterns are now accessible in the
literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Bitchener, 2012). Direct feedback is when a
teacher points out an error and gives the student the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct
feedback can take several forms, including removing unnecessaryeded words or
sentences, providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect
one (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students
accept feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In comparison, indirect
written corrective feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct
corrections. Students are responsible for diagnosing and correcting any problems on
their own. In most cases, four ways of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1)
highlighting or circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors on a certain section
in the margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the fault occurred; and (4) using a
symbol to indicate what type of error is indicated (Sarré et al., 2021; Hosseiny, 2014).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, are the most commonly used technique for dealing with second-language



students' writing (B-—R-—Ferris, 2014). Indeed other studies indicate that systematically
identifying grammar errors in second language students can improve their writing
accuracy and overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The extent of
the errors determines the teacher's decision to use direct or indirect written
corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of either form might be
beneficial or destructivebad based on how it is delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite the teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets
to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
discovered no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced.
Jamalinesari et al., (2015) have shown that they generally prefer indirect feedback from
teachers. Students are forced to participate in direct instruction and problem-solving,
leading them to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott &
Dienes, 2010). As a result, identity and motivation can be encouraged and developed,
enabling a student's long-term growth to expand and reinforce greater learning. Nassaji
(2015) divided participants into four groups to test the efficacy of several types of
instructional feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c)
simple description in the margin, and d) only underlining. The results demonstrated that
the more explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' adjustments were.
Using written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017)
was more receptive to students' explicit and implicitly corrected criticism. However,
text-based feedback for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely
examined.

The instructional parts of feedback have received a lot of attention. Several
studies have looked at the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students'
responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Lee, 2008). Some researchers have
argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is important for learning progress
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Kaivanpanah et al., 2015; Abdollahifam, 2014;
Poorebrahim, 2017). Other researchers, however, have questioned whether written
corrective feedback positively impacts students' accuracy growth (Benson & Dekeyser,
2018). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a clear, high-
priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in mastering their skills and
correcting mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on student writing is
considered an essential educational practice for teachers who desire to enhance their
students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012; Hyland &
Hyland, 2019).

'Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in
both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a
Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour, 2017),
Written Corrective Feedback (Poorebrahim, 2017 and Zarifi, 2017). Because
interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but also in non-
classroom settings such as private teaching, language environments, and through long-
distance learning interactions such as using the internet, its application requires a
variety of concepts for better results as the interactional purposes, for more effective
feedback (Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the concept of genre approach
has been applied to improve interaction in social life, cultural activities, and personal
experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in language
teaching and learning prefer-mere to receive the abstract concept of knowledge and



skills, Hua et al., (2007: p.1), which tends to the concept of interaction, (Seedhouse,
2007). As a result, in EFL teaching, the interactional context is used not only for
situational purposes, but it also has the potential to improve EFL skills, such as in
academic writing and other types of studies.

3. METHODS

3.1 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. Students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating them into interactive activities in the selected language
sessions. With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental
and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came from the
same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

2.2 Research Procedures

lln both the experiment and control groups\, students were instructed to create
four pieces of writing throughout the semester. In each four sessions, one unit was
covered and practiced for each composition. Themes were also created to help students
learn the grammatical structures taught in the unit. The writings were all classified
homework assignments and were not completed in class.

2.3 Data collection

The instrument of the research is used writing test. Students were instructed to
compose a free composition at the end of the course concerning the subjects mentioned
in their course books for the final assignment. This is part of their final exam, and the
writing segment was given 40 points. Topics were controlled in such a way that
conditional structures were elicited. Each student's composition was also counted in
terms of words. Students must compose a 150-word composition on one of several
topics chosen by their teacher. On a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 'strongly disagree'
to 'strongly agree,' participants were asked to indicate their support for various
interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific types of corrective
feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by (Nassaji, 2017) and (Boggs, 2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization). Global problems
include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal viewpoint), content (feedback on
the material provided), and organization (feedback on the structure of linked phrases,
paragraphs, or passages). Local and global concerns in this study could receive either
direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect feedback
(circling/underlining codes or comments).

2.4 Data analysis and scoring

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, an analytical
technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates the



influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used if the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis. It is to determine or examine
the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative
variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio
data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical
data. Categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative data or ordinal data. While
numerical data is data in numbers or can also be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

The Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then carried out. Wilcoxon test (sign
test) is a non-parametric statistic, with the data using nominal and ordinal scales. This
test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine a relationship. The Wilcoxon
test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired); in the Wilcoxon test,
the data must be ranked before testing. The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric
test used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups if the
dependent variable data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally distributed.
The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio scale. If the
data is interval or ratio, the distribution is not normal. The Mann-Whitney test is a non-
parametric test option if the independent T-test cannot be performed because the
assumption of normality is not met. However, despite the non-parametric form of the
independent t-test, the Mann-Whitney U test does not test the difference in the mean of
the two groups like the Independent t-test. Instead, it examines the difference in the
median of the two groups.



4. RESULT

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (mean, mode, median, etc.) and data distribution (standard deviation,
variance, etc.). The mean and standard deviation of all variables in the study are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All Variables
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the research variables

Table 1 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correction,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy, effectiveness,
vocabulary, and pronunciation.
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3.2 ANCOVA Test

ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable being interval or
ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOVA

Adj
Source F Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Perlakuan 3.339 0.071 ( commented [R16]:
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Perlakuan| 0.540 0.464 ( commented [R17]: 772
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433



Intercept 150.041 0.000
Effectiveness 75.372 0.000
Perlakuan| 0.018 0.894

Corrected model tests are the influence values of all independent variables
simultaneously or together on the dependent variable. Table 1 shows the results of the
ANCOVA test. It shows that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) all simultaneously or simultaneously have a significant effect on
interactional feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value shows how much the interactional feedback variable can
change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables or
independent variables. The results of Table 1 show the ANCOVA test on writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that
the interactional feedback variable underwent a significant change without being
influenced by the dependent variable, either writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness,

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all
dependent variables result is 0.000. Hence, it is concluded that the dependent variable
writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness partially significantly influence
interactional feedback. While for the treatment variables (the experimental and control
types), all of the significance values were above 0.05; thus, it can be concluded that the
experimental and control treatments have no significant effect on the interactional
feedback. The value of the goodness of estimation in each ANCOVA test is indicated
by R?. The R2 for the writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness is 46.3%, 41.9%, and
43.3%, respectively.

3.3 Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired. In
the Wilcoxon test, the data must be ranked before being carried out for testing. In this
study, the Wilcoxon test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Wilcoxon test results are presented in Table 3.

Writing
Item Accuracy length Effectiveness

Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Table 3. Wilcoxon test results

Negative ranks mean that the sample with the value of the second group (control)
is lower than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the value of
the second group (control) higher than the first group (experiment). While Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to the value of the first group (experiment).
In the accuracy variable, there are 22 samples classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as
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Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425); hence,
it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are not significantly
different for the accuracy variable. In the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to
the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are
not significantly different for the variable writing length. In the effectiveness variable,
21 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), and it is concluded that the experimental and the
control groups are not significantly different for the effectiveness variable.

3.4 Mann-Whitney Test

Test Mann Whitney is a non-parametric test option if the independent T-test
cannot be performed because the normality assumption is not met. In this study, the
Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each
group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.

m
&
&1 T <
o
3.
3
4 [
3
-
==
o
§ [ 9
g2 g
o 104 -
[ -

Joa3uoy

1 e

o T T T T
1.00 200 300 4.00

T
5.00

Accuracy

Figure 2. Histogram of mean accuracy



Frequency

Frequency

1l

]

T
1.00

T T T
2.00 3.00 4.00
Writing_length

Figure 3. Histogram of mean writing length

uawuadsyg

|Joauoy

1k

[

uswpedsyy

1l

|osuoy

Affective

4.

T
5.00

T
6.00

Figure 4. Histogram of mean effectiveness

dnolig

dnoug

Figures 2,3 and 4 show the difference in the data distribution in the experiment
and control groups. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
effectiveness variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was carried out to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) was different.

Item

Accuracy

Writing Length

Effectiveness




Levene Levene Levene
Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

Based on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610
Based on

Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on the

Median and with

adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on

trimmed mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0.636

Table 4. Homogeneity test results

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Accura Writing Effectiven

Item cy Length ess
Mann-

Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig.

(2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088
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Table 5. Mann Whitney test results

Table 5 shows a U value of 1.142 and a W value of 2.417 for the accuracy
variable. When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no
significant difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.201 (p=0.841), and it can be concluded
that there is no significant difference between the two groups (experimental and
control).

For the effectiveness variable, the U value is 1.003, and the W value is 2.278.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant
difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether experimental treatment and
control of interactional feedback affected the advanced EFL writers' ability to improve
their accuracy after they had already achieved a reasonable level of accuracy. In the
immediate post-test, all [six experimental groups butperformed the control group. This
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result is consistent with Bitchener & Knoch (2009), where interactional feedback was
proved to develop accuracy.

The second research question looked into the relative impact of the experiment
and control on the interactional feedback variable for EFL students. The findings
revealed six variables in the experiment group with a greater average than the control
group: writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and
skill level. Interactional feedback was stimulating, and students gladly wrote larger
pieces. Not only were the students' compositions longer, but they also included
drawings and graphs, which can be ascribed to motivation.

In summary, statistical analysis revealed that interactional feedback did not affect
students' accuracy in new writing assignments. When comparing the rate of mistake
reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each assignment, the gap between
the two groups developed over time, even if it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth. This could be explained by the proximity of the feedback
options used in this study. When the direct determinant level of the feedback kinds
supplied varies significantly, it seems more likely to expect differences in learners'
ability in the initial stages than when the difference is minimal. As a result, the more
similar the feedback kinds are, the longer it may take for differences in revision
accuracy to appear or become substantial.

When comparing Abdollahifam (2014) study to this one, it appears that treatment
length may impact the study's outcomes. This study found that the variation was
insignificant in combining the two tasks completed within the first treatment. However,
the outcomes of the second and third activities are not the same as theirs. The variation
became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks that students achieve, in addition to the duration of the
treatment, appears to be essential.; {Nassaji; (2020)-, who compared the usefulness of
four distinct types of supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported-findings that
were comparable to those of (Ravand & Rasekh, 2011). They discovered that lessitle
time-consuming ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after
finding no difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji,
2020). Although the study lasted roughly eight months, the individuals only created
five pieces of writing, which may not have been enough for the differences to arise in
that time. In light of the foregoing, the findings of short-term research can be more
confidently applied if they are repeated by longer-term longitudinal investigations.

This supports what researchers have found in the literature about students wanting
input on not only language but also content and structure (Saeed et al., 2018). Written
feedback can assist students in seeing how their teachers interpret their writing and
identify their strengths and flaws.

One option \is for teachers to provide feedback selectively, focusing on critical
areas such as pervasive error patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby lowering the
amount of input and the load on teachers. Teachers will be more inclined to provide
legible feedback due to this. Teachers could also investigate other types of feedback,
such as using feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing
teachers to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes, such as



voice feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research could look into various
alternatives to textual instructor feedback and how students react to them in different
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study reveals that EFL teachers should select interactional feedback styles
based on the aim for which the feedback is given. To help students modify and update
their written assignments, more specific feedback options are more effective. More
implicit types of feedback, on the other hand, will be more effective if the purpose is to
help learners improve their knowledge. There are two advantages to using more implicit
input in learning. Teachers can provide implicit feedback in less time. Students will be
more likely to learn if revising becomes more of a problem-solving activity for them.

There are certain limitations to the current study. To begin with, even if the
teacher-to-student ratio was appropriate, the number of teachers who participated in this
study was insufficient to generalize the effect of interactional input. In addition, due to
the small number of teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,
which could have provided more detailed answers and reasons, were not possible. Such
in-depth interviews will help researchers better balance the results and comprehend
both perspectives in future studies on differences in actual classroom input.

Furthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners' preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study's
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation would be to investigate
the influence of age and learning opportunity on written interactional feedback
preferences.
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The Effect of Interactional Feedback on EFL Students'

Writing Ability

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of interactional feedbacfgn students'
writing abilities. This study recruited 100 participants who were enrolled in an
intermediate EFL course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. The
ANCOVA test was the primary data analysis method, followed by the Wifgoxon
and Mann-Whitney tests. The results revealed that six variables in the
experimental group had higher averages than the control group. The ANCOVA
test showed that the dependent variable (writing length, accuracy, and
effectivendgl) simultaneously significantly affected adding feedback (p=0.000).
However, no significant differences were found between the experimental and
control groups regarding accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and
writing length variables (Wilcoxon value = -0344, p=0.731). The findings
suggest that EFL teachers should select feedback styles that align with the
intended purpose of providing feedback. For instance, more specific feedback
options may be more effective in assisting students to revise and improve their
written assignments. Finally, this study provides recommendations for further
research in this field.

Keywords: Interactional Feedback; Writing Performance; EFL learner;
Writing Development, Writing Assessment

1. INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021).
In the context of writing, students expect aresponse immediately from the teacher when
they turn in their writing assignments. The students want to realize where they stand in
relation to their assignments. These reactions were primarily evaluative. Feedback is
loosely defined as information the teacher offers that helps students comprehend and
improve their performance by allowing them to notice and fix their mistakes (Bitchener
& Knoch, 2010). This procedure informs students whether an instructional answer is
correct (Polio & Park, 2016). Generally, three wide meanings of feedback have been
investigated (Hattie & Gan, 2011). The first is feedback in motivational meaning that
increases the general behaviors, for example, in writing or revision activities (Grindle
et al., 2017). The second is in reinforcement, meaning that it reacts to particular
behaviors, such as a spelling error or a particular approach in writing. The last definition
is feedback in informational meaning, consisting of information students use to modify
their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016). All three aspects are
important in a school setting, but the informational aspect is the most crucial.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have shown that feedback has the greatest impact on
incorrect over correct answers when it comes to written instructions. Therefore, the
most well-known types of feedback are corrective feedback, as these responses were
evaluative and educative. Corrective feedback is information about student




performance and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a
student can explorc @ answers to cvaluate the correctness of a response from
corrective information provided by the teacher. It is in line with Miller gifGeraci (2011),
who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to confirm, add to,
overwrite, or restructure information in memory that can be domain and metacognitive
knowledge, awareness about themselves and tasks, or cognitive methods and strategies.

Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
forms, such as grammatical and contextual issues, as well as feedback on material,, such
as word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate
that substance and form must be considered while providing feedback (e.g., Wiliam,
2018; Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing
to investigate descriptively students' writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84
students between 17 and 22 w@ divided into control and experiment. The quantitative
analysis was used to focus on the writing contents, organization f&cabulary, language
use, and mechanics. His findings revealed three scoring settings: content, organization,
and vocabulary have significant changes in the post-test, whereas language use and
mechanics have no significantffichievement. In addition, due to studies of students'
reactions to teachers' feedback, students value the feedback they eventually receive on
their writing errors (Ferris etal., 2013). Hence, this study investigated whether feedback
affects students' writing ability. It is argued EJt interactional feedback can facilitate
writing skill development (Warsidi, 2017). The following research questions were
addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the experimental treatment and control of
interactional feedback?
2. What is the effect of the experiment and control on the interactional feedback?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Studies on Interactional Feedback

The result of three current empirical observational studies performed in initial and
intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014), different sorts of
corrective feedback should be used dependently on students’ competence levels.
Written corrective feedback is considered important to the final construction success,
and a wide variety of written corrective feedback pattern§jare now accessible in the
literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Bitchener, 2012). Direct feedback is when a
teacher points out an error and gives the student the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct
feedback @n take several forms, including removing unneeded words or sentences,
providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect one (Mao
& Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students accept
feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In comparison, indirect written
corrective feffback indicates an error without making explicit or direct corrections.
Students are responsible for diagnosing and correcting any problems on their own. In
most cases, four ways of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting
or circlirf) the error; (2) indicating the number of errors on a certain section in the
margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the fault occurred; and (4) using a symbol
to indicate what type of error is indicated (Sarré et al., 2021; Hosseiny, 2014).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, are the most commonly used technique for dealing with second-language




students' writing (D. R. Ferris, 2014). Indeed other studies indicate that systematically
identifying grammar errors in second lang¥ge students can improve their writing
accuracy and overall wglting performance (Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The extent of
the errors determines the teacher's decision to use direct or indirect written
corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of either form might be
beneficial or bad based on how it is delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Desp'e the teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets
to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
discovered no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced.
Jamalinesari et al., (2015) have shown that they generally prefer ifellirect feedback from
teachers. Students are forced to participate in direct instruction and problem-solving,
leading them to self-correction and jwareness that facilitate further learning (Scott &
Dienes, 2010). As a result, identity and motivation can be encouraged and developed,
enabling a student's long-term growth to expand and reinforce greater learningfljassaji
(2015) divided participants into four groups to test the efficacy of several types of
instruc@fghal feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c)
simple description in the margin, and d) only underlining. The results demonstrated that
the more explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' adjustments were.
Using written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017)
was more receptive to students' explicit and implicitly corrected criticism. However,
text-based feedback for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely
examined.

The instructional parts of feedback have received a lot of attention. Several
studies have looked at the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students’
responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Lee, 2008). Some researchers have
argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is important for learning progress
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Kaivanpanah et al., 2015; Abdollahifam, 2014;
Poorebrahim, 2017). Other researchers, however, have questioned whether written
corrective feedback positively impac@tudents' accuracy growth (Benson & Dekeyser,
2018). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a clear, high-
priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in mastering their skills and
correcting mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on student writing is
considered an essential educational practice for teachers who desire to enhance their
students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012; Hyland &
Hyland, 2019).

Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in
both Teaching English as gSecond Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a
Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour, 2017),
Written Corrective Feedback (Poorebrahim, 2017 and Zarifi, 2017). Because
interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but also in non-
classroom settings such as private teaching, language environments, and through long
distance I@rning interactions such as using the internet, its application requires a
variety of concepts for better results as the interactional purposes, for more etfective
feedback (Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the concept of genre approach
has been applied to improve jteraction in social life, cultural activities, and personal
experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in language
teaching and learning prefer more to receive the abstract concept of knowledge and




skills, Hua et al., (2007: p.1), which tends to the concept of interaction, (Seedhouse,
2007). As a result, in EFL teaching, the interactional context is used not only for
situational purposes, but it also has the potential to improve EFL skills, such as in
academic writing and other types of studies.

a
3. METHOD

3.1 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an iffffrmediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. Students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating them into intera@gye activities in the selected language
sessions. With 50 student@in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental
and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 t@Z6, and all came from the
same linguistic background: Ind@hesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an ghofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

2.2 Research Procedures

In both the experiment and control groups, studeiff were instructed to create
four pieces of writing throughout the semester. In each four sessions, one unit was
covered and practiced for each compositi@@. Themes were also created to help students
learn the grammatical structures taught in the unit. The writings were all classified
homework assignments and were not completed in class.

2.3 Data collection

The instrument of the research is used writing test. Students were instructed to
compose a free composition at the end of the course concerning the subjects mentioned
in their course books for the final assign@fent. This is part of their final exam, and the
writing segment was given 40 poirff§. Topics were controlled in such a way that
conditional structures were elicited. Each student's composition was also counted in
terms of words. Students mu@ffompose a 150-word composition on one of several
topics chosen by their teacher. On a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 'strongly disagree'
to 'strongly agree, participants were asked to indicate their support for various
interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific types of corrective
feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
followig the scheme adopted by (Nassaji, 2017) and (Boggs, 2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization). Global problems
include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal viewpoint), content (feedback on
the material provided). and organization (feedback on the structuifgjof linked phrases,
paragraphs, or passages). Local and global concerns in this study could receive either
direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect feedback
(circling/underlining codes or comments).

24 Data analyﬁ’and scoring

The §Blin data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, an analytical
technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates the




influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used if the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitatigg) variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis. It is to determine or examine
the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling otlffr quantitative
variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio
data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical
data. Categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative data or ordinal data. While
numerical data is data in numbers or can also be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

The Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then carried out. Wilcoxon test (sign
test) is a non-parametric statistic, with the data using nominal and ordirgjscales. This
test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine a relationship. The Wilcoxon
test is another alternative to the t-test for pdfled data (t-paired); in the Wilcoxon test,
the data must be ranked before testing. The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric
test used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups if the
dependent variable data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally distributed.
The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio sca§3. If the
data is interval or ratio, the distribution is not normal. The Mann-Whitney test is a non-
parametric test option if the independent T-test cannot be performed because the
assumption of normality is not met. However, despite the non-parametric form of the
independent t-test, the Mann-Whitney U test does not test the difference in the mean of
the two groups like the Independent t-test. Instead, it examines the difference in the
median of the two groups.




4. RESULT

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (mealmnode, median, etc.) and data distribution (standard deviation,
variance, etc.). The mean and standard deviation of all variables in the study are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All Variables

Experimental Control
Variable Mea Mea
0 - 5
n SD n SD
1 Accuracy 2.97 8 08 3.14 9 09
Writing 08 10
e 2

g length 3.0 5 297 4
3 Effectiveness 2.76 5 10 309 3 10
09 10

“abulary 2. .

4 Vocabulary 80 0 3.13 9
5 Pronunciation 2.90 q 11 3.29 3 10
Self- 09 09

2

o correction 3.26 5 301 4
7 Metalinguisti 331 09 288 1.0

[ 6 5
8 Responsibilit 312 09 306 08

y 5 6
9 Preferences 3.31 - L1 296 3 09
1 Proficiency 314 1 304 09

0 level 1 8

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the research variables
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%ble I describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables gthis study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correctiff,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy, effectiveness,
vocabulary, and pronunciation.
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Figure 1. Mean per variable

3.2 ANCOVA Test

ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable being interval or
ratio data. ANCOVA test wigperformed on the dependent variables: writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOV A

Adj
Source ¥ Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Perlakuan 3.339 0071
Corrected
Model 34922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Perlakuan 0.540 0464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433




Intercept 150041 0000
Effectiveness 75372 0.000
Perlakuan 0.018 0.894

Corrected model tests the influence values of all independent variables
simultaneously or together on the dependent variable. Table 1 shows the results of the
ANCOVA test. It shows that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) all simultaneously or simultaneously have a significant effect on
interactional feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value shows how much the interactional feedback variable can
change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables or
independent variables. The results of Table 1 show the ANCOVA test on writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that
the interactional feedback variable underwent a significant change without being
influenced by the dependent variable, either writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all
dependent variables result is 0.000. Hence, it is concluded that the dependent variable
writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness partially significantly influence
interactional feedback. While for the treatment variables (the experimental and§Entrol
types), all of the significance values were above 0.05; thus, it can be concluded that the
experimental and control treatments have no significant effect on the interactional
feedback. The value of the goodness of estimation in each ANCOVA test is indicated
by R2. The R2 for the writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness is 46.3%, 41.9%, and
43.3%, respectively.

3.3 Wil&xon Test

The Wilcoxon test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paifdl. In
the Wilcoxon test, the data must be ranked before being carried out for testing. In this
study, the Wilcoxon test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Wilcoxon test results are presented in Table 3.

Writing
Item Accuracy length Effectiveness

Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
A0§] 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Table 3. Wilcoxon test results

Negative ranks mean that the sample with the value of the second group (control)
is lower than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the value of
the second group (control) higher thg) the first group (experiment). While Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to the value of the first group (experiment).
In the accuracy variable, there are 22 samples classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as




Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425): hence,
it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are not significantly
different for the accuracy variable. In the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to
the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are
not significantly different for the variable writing length. In the effectiveness variable,
21 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), and it is concluded that the experimental and the
control groups are not significantly different for the effectiveness variable.
15
!I Mann-Whitney Test

Test Mann Whitney is a non-parametric test option if the independent T-test
cannot be performed because the normality assumption is not met. In this study, the
Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each
group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figures 2.3 and 4 show the difference in the data distribution in the experiment
and control groups. There are strikifffjdifferences in accuracy, writing length, and
effectiveness variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was carried out to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) was different.

Item Accuracy Writing Length




Levene Levene

Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.
Based on Mean 0316 0.575 1.991 0.161
Based on
Mediel 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145
Based on the
Median and with
adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145
Based on
trimmed mean 0287 0.594 2.000 0.160

Table 4. Homogeneity test results

2
Table 4 shows gle homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test ighreferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Accura Writing Effectiven
mn cy Length ess
Mann-

Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2417 2.496 2,278
Z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig.

(2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results

Tal§® 5 shows a U value of 1.142 and a W value of 2.417 for the accuracy
E&iable. When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no
significant difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

The writing length variable ﬁ)ws a U value of 1,221 @a W value of 2,496.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.201 (p=0.841), and it can be concluded
that there is no significant difference between the two groups (experimental and
control).

For the effectiveness variable, the U value is 1.003, and the W valu@a 2.278.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant
difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether experimental treatment and
control of interactional feedback affected the advanced EFL writers' ability to inf#ipve
their accuracy after they had already achieved a reasonable level of accuracy. In the
immediate post-test, all six experimental groups outperformed the control group. This




result is consistent with Bitchener & Knoch (2009), where interactional feedback was
proved to develop accuracy.

The second research question looked into the relative impact of the experiment
and control on the interactional feedback variable for EFL students. The findings
revealed six variables in the experiment group with a greater average than the control
group: writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and
skill level. Interactional feedback was stimulating, and students gladly wrote larger
pieces. Not only were the students' compositions longer, but they also included

drawings and graphs, which can be ascribed to motivation.
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In summary, statistical analysis revealed that interactional feedback did not affect
students' accuracy in new writing assignments. When comparing the rate of mistake
reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each assignment, the gap between
the two groups developed over time, even if it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth. This could be explained by the proximity of the feedback
options used in this study. When the direct determinant level of the feedback kinds
supplied varies significantly, it seems more likely to expect differences in learners'
ability in the initial stages than when the difference is minimal. As a result, the more
similar the feedback kinds are, the longer it may take for differences in revision
accuracy to appear or become substantial.

When comparing Abdollahifam (2014) study to this one, it appears that treatment
length may impact the study's outcomes. This study found that the variation was
insignificant in combining the two tasks completed within the first treatment. However,
the outcomes of the second and third activities are not the same as theirs. The variation
became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks that students achieve, in addition to the duration of the
treatment, appears to be essential, (Nassaji, 2020) , who compared the usefulness of
four distinct types of supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported findings that
were comparable to those of (Ravand & Rasekh,2011). They discovered that little time-
consuming ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after
finding no difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji,
2020). Although the study lasted roughly eight months, the individuals only created
five pieces of writing, which may not have been enough for the differences to arise in
that time. In light of the foregoing, the findings of short-term research can be more
confidently applied if they are repeated by longer-term longitudinal investigations.

This supports what researchers have found in the literature about students wanting
input on not only language but also content and structure (Saeed et al., 2018). Written
feedback can assist students in seeing how their teachers interpret their writing and
identify their strengths and flaws.

One option is for teachers to provide feedback selectively, focusing on critical
areas such as pervasive error patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby lowering the
amount of input and the load on teachers. Teachers will be more inclined to provide
legible feedback due to this. Teachers could also investigate other types of feedback,
such as using feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing
teachers to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes, such as




voice feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research could look into various
alternatives to textual instructor feedback and how students react to them in different
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study reveals that EFL teachers should select interactional feedback styles
based on the aim for which the feedback is given. To help students modify and update
their written assignments, more specific feedback options are more effective. More
implicit types of feedback, on the other hand, will be more effective if the purpose is to
help learners improve their knowledge. There are two advantages to using more implicit
input in learning. Teachers can provide implicit feedback in less time. Students will be
more %ely to learn if revising becomes more of a problem-solving activity for them.
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There are certain limitations to the current study. To begin with, even if the
teacher-to-student ratio was appropriate, the number of teachers who participated in this
study was insufficient to generalize the effect of interactional input. In addition, due to
the small number of teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,
which could have provided more detailed answers and reasons, were not possible. Such
in-depth interviews will help researchers better balance the results and comprehend
both perspectives in future studies on differences in actual classroom input.

Furthermore, further research is needed to understandffie numerous elements
influencing learners' preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study's
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put @Jhe test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiologfifil and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students . a more fruitful line of investigation would be to investigate
the influence of age and learning opportunity on written interactional feedback
preferences.
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The Effect of Interactional Feedback on EFL Students’
Writing Ability

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of interactional feedback on students'
writing abilities. This study recruited 100 participants who were enrolled in an
intermediate EFL course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. The
quantitative method was used in this research. The ANCOVA test was the
primary data analysis method, followed by the Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney
tests. The results revealed that dependent variables in the experimental group
had higher averages than the control group. The ANCOVA test showed that the
dependent variable (writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness) simultaneously
significantly affected adding feedback (p=0.000). However, no significant
differences were found between the experimental and control groups regarding
accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and writing length variables
(Wilcoxon value = -0.344, p=0.731). As a result, interactional feedback has a
significant effect on EFL students’ writing ability. This requires thorough
planning or preparation, including preparing ESL/EFL students through
explicit instruction prior to peer review, to ensure that learners' interactional
feedback is useful. The findings suggest that EFL teachers should select
feedback styles that align with the intended purpose of providing feedback. For
instance, more specific feedback options may be more effective in assisting
students to revise and improve their written assignments. Finally, this study
provides recommendations for further research in this field.

Keywords: EFL learner, Interactional Feedback, Writing Ability, Writing
Assessment, Writing Performance

1. INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021).
In the context of writing, students expect a response immediately from the teacher when
they turn in their writing assignments. The students want to realize where they stand in
relation to their assignments. These reactions were primarily evaluative. Feedback is
loosely defined as information the teacher offers that helps students comprehend and
improve their performance by allowing them to notice and fix their mistakes (Bitchener
& Knoch, 2010). This procedure informs students whether an instructional answer is
correct (Polio & Park, 2016). Generally, three broad meanings of feedback have been
investigated (Hattie & Gan, 2011). The first is feedback in motivational meaning that
increases the general behaviors, for example, in writing or revision activities (Grindle
et al., 2017). The second is in reinforcement, meaning that it reacts to particular
behaviors, such as a spelling error or a particular approach in writing. The last definition
is feedback in informational meaning, consisting of information students use to modify
their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016). All three aspects are
important in a school setting, but the informational aspect is the most crucial.



Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have shown that feedback has the greatest impact on
incorrect over correct answers when it comes to written instructions. Therefore, the
most well-known types of feedback are corrective feedback, as these responses were
evaluative and educative. Corrective feedback is information about student
performance and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a
student can explore the answers to evaluate the correctness of a response from
corrective information provided by the teacher. It is in line with Miller & Geraci (2011),
who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to confirm, add to,
overwrite, or restructure information in memory that can be domain and metacognitive
knowledge, awareness about themselves and tasks, or cognitive methods and strategies.

Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
forms, such as grammatical and contextual issues, as well as feedback on material, such
as word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate
that substance and form must be considered while providing feedback (e.g., Wiliam,
2018; Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing
to investigate descriptively students' writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84
students between 17 and 22 were divided into control and experiment. The quantitative
analysis was used to focus on the writing contents, organization, vocabulary, language
use, and mechanics. His findings revealed three scoring settings: content, organization,
and vocabulary have significant changes in the post-test, whereas language use and
mechanics have no significant achievement. In addition, due to studies of students'
reactions to teachers' feedback, students value the feedback they eventually receive on
their writing errors (Ferris et al., 2013). In the State Malang University, the researcher
found that the students have many grammatical errors in writing. To face this problem,
the researcher used the interactional feedback to improve students’ writing ability.
Hence, this study investigated whether feedback affects students’ writing ability. It is
argued that interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill development (Warsidi,
2017). The following research questions were addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the interactional feedback and students’
writing?
2. What is the effect of the interactional feedback on students’ writing ability?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Studies on Interactional Feedback

The result of three current empirical observational studies performed in initial and
intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014), different sorts of
corrective feedback should be used dependently on students' competence levels.
Written corrective feedback is considered important to the final construction success,
and a wide variety of written corrective feedback patterns are now accessible in the
literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Bitchener, 2012). Direct feedback is when a
teacher points out an error and gives the student the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct
feedback can take several forms, including removing unnecessary words or sentences,
providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect one (Mao
& Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students accept
feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In comparison, indirect written
corrective feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct corrections.
Students are responsible for diagnosing and correcting any problems on their own. In
most cases, four ways of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting




or circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors on a certain section in the
margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the fault occurred; and (4) using a symbol
to indicate what type of error is indicated (Sarré et al., 2021; Hosseiny, 2014).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, are the most commonly used technique for dealing with second-language
students' writing (Ferris, 2014). Indeed other studies indicate that systematically
identifying grammar errors in second language students can improve their writing
accuracy and overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The extent of
the errors determines the teacher's decision to use direct or indirect written
corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of either form might be
beneficial or destructive based on how it is delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite the teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets
to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
discovered no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced.
Jamalinesari et al., (2015) have shown that they generally prefer indirect feedback from
teachers. Students are forced to participate in direct instruction and problem-solving,
leading them to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott &
Dienes, 2010). As a result, identity and motivation can be encouraged and developed,
enabling a student's long-term growth to expand and reinforce greater learning. Nassaji
(2015) divided participants into four groups to test the efficacy of several types of
instructional feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c)
simple description in the margin, and d) only underlining. The results demonstrated that
the more explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' adjustments were.
Using written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017)
was more receptive to students' explicit and implicitly corrected criticism. However,
text-based feedback for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely
examined.

The instructional parts of feedback have received a lot of attention. Several
studies have looked at the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students'
responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Lee, 2008). Some researchers have
argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is important for learning progress
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Kaivanpanah et al., 2015; Abdollahifam, 2014;
Poorebrahim, 2017). Other researchers, however, have questioned whether written
corrective feedback positively impacts students' accuracy growth (Benson & Dekeyser,
2018). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a clear, high-
priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in mastering their skills and
correcting mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on student writing is
considered an essential educational practice for teachers who desire to enhance their
students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012; Hyland &
Hyland, 2019).

2.2 Interactional Feedback in Writing Instruction

Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in
both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a
Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour, 2017),
Written Corrective Feedback (Poorebrahim, 2017 and Zarifi, 2017). Because
interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but also in non-



classroom settings such as private teaching, language environments, and through long-
distance learning interactions such as using the internet, its application requires a
variety of concepts for better results as the interactional purposes, for more effective
feedback (Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the concept of genre approach
has been applied to improve interaction in social life, cultural activities, and personal
experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in language
teaching and learning prefer to receive the abstract concept of knowledge and skills,
Hua et al., (2007: p.1), which tends to the concept of interaction, (Seedhouse, 2007).
As a result, in EFL teaching, the interactional context is used not only for situational
purposes, but it also has the potential to improve EFL skills, such as in academic writing
and other types of studies.

Prior research has examined the impact of explicit instruction on learners'
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under evaluation,
instructors—who are frequently researchers—explicitly instructed students on peer
review. Such training directs students on the writing-related difficulties they should pay
attention to and how to offer constructive criticism. Typically, this research-based
training should be straightforward and in line with the objectives of university writing
courses and the study's purpose. According to Stanley (2012), for instance, coaching or
training impacted how intensely groups communicate with one another because trained
groups engaged in more interaction than untrained ones. Additionally, coaching groups
provided more detailed interactional comments to their peers that assisted them in
improving their text revision. This finding suggests that training made it possible for
those groups to take on the tasks of evaluators. The frequent interactional exchanges
(pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying) are signs of the coached groups'
enhanced participation.

3. METHOD
3. 1 Research Method

This study strategy employed quantitative research to methodically and
precisely compute the data from the research findings using statistical measures. The
preparation of quantitative techniques is carried out methodically and comprehensively,
commencing with the research concept and culminating in the study's outcomes (Siyoto
& Sodik, 2015).

The researcher employed an experimental design in this quantitative study to
explore the influence of interactional feedback on students' writing abilities. An
experimental design is a broad strategy for a study containing an active independent
variable. The research design determines its internal validity, or the capacity to make
correct inferences about the influence of the experimental treatment on the variable. In
a quasi-experimental design, participants are assigned to groups for the experiment, but
not at random.

Pre-test and post-test group designs are the two basic forms of quasi-
experimental designs. The researcher employed a pre-test-post-test group quasi-
experimental design in this investigation. The pre-test and post-test procedures can be
employed in a quasi-experimental design (Creswell, 2003).



This study contrasted the experimental (X) and control (Y) groups. The control
group is a class that does not use interactional feedback to provide feedback, while an
experimental group is the class that provided the interactional feedback. The
experimental and control groups were recruited from separate classes or students.

3. 2 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. Students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating them into interactive activities in the selected language
sessions. With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental
and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came from the
same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

3. 3 Research Procedures

The procedure of the research used pre-test, treatment, and post-test. This research was
conducted for two months, from March until April. This research conducted eight
meetings, consisting of one meeting for pre-test in the experiment and control group,
six meetings for treatment in the experimental class, and one meeting for post-test in
the experimental and control group.

In the experiment group, students were instructed to create four pieces of writing
throughout the semester. The treatment in each six meetings, one unit was covered and
practiced for each composition. Themes were also created to help students learn the
grammatical structures taught in the unit. The writings were all classified homework
assignments—at each meeting, the student was given interactional feedback as a
treatment. However, in the control class, are not given the treatment.

3. 4 Data collection

The instrument of the research is used essay writing test. Students were instructed
to compose a free composition at the end of the course concerning the subjects
mentioned in their course books for the final assignment. This is part of their final exam,
and the writing segment was given 40 points. Topics were controlled in such a way that
conditional structures were elicited. Each student's composition was also counted in
terms of words. Students must compose a 150-word composition on one of several
topics chosen by their teacher. On a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 'strongly disagree’
to 'strongly agree, participants were asked to indicate their support for various
interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific types of corrective
feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by (Nassaji, 2017) and (Boggs, 2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization). Global problems
include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal viewpoint), content (feedback on
the material provided), and organization (feedback on the structure of linked phrases,
paragraphs, or passages). Local and global concerns in this study could receive either
direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect feedback
(circling/underlining codes or comments).



3. 5 Data analysis and scoring

Writing tests were administered to the class, consisting of pre-test and post-test to
determine students' recount text writing skills before and after the treatment. The
scoring rubric was used to assess the dependent variable of students’ writing.

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, an analytical
technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates the
influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used if the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis. It is to determine or examine
the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative
variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio
data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical
data. Categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative data or ordinal data. While
numerical data is data in numbers or can also be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

The Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then carried out. Wilcoxon test (sign
test) is a non-parametric statistic, with the data using nominal and ordinal scales. This
test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine a relationship. The Wilcoxon
test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired); in the Wilcoxon test,
the data must be ranked before testing. The Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric
test used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups if the
dependent variable data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally distributed.
The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio scale. If the
data is interval or ratio, the distribution is not normal. The Mann-Whitney test is a non-
parametric test option if the independent T-test cannot be performed because the
assumption of normality is not met. However, despite the non-parametric form of the
independent t-test, the Mann-Whitney U test does not test the difference in the mean of
the two groups like the independent t-test. Instead, it examines the difference in the
median of the two groups.

4. RESULT

Intermediate EFL students at State Malang University participated in this study
from March to April. The researcher employed two samples for this study: experimental
and control classes. The researcher used Interactional Feedback as a treatment for the
experimental class, but there was no treatment for the control class. This research aims
to investigate the effect of interactional feedback on EFL students’ writing ability in
essay writing.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (mean, mode, median, etc.) and data distribution (standard deviation,
variance, etc.). The mean and standard deviation of all variables in the study are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All VVariables



Experimental Control

No Variable Mea D Mea D
n n
1 Accuracy 2.97 8 08 3.14 9 0.9
2 Writing length 3.03 ;00 297 , 0
3 Effectiveness 276 : 10 3.0 5 10
4 Vocabulary 2.80 0 0.9 3.13 9 10
5 Pronunciation 2.90 2 11 3.29 3 1.0
6 Self-correction 3.26 5 0.9 3.01 4 0.9
7 Metalinguistic 331 5 0.9 288 : 10
8 Responsibility 3.12 5 0.9 3.06 6 08
9 Preferences 3.31 7 11 2.96 3 0.9
10 Proficiency 314 1.1 3.04 0.9
level 1 8

Table 1 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correction,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy, effectiveness,
vocabulary, and pronunciation.
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Figure 1. Mean per variable

3.2 ANCOVA Test

ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable being interval or
ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOVA

Adj
Source F Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Treatment 3.339 0.071
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Treatment 0.540 0.464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433



Intercept 150.041 0.000
Effectiveness 75.372 0.000
Treatment 0.018 0.894

Corrected model tests are the influence values of all independent variables
simultaneously or together on the dependent variable. Table 1 shows the results of the
ANCOVA test. It shows that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) all simultaneously or simultaneously have a significant effect on
interactional feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value shows how much the interactional feedback variable can
change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables or
independent variables. The independent variable in this research was interactional
feedback and the dependent variable of the research was writing length, accuracy, or
effectiveness. The results of Table 1 show the ANCOVA test on writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that
the interactional feedback variable underwent a significant change without being
influenced by the dependent variable, either writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness
after the treatment.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all
dependent variables result is 0.000. Hence, it is concluded that the dependent variable
writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness partially significantly influence
interactional feedback. While for the treatment variables (the experimental and control
types), all of the significance values were above 0.05; thus, it can be concluded that the
experimental and control treatments have no significant effect on the interactional
feedback. The value of the goodness of estimation in each ANCOVA test is indicated
by R2. The R2 for the writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness is 46.3%, 41.9%, and
43.3%, respectively.

3.3 Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test is another alternative to the t-test for paired data (t-paired. In
the Wilcoxon test, the data must be ranked before being carried out for testing. In this
study, the Wilcoxon test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Wilcoxon test results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Wilcoxon test results

Writing
Item Accuracy length Effectiveness

Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Negative ranks mean that the sample with the value of the second group (control)
is lower than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the value of



the second group (control) higher than the first group (experiment). While Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to the value of the first group (experiment).
In the accuracy variable, there are 22 samples classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as
Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425); hence,
it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are not significantly
different for the accuracy variable. In the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to
the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.344 (p=0.731); thus, it is concluded that the experimental and the control groups are
not significantly different for the variable writing length. In the effectiveness variable,
21 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), and it is concluded that the experimental and the
control groups are not significantly different for the effectiveness variable.

3.4 Mann-Whitney Test

Test Mann Whitney is a non-parametric test option if the independent T-test
cannot be performed because the normality assumption is not met. In this study, the
Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables. The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each
group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Histogram of mean accuracy
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Figures 2,3 and 4 show the difference in the data distribution in the experiment
and control groups. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
effectiveness variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was carried out to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) was different.



Table 4. Homogeneity test results

Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness
Levene Levene Levene

Item Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.
Based

on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610
Based

on Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based

on the

Median and

with

adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based

on trimmed

mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0.636

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results

Accura Writing Effectiven

Item cy Length €ess
Mann-

Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig.

(2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

Table 5 shows a U value of 1.142 and a W value of 2.417 for the accuracy
variable. When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no
significant difference between the two groups (experimental and control).

The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -0.201 (p=0.841), and it can be concluded
that there is no significant difference between the two groups (experimental and
control).

For the effectiveness variable, the U value is 1.003, and the W value is 2.278.
When converted to a Z value, the amount is -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant
difference between the two groups (experimental and control).



5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether interactional feedback affected
the EFL writers' writing ability to improve. In the immediate post-test, the experimental
group outperformed the control group. This result is consistent with Bitchener & Knoch
(2009), where interactional feedback was proved to develop accuracy. Prior research
has examined the impact of explicit instruction on learners' interactional feedback
exchanges during peer review. In the studies under evaluation, instructors—who are
frequently researchers—explicitly instructed students on peer review. Such training
directs students on the writing-related difficulties they should pay attention to and how
to offer constructive criticism. Typically, this research-based training should be
straightforward and in line with the objectives of university writing courses and the
study's purpose. According to Stanley (2012), coaching or training impacts how
intensely groups communicate with one another because trained groups interact more
than wuntrained ones. Additionally, coaching groups provided more detailed
interactional comments to their peers that assisted them in improving their text revision.
This suggests that training made it possible for those groups to take on the tasks of
evaluators. The more frequent interactional exchanges, including pointing, advising,
collaborating, and clarifying, show the coached groups' enhanced participation.

The coached learners engaged in peer review more actively than the uncoached group
(Zhu, 2015). Additionally, the taught group’s negations were longer, more in-depth, and
marked by prolonged debates on a single subject, indicating lovelier and richer talks.
Similarly, (McGroarty & Zhu, 2017) discovered that the trained group engaged more
thoroughly than the untrained group, as seen by the higher number of turns and the
longer and livelier exchanges. The results of Min's (2015) study showed that training
through specific instruction on peer review helped students produce noticeably more
comments that focused on clarifying, identifying, and explaining a particular issue and
making recommendations on how to improve their texts. It also increased learners'
focus on comments as they made more comments on global issues.

The second research question looked into the relative effect of the interactional
feedback variable for EFL students’ writing. The findings revealed six variables in the
experiment group with a greater average than the control group: writing length, self-
correction, metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and skill level. Interactional
feedback was stimulating, and students gladly wrote larger pieces. Not only were the
students' compositions longer, but they also included drawings and graphs, which can
be ascribed to motivation.

In summary, statistical analysis revealed that interactional feedback affect
students' accuracy in new writing assignments. When comparing the rate of mistake
reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each assignment, the gap between
the two groups developed over time, even if it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth. This could be explained by the proximity of the feedback
options used in this study. When the direct determinant level of the feedback kinds
supplied varies significantly, it seems more likely to expect differences in learners'
ability in the initial stages than when the difference is minimal. As a result, the more
similar the feedback kinds are, the longer it may take for differences in revision
accuracy to appear or become substantial.



When comparing Abdollahifam (2014) study to this one, it appears that treatment
length may impact the study's outcomes. This study found that the variation was
insignificant in combining the two tasks completed within the first treatment. However,
the outcomes of the second and third activities are not the same as theirs. The variation
became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks that students achieve, in addition to the duration of the
treatment, appears to be essential Nassaji 2020, who compared the usefulness of four
distinct types of supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported that were
comparable to those of (Ravand & Rasekh, 2011). They discovered that less time-
consuming ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after
finding no difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji,
2020). Although the study lasted roughly eight months, the individuals only created
five pieces of writing, which may not have been enough for the differences to arise in
that time. In light of the foregoing, the findings of short-term research can be more
confidently applied if they are repeated by longer-term longitudinal investigations. This
supports what researchers have found in the literature about students wanting input on
not only language but also content and structure (Saeed et al., 2018). Written feedback
can assist students in seeing how their teachers interpret their writing and identify their
strengths and flaws.

Teachers should deliver feedback selectively, concentrating on crucial areas, such
as chronic mistake patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby lowering the amount of
input and the load on teachers. Teachers will be more inclined to provide legible
feedback due to this. Teachers could also investigate other types of feedback, such as
using feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing teachers
to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes, such as voice
feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research could look into various
alternatives to textual instructor feedback and how students react to them in different
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study reveals that EFL teachers should select interactional feedback styles
based on the aim for which the feedback is given. To help students modify and update
their written assignments, more specific feedback options are more effective. More
implicit types of feedback, on the other hand, will be more effective if the purpose is to
help learners improve their knowledge. There are two advantages to using more implicit
input in learning. Teachers can provide implicit feedback in less time. Students will be
more likely to learn if revising becomes more of a problem-solving activity for them.

There are certain limitations to the current study. To begin with, even if the
teacher-to-student ratio was appropriate, the number of teachers who participated in this
study was insufficient to generalize the effect of interactional input. In addition, due to
the small number of teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,
which could have provided more detailed answers and reasons, were not possible. Such
in-depth interviews will help researchers better balance the results and comprehend
both perspectives in future studies on differences in actual classroom input.

Furthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners' preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study's



weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation would be to investigate
the influence of age and learning opportunity on written interactional feedback
preferences.
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Abstract

This study jnvestigates the effect of interactional feedback on students’

writing abilities. Fhis-study-reeruited-106-One hundred participants whe
were-enrolled in an intermediate EFL course at the State University of
Malang, Indonesia, were recruited for this research.. The quantitative
method was used-employed for data analysisin-this+eseareh.- The primary
data analysis method used was the ANCOVA test, was-theprimary-data
analysis-method-followed by the Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests. The
results revealed that dependent variables in the experimental group
exhibited had-higher averages compared to than-the control group. The
ANCOVA test showed that the dependent variables (writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness) simulttanesusly—were significantly affected
addingby the addition of feedback (p=0.000). However, no significant
differences were found between the experimental and control groups
regarding accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and writing length
variables (Wilcoxon value = -0.344, p=0.731). As a result, interactional
feedback significantly impactedhas—a-significanteffect-on EFL students’
writing ability. This highlights the need forreguires thorough planning er
and preparation, including preparing ESL/EFL students through explicit
instruction prior to peer review, to ensure that learners' interactional
feedback is useful.- The findings suggest that EFL teachers should carefully
select feedback styles that align with the intended purpose of providing
feedback. For instance, more specific feedback options may be-prove more
effective in assisting students te-in revisinge and improveing their written
assignments. Finally, this study provides valuable recommendations for
further research in this field.
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1. INTRODUCTION,
1 «
Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021),
In the context of writing, students expect a prompt response-immediately from the
teacher when they tu#mnsubmlt their ertlng assignments. Fhe-students-wanttoreatize
—These reactions-responses were
primarily evaluative. Feedback is loosely defined as information the teacher offers that
to _helps students comprehend and improve their performance by alewing-enabling
them to identify netice-and rectifyfix- their mistakes (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This
process dure-informs students whether an instructional answerresponse is correct (Polio
& Park, 2016), Generally, three broad, meanings of feedback have been investigated

explored (Hattie & Gan, 2011)‘. The firsts relates to feedbaekin-motivational feedback

meaning-that inereases-enhances the-general behaviors, for example, in writing or |

revision activities (Grindle et al., 2017), The second is—npertains to reinforcement

feedback, meaning-thatitreactsing to particular-specific behaviors, such as a-spelling '
errors or a—particular approaches in writing. The last definition—isencompasses

informational feedback—in—informational—meaning, consisting of information that

students use to modify their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016),
Al three aspects are impertantessential,in a school setting, but the informational aspect |

=990 G

holds, the utmost significanceis-the-mostcrucial.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have demonstratedshews that feedback has the most

significant greatest-impact on incorrect answers compared to correct ones evercorrect |

answers-when it comes to written assignmentsinstructions. Therefore, the most well-
known types of feedback are-is corrective feedback, as these responses were evaluative
and educative. Corrective feedback provides is-information about student performance
and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a student can
explore the answers to evaluate—assess the correctness of a response wifrem—ith
corrective information provided by the teacher. This alignsk-is-intne with Miller &
and Geraci (2011), who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to

confirm, add to, overwrite, or restructure information in memory, encompassing that \

ean—be—domain and metacognitive knowledge, self-awareness, awareness—about
themselves-and awareness of taskstasks, as well aser cognitive methods and strategies.
_Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
formss, such as grammatical and contextual issues, as-weH-as-feedbaeknd on material,
such as word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings
demonstrate that content substanee-and form must be considered whie-when providing
feedback (e.g., Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018; Wiliam, 2018:Nava-&Pedrazzini—2018).

Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing to investigate—desecriptively

students"writing—skiHsdescriptively investigate students' writing skills in an EFL
context. In his study, 84 students between the ages of 17 and 22 were divided into
control and experimental groups. The quantitative analysis was-used-te-focused on the
writing contents, organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics. His findings
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revealed that three scoring settings: (content, organization, and vocabulary) have
significantly improvedsignificant-changes- in the post-test, whereas-while language use
and mechanics exhibited have—no significant achievementchanges. Moreovertn
additien, consideringdue—to—studies—of students' responsesreactions to teachers'
feedback, students_highly- value the feedback they eventuathy-receive on their writing
errors (Ferris et al., 2013). The researcher identified numerous grammatical errors in
students’ writing at the State University of Malath-the-StateMalang-Universitythe

researeheomnd-thathestudepie- hovemop ~grommakiec borrersneeeniing, To address
face-this preblemissue, the researcher employed used-the-interactional feedback to

improve—enhance students’ writing ability. HeneeThus, this study investigated
investigates whether-the impact of feedback affeets-on students' writing ability—, His
argueingé that interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill development (Warsidi,
2017). The following research questions were addressed:
1. What is the relationship between the interactional feedback and students’
writing?
2. What is the effect of the interactional feedback on students’ writing ability?

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.
2 ,
2

.1, _Studies on Interactional Feedback

__The results of three recenteurrent empirical observational studies performed in
initial and intermediate-level -senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014); suggest that
different serts-types of corrective feedback should be used dependingenthy on students'
proficiencyeempetence levels. Written corrective feedback is considered crucial for the
ultimate success of writingimpertant-to-the-final-construction-sueeess, and a wide range

of patterns for written corrective feedback varieby—ef-written—corrective—feedback
patterns-are now availableaceessible in the literature (_Bitchener, 2012; Bitchener &

Knoch, 2010;Biehener;20642). Direct feedback involves iswhen-athe teacher pointsing
out an error and providing gives—the-student-the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct |
feedback can take variousseveral forms, including eliminatingremeving unnecessary |
words or sentences, providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the
incorrect one (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback,
students receiveaceept feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In
contrasteemparisen, indirect written corrective feedback indicates an error without
making explicit or direct corrections. Students are responsible for
identifyingdiagnesing and correcting any problems-issues on their own. In most cases,
four ways-types of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting or
circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors_—enrin a certain section in the
margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the fault-error occurred; and (4) using a
symbol to specifyindicate what-the type of error is-ndicated-(Hosseiny, 2014; Sarré et
al., 2021;Hosseiny,2014).

_ ldentifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, areis the most commonly used technique for addressing dealing—with
second-language students' writing (Ferris, 2014). trdeed-eOther studies suggestindicate
that systematically identifying grammar errors in seeond-second-language students can
improve their writing accuracy and overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al.,
2012). The extent of the errors determines the teacher's choice deeision-between te-tse

-

[Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto
( Field Code Changed
[Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25", Hanging: 0.25", Space
After: 0 pt

Formatted: Normal, Right: 0.4", No bullets or numbering,
Border: Top: (No border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No
border), Right: (No border), Between : (No border), Tab
stops: 0.38", Left

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
Font color: Black, English (United Kingdom)

o« J 00 U A

Formatted: Font: Font color: Black, English (United
Kingdom)

Formatted: Normal, Justified, Right: 0.4", Border: Top: (No
border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No border), Right: (No
border), Between : (No border), Tab stops: 0.38", Left

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
Font color: Black, English (United Kingdom)

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
Font color: Black, English (United Kingdom)

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
Font color: Black, English (United Kingdom)

Formatted: Font: Font color: Black, English (United
Kingdom)

Formatted: Normal, Justified, Indent: First line: 0", Border:
Top: (No border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No border),
Right: (No border), Between : (No border), Tab stops: 0.38",
Left

Formatted: Font: Font color: Black, English (United
Kingdom)

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto
Field Code Changed

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Field Code Changed

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Field Code Changed

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: No underline, Font color: Auto

Formatted: Font: Font color: Black, English (United
Kingdom)

Formatted: Hyperlink, Font: (Default) Times New Roman,
12 pt, Do not check spelling or grammar

direct or indirect written corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of

Formatted: Hyperlink, Font: (Default) Times New Roman,
12 pt, Do not check spelling or grammar

| )
| |
| }
{ }
{ |
[ )
| |
| %
| %
% %
| %
| |
| }
| |




either form might be beneficial or detrimentaldestruetive dependingbased on how it is
delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).
Despite the-teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets

to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
fdiseevered-ound no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced.
Jamalinesari et al.; (2015) have shown that-they—generathy-a preference for indirect
feedback from teachers_in general. Students are foreed-encouraged to engageparticipate
in direct instruction and problem-solving, leading them—to self-correction and
awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott & Dienes, 2010). As a result, identity
and motivation can be encouraged-fostered and developed, enabling a-students's long-
term growth to expand and reinforce greatertheir learning. Nassaji (2015) divided
participants into four groups to test the effectiveness efficaey-of several-various types
of instructional feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation,
c) simple description in the margin, and d)—esrby underlining_only. The results
demeonstrated-showed that the more explicit the comments, the more accurate the
students' adjustments-revisions were. WWsing-hile written corrected feedback in an
academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017) was more receptive to students' explicitly
and implicitly corrected criticism-—, However-text-based feedback for students' writing
skills in their classroom instruction is rarely examined.
____-The jnstructional parts—aspects of feedback have received a—tet-ofsignificant
attention. Several studies have loeked-atexamined the attitudinal aspects of feedback,
specifically EFL students' responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Leeg,
2008). Some researchers have argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is
tmpertantcrucial for learning progress (Abdollahifam, 2014; Bitchener & Ferris, 2012;
Kaivanpanah et al., 2015;-Abdollahifam;—2014; Poorebrahim, 2017). On the other
hand,Other some researchers_—however—have questioned whether written corrective
feedback positively impacts students' accuracy improvement growth (Benson &
Dekeyser, 2018). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a
clear, high-priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in-mastering
their skills and correctirg mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on student
writing is considered an essential educational practice for teachers who desire-aim to
enhance their students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012;
Hyland & Hyland, 2019).

2.2, _Interactional Feedback in Writing Instruction

-
A

Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in

both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a |

Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour &
Agheshteh, 2017), Wwritten cCorrective Ffeedback (Poorebrahim, 2017; -and-Zarifi,
2017). Because interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but
also in non-classroom settings such as private teachingtutoring, language environments,
and threugh-long-distance-learning-interactions—sueh-as—usinglong-distance learning
interactions such as the internet, i-its application requires a-varietyvarious ef-concepts
for better results, as-considering the interactional purposes, for more effective feedback
(Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the esneceptef-genre approach concept
has been applied to impreve-enhance interaction in social life, cultural activities, and
personal experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in

language teaching and learning tend to emphasize preferto-receive-the abstract concept
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of knowledge and skills, Hua et al., (2007:p-1), which leans toward terds-te-the concept
of interaction, (Seedhouse, 2007) ConsequentlyAs—a—esult, in EFL teaching, the
interactional context is used not only for situational purposes; but i-also has the
potential to improve EFL skills, such as in academic writing and other types of studies.
PreviousPrier research has examined the impact of explicit instruction on learners'
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under
evaluationreview, instructors—who—are—freguently—often researchers—explicitly
instructed students on peer review. Sueh-This training directeds students on the writing-
related difficulties they should pay-attentien-tefocus on and how to offer constructive
criticism. Typically, this research-based training sheuld-be-straightferward-aned-intine
aligned with the objectives of university writing courses and the study's purpose. For
instance, according to Aceording-to-Stanley (2012), for-instance-coaching or training
influencedimpacted how—the intenseby—intensity of groups’ eemmunicate
communication, as with—ene—anether—because—trained groups engaged in more
interaction than untrained ones. Additionally, trainedesaching groups provided more
detailed interactional comments to their peers, which that—assistedaided them in
improving their text revision. This finding suggests that training made—enabledit
possiblefor those groups to assume the roles of te-take-on-the-tasks-ef-evaluators. The
frequent interactional exchanges (pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying) are

indicatorssigns of the coached groups' enhanced engagementparticipation.

3. METHOD

¢

31 AS_l‘ Research Method,

___ This study_-strategy—employed guantitative—researchquantitative research to
systematicallymethodicatly and precisely compute the data from the research findings

using statistical measures. Fhe—preparation—of—quantitative—technigues—is—carried
eutQuantitative techniques are prepared methodically and comprehensively,
commencing with the research concept and culminating in the study's outcomes (Siyoto
& Sodik, 2015).

__ The researcher employed an experimental design in this quantitative study to
explore the influence of interactional feedback on students' writing abilities. An
experimental design is a broad strategy for a study containing an active independent
variable. The research design determines its internal validity, or the capacity to make
correct inferences about the influence of the experimental treatment on the variable. In
a quasi-experimental design, participants are assigned to groups for the experiment, but
not at random.

_ Pre-test-and-post-testgroup—desighsThere are—the two basic ferms—ef-quasi-
experimental designs:- pre-test and post-test group designs. The researcher employed a
pre-test-post-test group quasi-experimental design in this investigation. The pre-test
and post-test procedures can be employed—used in a quasi-experimental design
(Creswell, 2003).

____This study comparedeentrasted the experimental (X) and control (Y) groups. The
control group is a class that does not use interactional feedback to provide feedback,
while an-the experimental group is the class that previded-provides the interactional
feedback. The experimental and control groups were recruited from separate classes or
students.

<

3.2. -Participants
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32, “
__ This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. These Sstudents' writing skills
were improved by incorporating them—inte—interactive activities into the selected
language sessions. With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into
experimental and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came
from the same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a
foreign language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based
on experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

3.3, _Research Procedures

o -
__ Theresearch procedure-oftheresearch-usedinvolved pre-test, treatment, and post-
test. This research was conducted fer-over two months, from March wnti-to April —Fhis
research-condueted_comprising eight meetings.; The meetings included eensisting-of
one meetmg—fer—pre -test session each for in-the experlmental and control group—sm

treatment sessions in the experimental class and one post-test session for in-the

experimental and control groups.

In the experiment group, students were instructed to create four pieces-of
wnnngwrltmg pieces throughout the semester—F—the treatment in each of the six
meetings_—one—unit-was—covered and practiced fer-one unit for each composition.
Themes were also ereated-designed to help students learn the grammatical structures
taught in the unit. At each meeting, Fhe-the students witings—were aH—elassified
homework-assignments—at-each-meeting; the-studentwas-given interactional feedback

as a treatment. In_contrast,Hewever, #—the control class; did not receive this

treatmentare-not-given-the-treatment.

3.4, Data collection

The research instrument used wef-theresearch—tas anused essay writing test.
Students were mstructed to compose a free cormbesiion-essay atheepdethoeouse

on subjects mentioned in their
course books at the end of the course for the final assignment, which was- Fhis-is-part
of their final exam, and were allocated —ane-the-writing-segment-was-given-40 points.
Topics were controlled to elicit in-sueh-a-way-that-conditional structures-were-elicited.
Each student's eompesition-essay was also assessedeeunted in terms of word_counts.
Students must-were required to writecompese a 150-word essayeemposition on one of
several topics chosen by their teacher. Using a ©r-a-5-point Likert scale ranging from
'strongly disagree’ to 'strongly agree, participants were asked [to indicate their support
for various interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific types of
corrective feedback.
_ Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by {Nassaji; (2017) and {Boggs_(;-2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization). \Global problems
include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal viewpoint), content (feedback on
the material provided), and organization (feedback on the structure of linked phrases,

\
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paragraphs, or passages). In this study, local and global concerns ir-this-study-could
receive either direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect feedback

(circling/underlining codes or comments).

3.5. -Data analysis and scoring

_ Writing tests were administered to the class, consisting of pre-test and post-test,
to determine-assess students' recount text writing skills before and after the treatment.
The scoring rubric was used to assess the dependent variable of students’ writing.

__ The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, which is an
analytical technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates
the influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used wifhen
the independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables.
ANCOVA applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis—is to determine
or examine the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other
quantitative variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable
interval or ratio data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical
and numerical data-, where Categorieal-categorical data can also be interpreted as
qualitative data-or ordinal data. MeanW/while, numerical data is data in numbers or can
alse-be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

Subsequently, Fthe Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then—carried
eutconducted. The Wilcoxon test-{sign-test)-is-a-non-parametric-statistie(sign test) is a
non-parametric statistic; with-the data-usinrg-nominal and ordinal scales data. This test
uses two |nterconnected samples (palrs) to examine-a relatlonshlpsihewueexen—test

éat&muskbwﬂed%e#e%&tesﬂng The Mann-Whltney U test is a non- parametrlc test
used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups wif-the
dependent-variable-hen the data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally
distributed. The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio

scale—, even ifH the data is interval or ratio_because the distribution is ab;—the
d%%ﬂ%&n%normal%e%%%eﬁ%ww%ﬁe%ep&e&%e

4.  RESULT ,
4 +

_Intermediate EFL students at State Malang University participated in this study
from March to April. The researcher employed two samples for this study: experimental
and control classes. Fheresearcherused-Interactional Feedback was used as a treatment
for the experimental class, but-while there was no treatment for the control class. This
research aims-te-investigateinvestigates the effect of interactional feedback on EFL
students’ writing ability in essay writing.

<

4.1. Descriptive Statistics +

41 g

Statistics—is-Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an
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data tendency (such as mean, mode, and median) and data distribution (such as standard

deV|at|on and varlance) a—prehﬂmﬂapy—da{a—analyss—teehnm%—that—ppewées—an

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of All Variables “« ( Formatted: Space After: 0 pt
Experimental Control
No Variable
( Mea sD Mea )
n n
0.8
1 Accuracy 2.97 8 3.14 0.99
2 Writing length 3.03 5 L 297 1.04
3 Effectiveness 216 M0 3.09 103
4 Vocabulary 2.80 0 &3 3.13 1.09
5 [Pronunciation] 2.90 2 i1 3.29 1.03 Commented [Ed8]: How did you get these results for
pronunciation? Do you also test the participants’ pronunciation?
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Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Treatment 3.339 0.071
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Treatment 0.540 0.464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433



Intercept 150.041 0.000
Effectiveness 75.372 0.000
Treatment 0.018 0.894

~Table 1 displaysshews the results
of the ANCOVA test-, including the corrected model tests, withich shows the influence

of all independent variables simultaneously on the dependent variables. The ANCOVA
test results indicate that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) all simultaneously er—simultanesushy—have a significant effect on
interactional feedback (p=0.000).

__ The Intercept value representsshows how much the interactional feedback

variable can change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables
or-independent-variables. The independent variable in this research was interactional
feedback, and the dependent variable of-the-research-was writing length, accuracy, or
effectiveness. The results efTFable-1-show that the ANCOVA test on writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that
the interactional feedback variable underwent a significant change without being
influenced by the dependent variable, either-whether it is writing length, accuracy, or
effectiveness after the treatment.
___ Theeffect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all
dependent variables results is 0.000. Concluding thatHenee, it-is-concluded-that-the
dependent-variable-writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness partially significantly
influence interactional feedback. As for While—for—the treatment variables (the
experimental and control types), all ef-the-significance values were above 0.05:-thus;,
indicating that itean-be-concluded-that the experimental and control treatments have no
significant effect on the interactional feedback. The value-ofthe-goodness of estimation,
indicated by in-each-ANCOV A test is-indicated-by-R? in each ANCOVA test, —Fhe-R2
for-the-writing-length-aceuracy—and-effectiveness-is 46.3% for writing length, 41.9%
for accuracy, and 43.3% for effectiveness46-3%-41-9%;-and-43-3% respectively.

43.3. _Wilcoxon Test

-

The Wilcoxon test, conducted on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness

varlables is an alternatlve to the t-test for palred data and the Banether—auemaﬂve%e

in Table 3.
-«
Table 3. Wilcoxon test results .
Writing
ltem Accuracy length Effectiveness

Negative Ranks 22 27 21

Positive Ranks 24 21 27

Ties 4 2 2

Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
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Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Negative ranks mean that-the sample with the value—of-the—secend—group

{eontrohsecond group (control) value, is lower than the first group (experiment).

Positive ranks are samples with the vatue-of-the-second-greup-{control)second group

(control) value higher than the first group (experiment). While-In contrast, Ties is the

value of the second group (control) equal to te—the—valueat of the first group

(experiment). In the accuracy variable, there-are-22-samples22 samples are, classified as

Negative Ranks, 24 as Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.798 (p=0.425), concluding that;-hence; itis-concluded-that-there is no experimental
and-the-control-groups-are-not-significanthy differencet between the experimental and
control groups for the accuracy variable. For the fa-the-writing length variable, 27
samples belong to the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -0.344 (p=0.731), indicating;—thus_no, H—is—cencluded—thatthe
experimentaland-the—controlgroups—are—net-significantly difference betweent the
experimental and control groups for the variable writing length. In the effectiveness
variable, 21 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The
Wilcoxon value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), concluding that-ane-it-is-concluded there
is no significant difference between the experimental and control groupsthat—the

experimental-and-the-control-groups-are-notsignificantly-different for the effectiveness

variable.

3.4, _Mann-Whitney Test

Mann-Whltney teSt—WSS— was carried out on wr|t|ng length, accuracy, and effectlveness

variables. The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables in each
group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figures 2, 3

and-contrel-greups, and 4 show the difference in the experimental and control groups'
data distribution, There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and

effectlveness varlables Furthermore a homogenelty test was carried-out-to-ascertain
A ifferentonducted
to ascertain whether the variance in each group (experlmental and control) differed.
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Table 4. Homogeneity test results “« [ Formatted: Space After: 0 pt )
Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness
Levene Levene Levene

ltem Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

Based
on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610

Based
on Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599

Based
on the
Median and
with
adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599

Based
on trimmed
mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0/ Commented [Ed13]: Please follow the table format of SiELE

<

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results “
Accura Writing Effectiven
ltem cy Length ess
Mann-
Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

<

__Table 5 shows athe U and W values ef-1-142-and-a-W-value-of 2.417-for the
accuracy variable. The Z value is When-converted-to-a-Z-value-the-amoeuntis—-0.746
(p=0.455), indicating no significant difference between the experimental and control
groupsthe two-groups-(experimental-and-control),

__The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496,
esultlng in —When-converted-to-a Z value-the-ameuntis- of -0.201 (p=0.841), and-it
ean-be-concludinged that there is no S|gn|f|cant difference between the experimental

Journal.
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indicating no significant difference between the-two-greups+{ experimental and control
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5. DISCUSSION

___The first research question investigated—investigated whether interactional
feedback affected the EFL writers' writing ability-te-impreve. In the immediate post-
test, the experimental group outperformed the control group, which aligns with
findings from Fhis—result—is—coensistent-with-Bitchener and& Knoch (2009), where
interactional feedback was shown to prevedenhance-te-develop accuracy. PreviousPrier
research has examined—explored the impact of explicit instruction on learners'
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under evaluation,
instructors—, often whe-are-freguenthy-researchers themselves—, explicitly giastrueted
uided students ien peer reviews, directing them to focus on specific-Such-trainingdirects
students-on-the writing-related difficulties and providing they-sheuld-pay-atteption-to
and-how-to-effer-constructive criticism. Fypicatly—thisSuch research-based training
should-bestraightforward-and-n-tinealigns with the goals of university writing courses,
as Stanley (2012) noted-with-the-objectives-of university-writing-courses-and-the-study's

purpese-According-to-Stanley-(2012).; eCoaching or training has been found to #mpacts
hew-intensifely groups interactions.communicate with ene—another—because-trained

groups engaging more actively thaninteract—mere—than untrained ones.
AdditionalhyFurthermore,; coacheding groups offeredprovided more detailed
interactional comments, contributing to improved thei—peers—that-assisted-them—in
improving-thei—text revision. This-suggests—that-training-made-it-passibleforthose
groups-te-take-onthetasks-of evaluaters-The increased mere-frequencyt of interactional
exchanges, including pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying, indicates shew
the-coached-greups-enhanced participation_in coached groups.

_ FheeCoached learners were found to engage_more activelyd in peer review more
actively—than—the uncoached groups (Zhu, 2015). The coached groups were also

involved inAdditionallythe-taught-group's-negations-were longer, more in-depth, and
rarked-bymore vibrant discussions,-

_prolonged-debates-on-a-single-subject-indicating
lovelierand-richertalks—Simiarhysa finding corroborated by {McGroarty and& Zhu;
(2017), who noted increased interaction %eex,tered-that—them tralned groups egardlng
the number en 5
aumberof turns and the le I_ngt_enge#and of I|veI|er exchanges Addltlonally, IheLFequ%s
ofMin's (2015) study showed that training-threugh-specific instruction on peer review
increased the number of helped-students—produce—noticeably—mere—comments that
focused on clarifying, identifying, and explaining aparticular-issues and- providing and
raking-recommendations en-hew-to improve theirtexts. H-alse-inereased-Llearners'
foeus-attention ento comments-as—they-made—more—comments on global issues_also
increased.

__ The second research question leeked—intoexamined the relative effect of the
interactional feedback variable fer—on EFL students’ writing. The ﬁﬂdmgs—results
revealedindicated that six variables in the experimental group hadwith a highergreater
average than the control group: writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic
awareness, responsibility, preferences, and skill level. Interactional feedback was
proved to be stimulating, motivating and-students to produce longer compositionsglaety
vrele—nrmesnieens e uding-tletenbomerethechudenie sompos tone oo but
they—also—included drawings and graphs, which—can—be—aseribed—toedemonstrating
increased motivation.

| Formatted: Normal, Indent: First line: 0", Space Before: 0

pt, After: 0 pt, Border: Top: (No border), Bottom: (No
border), Left: (No border), Right: (No border), Between : (No
border), Tab stops: 0.38", Left

Formatted: Font: Font color: Black, English (United
Kingdom)

Formatted: Normal, Justified, Right: 0.4", Border: Top: (No
border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No border), Right: (No
border), Between : (No border), Tab stops: 0.38", Left




_ Insummany-The statistical analysis revealed-indicated that interactional feedback
S|qn|f|cantlv |nf|uenced a#eet—students accuracy in new ertlng aSS|gnments Wheh

assrgﬂmeet,—tlhe gap between the two groups in terms of error reductlon from the flrst

draft to the final revision of each assignment increased developed-over time, even
Hthough it was not significant in the first two written tasks. That is, neither of the two
types of mistake feedback was more useful than the other in assisting learners in fixing
their errors during the review stage of the first two tasks. The disparities between the
two groups became noticeable in the third task and grew larger in the fourth_task. This
observation can eeuld-be explained by the proximity of the feedback options used in
this study. When there is significant variation in the level of feedback provided,

dlfferences in Iearners abilities are more Ilkelv to mamfest |n the |n|t|al staqesWhen

d+ffereﬂee—|s—nmmmal As a result, the more S|m|Iar the feedback kmets—types,a#e the
longer it may take for differences in revision accuracy to appear or become substantial.
When-eComparing Abdollahifam's (2014) study wie-ith this one, i-appears-that
treatment length may impact the study's outcomes. In Fthis study, feund-that-the
variation was insignificant in eembining-the first two tasks completed within the first
treatment. However, the outcomes of the second and third activities are—not-the
samediffer-as-theirs. The variation became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.
__ The number of tasks completed by studentsthatstudents—achieve,— and the
treatment durationin-addition-te-the-duration-of the-treatment; appears-to-be-essential to
be crucial. Nassaji (2020), who compared the usefulness of four distinct types of
supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported that they were comparable to those
of {Ravand and& Rasekh; (2011). They disecovered-found that less time-consuming
ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after finding no
difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji, 2020).
Although the study lasted approximatelyroughly eight months, the
ndividualsparticipants only ereated-produced five pieces of writing, which may not
have been enough for the differences to arise #n-thenthat-time. Therefore, shorter-term

research findings t-tight-of-theforegoing-the-findings-of-short-termresearch-can be

more confidently applied when supported by #they—are—+epeated—by—longer-term
longitudinal investigations. This supports what researchers have discoveredfeund in the

literature, as -about-students wanting-desire input on retenby-language-butalso-content,
content, and structure (Saeed et al., 2018). Written feedback can assist-help students n
seeingunderstand how their teachers interpret their writing and identify theirstrengths
and flaws.

TFeachers should providedehver feedback selectively, concentrating on crucial
areas, such as recurring error ehrenic-raistake-patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby
lewering-reducing the ameunt-ef-input quantity and the-load-en-teachers’ workload.
This approach can also lead to —TFeachers—witl-be-more-inclined-to—provide legible
feedback-due-to-this. Teachers could alse-investigateexplore other types of feedback,
such as using-feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing
teachers to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes;-sueh-as
like voice feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research eeuld—loekcan
investigate into-various alternatives to textual instructor feedback and hew-students’
responses reaet-to them in different situations.
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This study reveals—highlights that EFL teachers should select interactional order Botovean e (Mo borer. Tt stoper 036 ot

feedback styles based on the aim for which the feedback is givenprovided. More ]
specific feedback options prove to be more effective for facilitating students’ revision
and enhancement of thelrwrltten assignmentsTo-help-students-modify-and-tpdate-their {F""‘amd’ Indent: First line: 0, Space After: 0 pt, Tab }
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. Conversely
Mmore |mpI|C|t typesrforms of feedback are preferable When the aim is to aid ;-en-the
ethe#hand%mu—be—nwe—eﬁeetweqwre—pu;pese—s—te—help—learners in_improve
improving their knowledge. The use of more implicit feedback holds two key
advantages. Firstly, teachers can deliver implicit feedback more efficiently, saving
time. Secondly, by engaging students in the problem-solving process of revision, a more

[ Formatted: Normal

|mpI|C|t approach |ncreases the Ilkellhood of successful Iearnlnqlhere—ape—we

Nonetheless, Fthere are certaln limitations to the eurrent-present study. FFe-begin
withirstly, despite an appropriate even-H-the-teacher-to-student ratio-was-appropriate,
the study involved a limited the—number of teachers, making it challenging whe
participated-in-thisstudy-was-insufficientto generalize the effectimpact of interactional
feedback across various contextsiaput. In addition, due to the limited smat-number of
participating teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews—which
that could have provided more nuanced insights and explanations detaHed-answers-and
reasens—were not feasiblepessible. Conducting Ssuch in-depth interviews in future
studies wil-could help researchers achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the
better—balanee—theresulis—and-—comprehend—both-perspectives of both teachers and
students regarding in-future-studies-on-differences in actual classroom input.

MoreoverFurthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous
elements influencing learners” preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the
diagnostic assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of
the study-’s weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency
variable. Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more
extensive evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral
differences between adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation
would be to investigate the influence of age and learning eppertunity-opportunities on

preferences for written interactional feedback-preferenees.
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Abstract

This study jnvestigates the effect of interactional feedback on students’
writing abilities. Fhis-study-reeruited-106-One hundred participants whe
were-enrolled in an intermediate EFL course at the State University of
Malang, Indonesia, were recruited for this research.. The quantitative
method was used-employed for data analysisir-this+eseareh.- The primary
data analysis method used was the ANCOVA test, was-theprimary-data
analysis-method,-followed by the Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests. The
results revealed that dependent variables in the experimental group
exhibited had-higher averages compared to than-the control group. The
ANCOVA test showed that the dependent variables (writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness) simuttanesusly—were significantly affected
addingby the addition of feedback (p=0.000). However, no significant
differences were found between the experimental and control groups
regarding accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and writing length
variables (Wilcoxon value = -0.344, p=0.731). As a result, interactional
feedback significantly impactedhas—a-significantefiect-on EFL students’
writing ability. This highlights the need forreguires thorough planning er
and preparation, including preparing ESL/EFL students through explicit
instruction prior to peer review, to ensure that learners' interactional
feedback is useful.- The findings suggest that EFL teachers should carefully
select feedback styles that align with the intended purpose of providing
feedback. For instance, more specific feedback options may be-prove more
effective in assisting students te-in revisinge and improveing their written
assignments. Finally, this study provides valuable recommendations for
further research in this field.
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1. INTRODUCTION,

1 «
Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall

quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors

students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021),

In the context of writing, students expect a prompt response-immediately from the
teacher when they tuﬂq—msubmlt their ertlng assignments. Fhe-students-want-to-realize

—These reactions-responses were
primarily evaluative. Feedback is loosely defined as information the teacher offers that
to helps students comprehend and improve their performance by allewing-enabling
them to identify netice-and rectifyfix- their mistakes (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This

process dure-informs students whether an instructional answerresponse is correct (Polio
& Park, 2016), Generally, three broad, meanings of feedback have been investigated

explored (Hattie & Gan, 2011), The firsts relates to feedback-tr-motivational feedback

meanihrg-that inereases—enhances the-general behaviors, for example, in writing or
revision activities (Grindle et al., 2017), The second is—napertains to reinforcement

feedback, meaning-that-it-reactsing to particular-specific behaviors, such as a-spelling
errors or a—particular approaches in writing. The last definition—isencompasses

informational feedback—in—infermational—meaning, consisting of information that

students use to modify their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016),
All three aspects are impertant-essential in a school setting, but the informational aspect

=990 G

holds, the utmost significanceis-the-mostcrucial.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have demonstratedshows that feedback has the most

significant greatest-impact on incorrect answers compared to correct ones evercorrect |

answers-when it comes to written assignmentsinstruetions. Therefore, the most well-
known types of feedback are-is corrective feedback, as these responses were evaluative
and educative. Corrective feedback provides is-information about student performance
and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a student can
explore the answers to evaluate—assess the correctness of a response wifrem—ith
corrective information provided by the teacher. This alignsh-is-intHne with Miller &
and Geraci (2011), who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to

confirm, add to, overwrite, or restructure information in memory, encompassing that |

ean—be—domain and metacognitive knowledge, self-awareness, awareness—abeut
themselves-and awareness of taskstasks, as well aser cognitive methods and strategies.
_Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
formss, such as grammatical and contextual issues, as-weH-as-feedbaeknd on material,
such as word-level writing restrictions and concept development. The findings
demonstrate that content substanee-and form must be considered whie-when providing
feedback (e.g., Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018; Wiliam, 2018:Nava-&Pedrazzini—2018).

Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing to investigate—deseriptively

students—writing—skillsdescriptively investigate students' writing skills in an EFL
context. In his study, 84 students between the ages of 17 and 22 were divided into
control and experimental groups. The quantitative analysis was-used-te-focused on the
writing contents, organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics. His findings
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revealed that three scoring settings: (content, organization, and vocabulary) have
significantly improvedsignificant-changes- in the post-test, whereas-while language use
and mechanics exhibited have—no significant achievementchanges. Moreoverta
addition, consideringdue—to—studies—of students' responsesreactions to teachers'
feedback, students_highly- value the feedback they eventuathy-receive on their writing
errors (Ferris et al., 2013). The researcher identified numerous grammatical errors in
students’ writing at the State University of Malath-the-StateMalang-Universitythe

rescorehoaunddhothesincenishovreman commmobenerorspeeing. To address
face-this problemissue, the researcher employed used-the-interactional feedback to

improve—enhance students’ writing ability. HeneeThus, this study investigated
investigates whether-the impact of feedback affects-on students' writing ability—, H-is
argueingé that interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill development (Warsidi,
2017). The following research questions were addressed:
1. What is the relationship between the interactional feedback and students’
writing?
2. What is the effect of the interactional feedback on students’ writing ability?

2 «
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2 «

Lz.la_:Studies on Interactional Feedback

A

___The results of three recenteurrent empirical observational studies performed in
initial and intermediate-level -senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014); suggest that
different serts-types of corrective feedback should be used dependingenthy on students'
proficiencyeompetence levels. Written corrective feedback is considered crucial for the
ultimate success of writingimpertant-to-the-final-construction-sueeess, and a wide range

of patterns for written corrective feedback variety—ef-written—corrective—feedback
patterns-are now availableaceessible in the literature (_Bitchener, 2012; Bitchener &

Knoch, 2010;Biehener;2642). Direct feedback involves iswhen-athe teacher pointsing

out an error and providing gives—the-student-the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct '
feedback can take variousseveral forms, including eliminatingremeving unnecessary |

words or sentences, providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the
incorrect one (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback,

students receiveaceept feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In |

contrasteemparisen, indirect written corrective feedback indicates an error without
making explicit or direct corrections. Students are responsible for
identifyingdiagnesing and correcting any problems-issues on their own. In most cases,
four ways-types of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1) highlighting or
circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors_-erin a certain section in the
margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the fault-error occurred; and (4) using a
symbol to specifyindicate what-the type of error is-indicated-(Hosseiny, 2014; Sarré et
al., 2021;Hosseiny,2014).

_ldentifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, areis the most commonly used technique for addressing deatirg—with
second-language students' writing (Ferris, 2014). tndeed-eOther studies suggestindicate
that systematically identifying grammar errors in secone-second-language students can
improve their writing accuracy and overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al.,
2012). The extent of the errors determines the teacher's choice decision-between te-use
direct or indirect written corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of
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either form might be beneficial or detrimentaldestruetive dependingbased on how it is
delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).
Despite the-teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets

to monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
fdiseovered-ound no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced.
Jamalinesari et al.; (2015) have shown that-they—generathya preference for indirect
feedback from teachers in general. Students are ferced-encouraged to engageparticipate
in direct instruction and problem-solving, leading them—to self-correction and
awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott & Dienes, 2010). As a result, identity
and motivation can be encouraged-fostered and developed, enabling a-students's long-
term growth to expand and reinforce greatertheir learning. Nassaji (2015) divided
participants into four groups to test the effectiveness efficaey-of several-various types
of instructional feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation,
c) simple description in the margin, and d)—erky underlining_only. The results
demenstrated-showed that the more explicit the comments, the more accurate the
students' adjustments-revisions were. WWsing-hile written corrected feedback in an
academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017) was more receptive to students' explicitly
and implicitly corrected criticism—, However-text-based feedback for students' writing
skills in their classroom instruction is rarely examined.
____-The jnstructional parts-aspects of feedback have received a—lot-ofsignificant
attention. Several studies have losked-atexamined the attitudinal aspects of feedback,
specifically EFL students' responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Leeg,
2008). Some researchers have argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is
impertantcrucial for learning progress (Abdollahifam, 2014; Bitchener & Ferris, 2012;
Kaivanpanah et al., 2015;-Abdollahifam;—2014; Poorebrahim, 2017). On the other
hand,Other some researchers_—hewever—have questioned whether written corrective
feedback positively impacts students' accuracy improvement growth (Benson &
Dekeyser, 2018). However, many still believe that written corrective feedback is a
clear, high-priority, and selective way to guide students and help them in-mastering
their skills and correcting mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on student
writing is considered an essential educational practice for teachers who desire-aim to
enhance their students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012;
Hyland & Hyland, 2019).

2.2, _Interactional Feedback in Writing Instruction

-
A

Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in

both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a |

Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour &
Agheshteh, 2017), ¥Wwritten cCorrective Ffeedback (Poorebrahim, 2017; -and-Zarifi,
2017). Because interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but
also in non-classroom settings such as private teachingtutoring, language environments,
and threugh-long-distance-learning-interactions—sueh-as—usinglong-distance learning
interactions such as the internet, i-its application requires a-varietyvarious ef-concepts
for better results, as-considering the interactional purposes, for more effective feedback
(Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the eencept-of-genre approach concept
has been applied to impreve-enhance interaction in social life, cultural activities, and
personal experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in

language teaching and learning tend to emphasize preferto-receive-the abstract concept
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of knowledge and skills, Hua et al., (2007:4-1), which leans toward terds-te-the concept
of interaction, (Seedhouse, 2007) ConsequentlyAs—a—esult, in EFL teaching, the
interactional context is used not only for situational purposes; but i-also has the
potential to improve EFL skills, such as in academic writing and other types of studies.

PreviousPrier research has examined the impact of explicit instruction on learners'
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under
evaluationreview, instructors—who—are—frequenthy—often researchers—explicitly
instructed students on peer review. Sueh-This training directeds students on the writing-
related difficulties they should pay-attentien-tefocus on and how to offer constructive
criticism. Typically, this research-based training sheuld-be-straightferward-and-in-tine
aligned with the objectives of university writing courses and the study's purpose. For
instance, according to Aceording-to-Stanley (2012), for-instance-coaching or training
influencedimpacted how—the intenseby—intensity of groups’ eemmunicate
communication, as with—ene—anether—because—trained groups engaged in more
interaction than untrained ones. Additionally, trainedesaching groups provided more
detailed interactional comments to their peers, which that—assistedaided them in
improving their text revision. This finding suggests that training made—enabledit
possiblefor those groups to assume the roles of te-take-en-the-tasks-ef-evaluators. The
frequent interactional exchanges (pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying) are

indicatorssigns of the coached groups' enhanced engagementparticipation.

3. METHOD

¢

A

31 3.1, Research Method,

__ This study_-strategy—employed quantitative—researchquantitative research to

systematicallymethedicaty and precisely compute the data from the research findings
using statistical measures. The—preparation—of—quantitative—techniques—is—carried
ewtQuantitative techniques are prepared methodically and comprehensively,
commencing with the research concept and culminating in the study's outcomes (Siyoto
& Sodik, 2015).

__ The researcher employed an experimental design in this quantitative study to
explore the influence of interactional feedback on students' writing abilities. An
experimental design is a broad strategy for a study containing an active independent
variable. The research design determines its internal validity, or the capacity to make
correct inferences about the influence of the experimental treatment on the variable. In
a quasi-experimental design, participants are assigned to groups for the experiment, but
not at random.

_ Pre-test-and-post-test—group—designsThere are-the two basic ferms—ef-quasi-
experimental designs:- pre-test and post-test group designs. The researcher employed a
pre-test-post-test group quasi-experimental design in this investigation. The pre-test
and post-test procedures can be employed—used in a quasi-experimental design
(Creswell, 2003).

___This study comparedeentrasted the experimental (X) and control (Y) groups. The
control group is a class that does not use interactional feedback to provide feedback,
while an-the experimental group is the class that previded-provides the interactional
feedback. The experimental and control groups were recruited from separate classes or
students.

<

3.2. -Participants
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____ This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language Kingdom)
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language sessions. With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into stops: 0.38", Left
experimental and control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came
from the same linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a
foreign language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based
on experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.
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In the experiment group, students were instructed to create four pieces-of
Wmmgwrltlng pieces throughout the semester—F—the treatment in each of the six
meetings_—one—unit-was—covered and practiced fer-one unit for each composition.
Themes were also ereated-designed to help students learn the grammatical structures
taught in the unit. At each meeting, Fhe-the students witings—were al—elassified
homework-assignments—at-each-meeting; the student-was-given interactional feedback

as a treatment. In _contrast,Hewever;, i—the control class; did not receive this

treatmentare-not-given-the-treatment.
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A
The research instrument used wef-the—research—tas anused essay writing test.
Students were instructed to compose a free cemposition-essay at-the-end-of the-course Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
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of their final exam, and were allocated and-the-writing-segment-was-given-40 points. Kingdom)
Topics were controlled to elicit in-sueh-a-way-that-conditional structures-were-elicited.

Each student's eompesition-essay was also assessedesunted in terms of word_counts.
Students must-were required to writecompese a 150-word essayeemposition on one of
several topics chosen by their teacher. Using a ©r-a-5-point Likert scale ranging from
'strongly disagree’ to 'strongly agree, participants were asked fto indicate their support
for various interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific types of
corrective feedback.

_ Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by {Nassaji; (2017) and {Boggs (;-2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization). \Global problems
include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal viewpoint), content (feedback on
the material provided), and organization (feedback on the structure of linked phrases,
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paragraphs, or passages). In this study, local and global concerns ia-this-study-could
receive either direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect feedback

(circling/underlining codes or comments).

3.5. -Data analysis and scoring

_Writing tests were administered to the class, consisting of pre-test and post-test,
to determine-assess students' recount text writing skills before and after the treatment.
The scoring rubric was used to assess the dependent variable of students’ writing.
__The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, which is an
analytical technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates
the influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used wifhen
the independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables.
ANCOVA applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis—tis to determine
or examine the effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other
quantitative variables. ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable
interval or ratio data, while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical
and numerical data-, where Categorical-categorical data can also be interpreted as
qualitative data-or ordinal data. Mean‘A/while, numerical data is data in numbers or can
alse-be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

Subsequently, Fthe Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were then—carried

ewtconducted. The Wilcoxon test{sign-test)-is-a-non-parametric-statistie(sign test) is a
non-parametric statistic; with-the data-using-nominal and ordinal scales data. This test

uses two |nterconnected samples (palrs) to examine-a relatlonshlpsihe—\%lee*en—test

dat&mus&bwke&be#e;&testmg The Mann-Whltney U test is a non- parametrlc test

used to determine the difference in the median of two independent groups wif-the
dependent—variable-hen the data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not normally
distributed. The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval, or ratio

scale—, even if the data is interval or ratio_because the distribution is ab;—the
M%u%mmnormal%w%%%%%&ﬂmwwmﬁes&epueﬂm&m

4.  RESULT /
47 N «

_Intermediate EFL students at State Malang University participated in this study
from March to April. The researcher employed two samples for this study: experimental
and control classes. Fheresearcherused-Interactional Feedback was used as a treatment
for the experimental class, but-while there was no treatment for the control class. This

research akms-te-investigateinvestigates the effect of interactional feedback on EFL
students’ writing ability in essay writing.

<

1. Descriptive Statistics b
41 .

Statisties—s-Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an
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data tendency (such as mean, mode, and median) and data distribution (such as standard

deV|at|on and varlance) a—p#elmﬂapy—da{a—analysw—teemm%—that—p#ewées—an
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The ANCOVA test is a comparative test with the dependent variable being

interval or ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing
length, accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in
Table 2.

Table 2. The results of the ANCOVA

Adj
Source F Sig. R-Sq R-Sq
Corrected
Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing
Length 81.173 0.000
Treatment 3.339 0.071
Corrected
Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Treatment 0.540 0.464
Corrected

Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433
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Intercept 150.041 0.000
Effectiveness 75.372 0.000
Treatment 0.018 0.894

~Table 1 displaysshews the results
of the ANCOVA test-, including the corrected model tests, withich shows the influence

of all independent variables simultaneously on the dependent variables. The ANCOVA
test results indicate that the dependent variables (writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness) all simultaneously er—simultanesushy—have a significant effect on
interactional feedback (p=0.000).

_ The Intercept value representsshews how much the interactional feedback

variable can change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables
or-tndependent-variables. The independent variable in this research was interactional
feedback, and the dependent variable of-the-research-was writing length, accuracy, or
effectiveness. The results efTFable-1-show that the ANCOVA test on writing length,
accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is significant (p=0.000). This means that
the interactional feedback variable underwent a significant change without being
influenced by the dependent variable, either-whether it is writing length, accuracy, or
effectiveness after the treatment.
___ The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-values for all
dependent variables results is 0.000. Concluding thatHenee, t-is—cencluded-that-the
dependent-variable-writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness partially significantly
influence interactional feedback. As for While—fer—the treatment variables (the
experimental and control types), all ef-the-significance values were above 0.05:-thus;,
indicating that -ean-be-coneluded-thatthe experimental and control treatments have no
significant effect on the interactional feedback. The value-ofthe-goodness of estimation,
indicated by in-each-ANCOV A test-is-indicated-by-R? in each ANCOVA test, —Fhe-R2
for-the-writing-length-aceuracy—and-effectiveness-is 46.3% for writing length, 41.9%
for accuracy, and 43.3% for effectiveness46-3%-41-9%;-and-43-3% respectively.

43.3,_ Wilcoxon Test

-

The Wilcoxon test, conducted on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness

varlables is an alternatlve to the t-test for palred data, and the Bﬁnethepakematwe%

in Table 3.
-«
Table 3. Wilcoxon test results “
Writing
Item Accuracy length Effectiveness

Negative Ranks 22 27 21

Positive Ranks 24 21 27

Ties 4 2 2

Wilcoxon Signed Ranks

Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565

Commented [Ed11]: Please follow the table format of SiELE
Journal.

Find the template here:
https://docs.google.com/file/d/11hb5CaEOPjSiA220BIICOm4tMcaECL
TA/view

Formatted: Indent: First line: 0", Space After: 0 pt,
Border: Top: (No border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No
border), Right: (No border), Between : (No border), Tab
stops: 0.38", Left

Formatted: Indent: First line: 0", Space After: 0 pt,
Border: Top: (No border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No
border), Right: (No border), Between : (No border), Tab
stops: 0.38", Left

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
Font color: Black, English (United Kingdom)

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt, Bold,
Font color: Black, English (United Kingdom)

Formatted: Font: Font color: Black, English (United
Kingdom)

Formatted: Normal, Justified, Border: Top: (No border),
Bottom: (No border), Left: (No border), Right: (No border),
Between : (No border), Tab stops: 0.38", Left

Formatted: Indent: First line: 0", Space After: 0 pt,
Border: Top: (No border), Bottom: (No border), Left: (No
border), Right: (No border), Between : (No border), Tab
stops: 0.38", Left

— N

[ Formatted: Space After: 0 pt

|
|
}
)
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Negative ranks mean that-the sample with the value—of-thesecond—greup

{eentreljsecond group (control) value, is lower than the first group (experiment).
Positive ranks are samples with the value-of-the-second-greup-(controlysecond group
(control) value higher than the first group (experiment). AWhHe-In contrast, Ties is the
value of the second group (control) equal to te—the—valueat of the first group
(experiment). In the accuracy variable, there-are-22-samples22 samples are, classified as
Negative Ranks, 24 as Positive Ranks, and 4 as Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -
0.798 (p=0.425), concluding that;-hence; itis-concluded-that-there is no experimentat
and-the-control-groups-are-net-significanthy differencet between the experimental and
control groups for the accuracy variable. For the fa-the-writing length variable, 27
samples belong to the Negative Rank, 21 Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon
value obtained is -0.344 (p=0.731), indicating;—thus_no, H—is—cencluded—thatthe
experimentaland—the—controlgroups—are—net-significanthy difference betweent the
experimental and control groups for the variable writing length. In the effectiveness
variable, 21 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The
Wilcoxon value obtained is -1.565 (p=0.118), concluding that-ane-it-is-concluded there
is no significant difference between the experimental and control groupsthat—the

experimental-and-the-control-groups-are-netsignificanthy-different for the effectiveness

variable.
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Table 4. Homogeneity test results “« | Formatted: Space After: 0 pt )
Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness
Levene Levene Levene

lltem Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

Based
on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610

Based
on Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599

Based
on the
Median and
with
adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599

Based
on trimmed
mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0/ c 1ited [Ed13]: Please follow the table format of SiELE
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Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Table 5. Mann Whitney test results “«
Accura Writing Effectiven
ltem cy Length ess
Mann-
Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

____.Table 5 shows athe U and W values ef-1-142-and-a-\W-value-of 2.417-for the
accuracy variable. The Z value is When-converted-to-a-Z-valuethe-amoeuntis—-0.746
(p=0.455), indicating no significant difference between the experimental and control
groupsthe two-groups-(experimental-and-control),

_ The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496,
esultlng in —When-converted-to-a Z value-the-ameuntis- of -0.201 (p=0.841), and-it
ean-be-concludinged that there is no S|gn|f|cant difference between the experimental
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and control groups.
___For the effectiveness variable, the U value is 1.003, and the W value is 2.278, -

W|th a Z value of When-convertedto—a—Zvalue—the—ameuntis—-1.708 (p=0.088),
indicating no significant difference between the-two-greups+{ experimental and control
group)s.
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5. DISCUSSION
_ The first research question investigated—investigated whether interactional
feedback affected the EFL writers' writing ability-te-impreve. In the immediate post-
test, the experimental group outperformed the control group, which aligns with
findings from Fhis—result-is—censistent-with-Bitchener and& Knoch (2009), where
interactional feedback was shown to prevedenhance-te-develop accuracy. PreviousPrier
research has examined—explored the impact of explicit instruction on learners'
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under evaluation,
instructors—, often whe-are-frequenthyrresearchers themselves—, explicitly ginstrueted
uided students ien peer reviews, directing them to focus on specific-Such-trainingdirects
students-on-the writing-related difficulties and providing they-sheuld-pay-atteption-to
and-hew-te-offer-constructive criticism. Fypicathy—thisSuch research-based training
should-bestraightforward-and-n-tnealigns with the goals of university writing courses,
as Stanley (2012) noted-with-the-objectives-of university-writing-courses-and-the-study's

purpese—Accordingte-Stanley(2012).- eCoaching or training has been found to #rpaets
how-intensifely groups interactions,ecemmunicate with ene-another-because-trained

groups engaging more actively thaninteract—more—than untrained ones.
AdditionathyFurthermore,; coacheding groups offeredprovided more detailed
interactional comments, contributing to improved thei—peers—that-assisted-them—in
improving-thei—text revision. This-suggests—that-training-made-it-passibleforthose
groups-to-take-on-the-tasks-efevaluators-The increased more-frequencyt of interactional
exchanges, including pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying, indicates shew
the-coached-greups-enhanced participation_in coached groups.

_ FheeCoached learners were found to engage more activelyé in peer review more
actively—than—the uncoached groups (Zhu, 2015). The coached groups were also
involved inAdditionallythe-taught-group's-negations-were longer, more in-depth, and
rarked-bymore vibrant discussions,- prelenged-debates-on-a-single-subject—indicating
lovelierand-richertalks—Simiarhysa finding corroborated by {McGroarty and& Zhu;
(2017), who noted increased interaction %eevered—tha{—them tramed groups egardmg
the number en g
number-of turns and the le I_ngt_engepand ofllvellerexchanges Addltlonally Ihepesm%s
of-Min's (2015) study showed that training-threugh-specific instruction on peer review
increased the number of helped-students—produce—noticeably—mere—comments that
focused on clarifying, identifying, and explaining a-partictar-issues and- providing ane
rmaking-recommendations en-how-to improve their-texts. H-alse-inereased-Llearners'
foeus-attention ento comments-as—they-made—more—comments on global issues also
increased.

__ The second research question leeked-intoexamined the relative effect of the
interactional feedback variable fer-on EFL students’ writing. The ﬁﬂmﬂgs—results
revealedindicated that six variables in the experimental group hadwith a highergreater
average than the control group: writing length, self-correction, metalinguistic
awareness, responsibility, preferences, and skill level. Interactional feedback was
proved to be stimulating, motivating and-students to produce longer compositionsglaety
vrele—nrsesnieens: e uding-tletenbomerethechudeniel sompos toneonoor-but
they—also—included drawings and graphs, which—can—be—aseribed—toedemonstrating
increased motivation.
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_ insummany-The statistical analysis revealed-indicated that interactional feedback
5|qn|f|cantly |nf|uenced aﬁeet—students accuracy in new ertlng aSS|gnments Wheh

assrgemeet,—t[he gap between the two groups in terms of error reductlon from the flrst

draft to the final revision of each assignment increased developed-over time, even
#though it was not significant in the first two written tasks. That is, neither of the two
types of mistake feedback was more useful than the other in assisting learners in fixing
their errors during the review stage of the first two tasks. The disparities between the
two groups became noticeable in the third task and grew larger in the fourth_task. This
observation can eeuld-be explained by the proximity of the feedback options used in
this study. When there is significant variation in the level of feedback provided,
dlfferences in Ieamers abilities are more Ilkely to mamfest in the |n|t|al staqesWheﬂ

el+ffe¥enee—|s—mm4mal As a result, the more S|m|Iar the feedback Kmets—types are; the
longer it may take for differences in revision accuracy to appear or become substantial.
When-cComparing Abdollahifam's (2014) study wie-ith this one, i-appears-that

treatment length may impact the study's outcomes. In Fthis study, feund-that-the
variation was insignificant in eembining-the first two tasks completed within the first
treatment. However, the outcomes of the second and third activities are—not—the
samediffer-as-theirs. The variation became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.
__ The number of tasks completed by studentsthatstudents—achieve—_and the
treatment durationin-addition-te-the-duration-of the-treatment; appears-to-be-essential to
be crucial. Nassaji (2020), who compared the usefulness of four distinct types of
supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported that they were comparable to those
of {Ravand and& Rasekh; (2011). They discovered-found that less time-consuming
ways of diverting students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after finding no
difference in the participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji, 2020).
Although the study lasted approximatelyroughby  eight months, the
indhvidualsparticipants only ereated-produced five pieces of writing, which may not
have been enough for the differences to arise in-thenthat-time. Therefore, shorter-term

research findings t-tight-of-theforegoingthe-findings-of-short-termresearch-can be

more confidently applied when supported by #they—are—+epeated—by—longer-term
longitudinal investigations. This supports what researchers have discoveredfeund in the

literature, as -aboutstudents wanting-desire input on ret-enty-language-butalso-content,
content, and structure (Saeed et al., 2018). Written feedback can assist-help students i
seetpgunderstand how their teachers interpret their writing and identify theistrengths
and flaws.

TFeachers should providedehver feedback selectively, concentrating on crucial
areas, such as recurring error ehrenie-raistake-patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby
fewering-reducing the ameunt-of-input quantity and the-tead-en-teachers’ workload.
This approach can also lead to —TFeachers—witl-be-more-inclined-to—provide legible
feedback-due-to-this. Teachers could alse-investigateexplore other types of feedback,
such as using-feedback forms with clearly stated criteria, which saves time by allowing
teachers to write comments relevant to the criteria, and other feedback modes;-such-as
like voice feedback and computer-based feedback. Future research eould—teokcan
investigate irto-various alternatives to textual instructor feedback and hew-students’
responses reaet-to them in different situations.
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. Conversely
Mmore |mpI|C|t %ypesrforms of feedback are preferable When the aim is to aid ;-en-the
ethephand—mu—be—nme—e#eetwethhe—puppese—B—te—help—learners in_improve
improving their knowledge. The use of more implicit feedback holds two key
advantages. Firstly, teachers can deliver implicit feedback more efficiently, saving
time. Secondly, by engaging students in the problem-solving process of revision, a more

[ Formatted: Normal

|mpI|C|t approach |ncreases the Ilkellhood of successful Iearnquhere—a;e—Me

Nonetheless, Fthere are certaln limitations to the eurrent-present study. FFe-begin
withirstly, despite an appropriate even-f-the-teacher-to-student ratio-was-appropriate,
the study involved a limited the—number of teachers, making it challenging whe
participatedin-thisstudy-was-tasufficientto generalize the effectimpact of interactional
feedback across various contextsinput. In addition, due to the limited smaH-number of
participating teachers and their busy schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews,—which
that could have provided more nuanced insights and explanations detaHed-answers-and
reasens—were not feasiblepessible. Conducting Ssuch in-depth interviews in future
studies wit-could help researchers achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the
better—balance—theresults—and-comprehend—both—perspectives of both teachers and
students regarding -future-studies-on-differences in actual classroom input.

MoreoverFurthermore, further research is needed to understand the numerous
elements influencing learners”” preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the
diagnostic assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of
the study-’s weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency
variable. Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more
extensive evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral
differences between adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation
would be to investigate the influence of age and learning eppertunity-opportunities on

preferences for written interactional feedback-preferences.
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Abstract

This study investigates the effect of interactional feedback on students'
writing abilities. One hundred participants enrolled in an intermediate EFL
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia, were recruited for this
research. The quantitative method was employed for data analysis. The
primary data analysis method used was the ANCOVA test, followed by the
Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests. The results revealed that dependent
variables in the experimental group exhibited higher averages compared to
the control group. The ANCOVA test showed that the dependent variables
(writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness) were significantly affected by
the addition of feedback (p=0.000). However, no significant differences
were found between the experimental and control groups regarding
accuracy (Wilcoxon value = -0.798, p=0.425) and writing length variables
(Wilcoxon value = -0.344, p=0.731). As a result, interactional feedback
significantly impacted EFL students’ writing ability. This highlights the
need for thorough planning and preparation, including preparing ESL/EFL
students through explicit instruction prior to peer review, to ensure that
learners' interactional feedback is useful. The findings suggest that EFL
teachers should carefully select feedback styles that align with the intended
purpose of providing feedback. For instance, more specific feedback
options may prove more effective in assisting students in revising and
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improving their written assignments. Finally, this study provides valuable
recommendations for further research in this field.

Keywords: EFL learner, Interactional Feedback, Writing Ability, Writing
Assessment, Writing Performance

1.  INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students' texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic errors
students make represents the total value of a student's writing ability (Sarré et al., 2021).
In the context of writing, students expect a prompt response from the teacher when they
submit their writing assignments. These responses were primarily evaluative. Feedback
is loosely defined as information the teacher offers to help students comprehend and
improve their performance by enabling them to identify and rectify their mistakes
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This process informs students whether an instructional
response is correct (Polio & Park, 2016). Generally, three broad meanings of feedback
have been explored (Hattie & Gan, 2011). The first relates to motivational feedback
that enhances general behaviors, for example, in writing or revision activities (Grindle
et al., 2017). The second pertains to reinforcement feedback, reacting to specific
behaviors, such as spelling errors or particular approaches in writing. The last
encompasses informational feedback, consisting of information that students use to
modify their performance in a particular way (Elola & Oskoz, 2016). All three aspects
are essential in a school setting, but the informational aspect holds the utmost
significance.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2012) have demonstrated that feedback has the most
significant impact on incorrect answers compared to correct ones when it comes to
written assignments. Therefore, the most well-known type of feedback is corrective
feedback, as these responses were evaluative and educative. Corrective feedback
provides information about student performance and understanding (Bitchener &
Ferris, 2012). Based on this definition, a student can explore the answers to assess the
correctness of a response with corrective information provided by the teacher. This
aligns with Miller and Geraci (2011), who revealed that feedback is information that
students can use to confirm, add to, overwrite, or restructure information in memory,
encompassing domain and metacognitive knowledge, self-awareness, and awareness of
tasks, as well as cognitive methods and strategies.

Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
forms, such as grammatical and contextual issues, and on material, such as word-level
writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate that content
and form must be considered when providing feedback (e.g., Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018;
Wiliam, 2018). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing to descriptively
investigate students' writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84 students between
the ages of 17 and 22 were divided into control and experimental groups. The
quantitative analysis focused on the writing contents, organization, vocabulary,
language use, and mechanics. His findings revealed that three scoring settings (content,
organization, and vocabulary) significantly improved in the post-test, while language
use and mechanics exhibited no significant changes. Moreover, considering students'
responses to teachers' feedback, students highly value the feedback they receive on their
writing errors (Ferris et al., 2013). The researcher identified numerous grammatical



errors in students’ writing at the State University of Malang. To address this issue, the
researcher employed interactional feedback to enhance students” writing ability. Thus,
this study investigates the impact of feedback on students' writing ability, arguing that
interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill development (Warsidi, 2017). The
following research questions were addressed:

1. What is the relationship between the interactional feedback and students’

writing?
2. What is the effect of the interactional feedback on students’ writing ability?

2.  LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Studies on Interactional Feedback

The results of three recent empirical observational studies performed in initial and
intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014) suggest that different
types of corrective feedback should be used depending on students' proficiency levels.
Written corrective feedback is considered crucial for the ultimate success of writing,
and a wide range of patterns for written corrective feedback are now available in the
literature ( Bitchener, 2012;_Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). Direct feedback involves the
teacher pointing out an error and providing the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct
feedback can take various forms, including eliminating unnecessary words or
sentences, providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect
one (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students
receive feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In contrast, indirect
written corrective feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct
corrections. Students are responsible for identifying and correcting any issues on their
own. In most cases, four types of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1)
highlighting or circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors in a certain section
in the margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the error occurred; and (4) using a
symbol to specify the type of error (Hosseiny, 2014; Sarré et al., 2021).

Identifying students' errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, is the most commonly used technique for addressing second-language
students' writing (Ferris, 2014). Other studies suggest that systematically identifying
grammar errors in second-language students can improve their writing accuracy and
overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The extent of the
errors determines the  teacher's choice between direct or indirect written
corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of either form might be
beneficial or detrimental depending on how it is delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite teachers' best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets to
monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic Purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
found no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced. Jamalinesari
et al. (2015) have shown a preference for indirect feedback from teachers in general.
Students are encouraged to engage in direct instruction and problem-solving, leading
to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott & Dienes, 2010).
As a result, identity and motivation can be fostered and developed, enabling students’
long-term growth to expand and reinforce their learning. Nassaji (2015) divided
participants into four groups to test the effectiveness of various types of instructional
feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c) simple



description in the margin, and d) underlining only. The results showed that the more
explicit the comments, the more accurate the students' revisions were. While written
corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017) was more
receptive to students' explicitly and implicitly corrected criticism, text-based feedback
for students' writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely examined.

The instructional aspects of feedback have received significant attention. Several
studies have examined the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL students'
responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Lee, 2008). Some researchers have
argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is crucial for learning progress
(Abdollahifam, 2014; Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Kaivanpanah et al., 2015;
Poorebrahim, 2017). On the other hand, some researchers have questioned whether
written corrective feedback positively impacts students' accuracy improvement
(Benson & Dekeyser, 2018). However, many still believe that written corrective
feedback is a clear, high-priority, and selective way to guide students and help them
master their skills and correct mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing feedback on
student writing is considered an essential educational practice for teachers who aim to
enhance their students' writing abilities and linguistic correctness (Bitchener, 2012;
Hyland & Hyland, 2017).

Interactional feedback refers to the process of exchanging information or
responses between individuals or groups in response to each other's behavior or
communication (van Ruler, 2018). This can occur in various contexts, including
interpersonal communication, learning, and social interaction. Theories and concepts
related to interactional feedback include communication theory and learning theory. In
communication theory, there are several models, such as the Shannon-Weaver model.
This model depicts communication as a process involving a sender, message, channel,
receiver, and noise. Interactional feedback can occur when the receiver responds to the
message back to the sender. Another model is the transactional model, which
emphasizes the interdependence between the sender and receiver in the communication
process. Interactional feedback is considered a response that can alter the dynamics of
communication (Wrench et al., 2023).

In learning theory, there are also several models. For instance, feedback in
learning theory plays a crucial role. In the context of learning, interactional feedback
involves providing feedback from the teacher to the student and vice versa. Feedback
allows for adjustments and improvements in the learning process (Thurlings et al.,
2013). Another relevant theory is constructivism, which highlights the active role of
individuals in learning and understanding concepts. Interactional feedback in this
context helps individuals build their understanding by providing information and
guidance (Kapur, 2019).

Interactional feedback plays a crucial role in refining and optimizing
communication processes, learning, and social interaction. It creates opportunities for
improvement, adjustment, and the development of relationships between individuals or
groups.

2.2. Interactional Feedback in Writing Instruction
Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in

both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a
Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour &



Agheshteh, 2017), written corrective feedback (Poorebrahim, 2017; Zarifi, 2017).
Because interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but also in
non-classroom settings such as private tutoring, language environments, and long-
distance learning interactions such as the internet, its application requires various
concepts for better results, considering the interactional purposes, for more effective
feedback (Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the genre approach concept has
been applied to enhance interaction in social life, cultural activities, and personal
experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in language
teaching and learning tend to emphasize the abstract concept of knowledge and skills,
Hua et al., (2007), which leans toward the concept of interaction, (Seedhouse, 2007).
Consequently, in EFL teaching, the interactional context is used not only for situational
purposes but also has the potential to improve EFL skills, such as in academic writing
and other types of studies.

Previous research has examined the impact of explicit instruction on learners'
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under review,
instructors—often researchers—explicitly instructed students on peer review. This
training directed students on the writing-related difficulties they should focus on and
how to offer constructive criticism. Typically, this research-based training aligned with
the objectives of university writing courses and the study's purpose. For instance,
according to Stanley (2012), coaching or training influenced the intensity of groups’
communication, as trained groups engaged in more interaction than untrained ones.
Additionally, trained groups provided more detailed interactional comments to their
peers, which aided them in improving their text revision. This finding suggests that
training enabled those groups to assume the roles of evaluators. The frequent
interactional exchanges (pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying) are indicators
of the coached groups' enhanced engagement.

3. METHOD
3.1. Research Method

This study employed quantitative research to systematically and precisely
compute the data from the research findings using statistical measures. Quantitative
techniques are prepared methodically and comprehensively, commencing with the
research concept and culminating in the study's outcomes (Siyoto & Sodik, 2015).

The researcher employed an experimental design in this quantitative study to
explore the influence of interactional feedback on students' writing abilities. An
experimental design is a broad strategy for a study containing an active independent
variable. The research design determines its internal validity, or the capacity to make
correct inferences about the influence of the experimental treatment on the variable. In
a quasi-experimental design, participants are assigned to groups for the experiment, but
not at random.

There are two basic quasi-experimental designs: pre-test and post-test group
designs. The researcher employed a pre-test-post-test group quasi-experimental design
in this investigation. The pre-test and post-test procedures can be used in a quasi-
experimental design (Creswell, 2003).

This study compared the experimental (X) and control (Y) groups. The control
group is a class that does not use interactional feedback to provide feedback, while the



experimental group is the class that provides the interactional feedback. The
experimental and control groups were recruited from separate classes or students.

3.2. Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. These students' writing skills were
improved by incorporating interactive activities into the selected language sessions.
With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental and
control groups. The students' ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all came from the same
linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student's English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

3.3. Research Procedures

The research involved pre-test, treatment, and post-test. This research was
conducted over two months, from March to April, comprising eight meetings. The
meetings included one pre-test session each for the experimental and control groups,
six treatment sessions in the experimental class, and one post-test session for the
experimental and control groups.

In the experiment group, students were instructed to create four writing pieces
throughout the semester—the treatment in each of the six meetings covered and
practiced one unit for each composition. Themes were also designed to help students
learn the grammatical structures taught in the unit. At each meeting, the students were
given interactional feedback as a treatment. In contrast, the control class did not receive
this treatment.

3.4. Data collection

The research instrument used was an essay writing test. Students were instructed
to compose a free essay on subjects mentioned in their course books at the end of the
course for the final assignment, which was part of their final exam, and were allocated
40 points. Topics were controlled to elicit conditional structures. Each student's essay
was also assessed in terms of word count. Students were required to write a 150-word
essay on one of several topics chosen by their teacher. Using a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree,' participants were asked to indicate
their support for various interactional feedback and rate their preferences for specific
types of corrective feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by Nassaji (2017) and Boggs (2019). Local problems
include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language expression (lexical
errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization).

Table 1. Categorized of writing skill
Type Function Examples



Grammar (morphological and
syntactic problems)

Language expression (lexical
errors)

Mechanics (spelling,
punctuation, and
capitalization)

Ensuring correct language
structure and grammatical rules.

Guaranteeing the accuracy of
vocabulary and phrases in
appropriate contexts.

Maintaining readability and
clarity of writing through correct
spelling and punctuation rules.

Errors in verb conjugation,
mismatch between subject and
predicate, or the use of incorrect
word forms.

Use of the wrong word,
differences in meaning in
specific contexts, or a mismatch
between selected words and the
intended message.

Spelling mistakes, incorrect or
missing punctuation, and
inappropriate use of
capitalization.

Global problems include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal
viewpoint), content (feedback on the material provided), and organization (feedback on
the structure of linked phrases, paragraphs, or passages). In this study, local and global
concerns could receive either direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or indirect
feedback (circling/underlining codes or comments).

3.5. Data analysis and scoring

Writing tests were administered to the class, consisting of pre-test and post-test,
to assess students' recount text writing skills before and after the treatment. The scoring
rubric was used to assess the dependent variable of students’ writing.

Table 2. Scoring rubric: recount text writing skills

Score 5
Demonstrates
a high level of
accuracy in
grammar,
syntax, and
vocabulary.
Consistently
meets or
exceeds the
required
writing length
with a well-
developed
recount.
Highly
effective in
engaging the
reader,
maintaining
interest, and
clearly
conveying the
recount.

Rich and
varied
vocabulary
used
appropriately

Variable
Accuracy

Writing

Length

Effectiveness

Vocabulary

Score 4 Score 3
Shows Has
accuracy with  noticeable
minor errors errors in
in grammar, grammar,
syntax, and syntax, and
vocabulary. vocabulary.
Meets the Approaches
required the required
length witha  length but
sufficiently lacks
developed thorough
recount. development.
Effectively Moderately
engages the engages the
reader, reader, with
maintains some lapses
interest, and in interest and
clearly clarity.
conveys the
recount.

Good use of Limited
vocabulary vocabulary
with some use; lacks
variety, variety and
contributing impact.

Score 2 Score 1
Contains Contains
frequent numerous
errors in errors
grammar, impacting
syntax, and overall
vocabulary. understanding.
Falls short of  Significantly
the required below the
length with required
limited length with
development.  minimal

development.

Ineffectively  Fails to engage

engages the the reader,
reader, with lacking
significant interest and
lapses in clarity.
interest and

clarity.

Very limited Inappropriate
vocabulary or repetitive
use; minimal vocabulary;
impact on the  does not
recount. contribute to

the recount.



to enhance the  to the

recount. recount.

Elicitations Effectively Somewhat Attempts to Lacks Does not
elicits elicits elicit effective attempt to
emotions, emotions, emotions, elicitation of elicit any
reactions, or reactions, or reactions, or emotions, emotions,
responses responses responses but  reactions, or reactions, or
from the from the with limited responses. responses.
reader. reader. success.

Self- Demonstrates ~ Shows Attempts self-  Shows Lacks self-

correction a high level of  effective self-  correction but  limited self- correction;
self-correction  correction with correction, errors persist
with minimal ~ with only a noticeable with frequent  throughout.
errors few errors errors errors
remaining. remaining. remaining. remaining.

Metalinguistic ~ Effectively Shows good Demonstrates  Limited use Lacks
uses metalinguistic ~ some of metalinguistic
metalinguistic ~ awareness, metalinguistic  metalinguistic ~ awareness;
awareness to contributing awareness, awareness; does not
enhance the to the but with does not contribute to
recount. recount. limited significantly  the recount.

impact. contribute.

Responsibility  Takes full Takes Demonstrates ~ Shows Lacks
responsibility  responsibility  partial limited responsibility
for the for the responsibility  responsibility  for the
recount, recount, with  for the for the recount; no
demonstrating  a good level recount; recount; lacks  sense of
a high level of  of ownership.  ownershipis  consistent ownership.
ownership. inconsistent. ownership.

Preferences Effectively Incorporates Attempts to Shows Does not
incorporates personal incorporate limited use of  incorporate
personal preferences personal personal any personal
preferences, with some preferences, preferences; preferences;
enhancing the  impactonthe butimpactis  impactis lacks impact.
recount. recount. limited. minimal.

Proficiency Demonstrates ~ Shows Approaches Demonstrates  Lacks

Level a high level of ~ proficiency in  proficiency in  limited proficiency in
proficiency in  recount text recount text proficiency in  recount text
recount text writing. writing. recount text writing.
writing. writing.

This rubric provides comprehensive assessment guidelines for recount text
writing skills with the specified indicators. A score of 5 indicates the highest level of
performance, while a score of 1 indicates the lowest level of performance.

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, which is an
analytical technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates
the influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used when the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis to determine or examine the
effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative variables.
ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio data, while
the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical data, where
categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative or ordinal data. Meanwhile,
numerical data is data in numbers or can be interpreted as interval or ratio data.

Subsequently, the Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were conducted. The
Wilcoxon (sign test) is a non-parametric statistic with nominal and ordinal scale data.



This test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine relationships. The Mann-
Whitney U test is a non-parametric test used to determine the difference in the median
of two independent groups when the data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not
normally distributed. The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal, interval,
or ratio scale, even if the data is interval or ratio because the distribution is abnormal.

4. RESULT

Intermediate EFL students at State Malang University participated in this study
from March to April. The researcher employed two samples for this study: experimental
and control classes. Interactional Feedback was used as a treatment for the experimental
class, while there was no treatment for the control class. This research investigates the
effect of interactional feedback on EFL students’ writing ability in essay writing.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be in the form of data
tendency (such as mean, mode, and median) and data distribution (such as standard
deviation and variance). Table 1 presents the mean and standard deviation of all
variables in the study.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of All Variables

. Experimental Control
No Variable Mean SD Mean SD
1 Accuracy 2.97 0.88 3.14 0.99
2 Writing length 3.03 0.85 2.97 1.04
3 Effectiveness 2.76 1.05 3.09 1.03
4 Vocabulary 2.80 0.90 3.13 1.09
5 Elicitations 2.90 112 3.29 1.03
6 Self-correction 3.26 0.95 3.01 0.94
7 Metalinguistic 3.31 0.96 2.88 1.05
8 Responsibility 3.12 0.95 3.06 0.86
9 Preferences 331 1.17 2.96 0.93
10  Proficiency level 3.14 111 3.04 0.98

Table 1 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have a
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correction,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy, effectiveness,
vocabulary, and elicitations.
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Figure 1. Mean per variable
4.2. ANCOVA Test
The ANCOVA test is a comparative test with the dependent variable being
interval or ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables: writing
length, accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test can be seen in
Table 2.

Table 4. The results of the ANCOVA

Source F Sig. R-Sq Adj R-Sq
Corrected Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000
Writing Length 81.173 0.000
Treatment 3.339 0.071
Corrected Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000
Accuracy 67.621 0.000
Treatment 0.540 0.464
Corrected Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433
Intercept 150.041 0.000
Effectiveness 75.372 0.000
Treatment 0.018 0.894

Table 1 displays the results of the ANCOVA test, including the corrected model
tests, which show the influence of all independent variables simultaneously on the
dependent variables. The ANCOVA test results indicate that the dependent variables
(writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness) all simultaneously have a significant effect
on interactional feedback (p=0.000).

The Intercept value represents how much the interactional feedback variable can
change without being influenced by covariates and independent variables. The
independent variable in this research was interactional feedback, and the dependent
variable was writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness. The results show that the



ANCOVA test on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is
significant (p=0.000). This means that the interactional feedback variable underwent a
significant change without being influenced by the dependent variable, whether it is
writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness after the treatment.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-value for all
dependent variables results is 0.000. Concluding that, writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness partially significantly influence interactional feedback. As for the
treatment variables (the experimental and control types), all significance values were
above 0.05, indicating that the experimental and control treatments have no significant
effect on the interactional feedback. The goodness of estimation, indicated by R?in each
ANCOVA test, is 46.3% for writing length, 41.9% for accuracy, and 43.3% for
effectiveness.

4.3. Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test, conducted on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness
variables, is an alternative to the t-test for paired data, and the results are presented in
Table 3.

Table 5. Wilcoxon test results

Item Accuracy Writing length Effectiveness
Negative Ranks 22 27 21
Positive Ranks 24 21 27
Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Negative ranks mean the sample with the second group (control) value is lower
than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the second group
(control) value higher than the first group (experiment). In contrast, Ties is the value of
the second group (control) equal to that of the first group (experiment). In the accuracy
variable, 22 samples are classified as Negative Ranks, 24 as Positive Ranks, and 4 as
Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p=0.425), concluding that there is no
significant difference between the experimental and control groups for the accuracy
variable. For the writing length variable, 27 samples belong to the Negative Rank, 21
Positive Ranks, and 2 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.344 (p=0.731),
indicating no significant difference between the experimental and control groups for
the variable writing length. In the effectiveness variable, 21 samples belong to the
Negative Rank, 27 Positive Ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -1.565
(p=0.118), concluding that there is no significant difference between the experimental
and control groups for the effectiveness variable.

3.4. Mann-Whitney Test
The Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and

effectiveness variables. The Mann-Whitney test began by describing the mean variables
in each group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figures 2, 3, and 4 show the difference in the experimental and control groups'
data distribution. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
effectiveness variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was conducted to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) differed.

Table 6. Homogeneity test results

Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness
Item Levene si Levene si Levene si
Statistic 9. Statistic '9- Statistic '9-
Based on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610
Based on Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on the
Median and with
adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on trimmed
mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0.636

Table 4 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene's test method. Levene's
test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of variance on data
that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is preferred if the data is
normally distributed. The Levene's Test results in Table 4 show that the variance of the
two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy variable (p=0.575), writing
Length (p=0.161), and effectiveness variables (p=0.610).

Table 7. Mann Whitney test results

Item Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness
Mann-Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
Zz -0.746 -0.201 -1.708

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088



Table 5 shows the U and W values for the accuracy variable. The Z value is -
0.746 (p=0.455), indicating no significant difference between the experimental and
control groups.

The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value of 2,496,
resulting in a Z value of -0.201 (p=0.841), concluding that there is no significant
difference between the experimental and control groups.

For the effectiveness variable, the U value is 1.003, and the W value is 2.278,
with a Z value of -1.708 (p=0.088), indicating no significant difference between the
experimental and control groups.

5. DISCUSSION

The first research question investigated whether interactional feedback affected
the EFL writers' writing ability. In the immediate post-test, the experimental group
outperformed the control group, which aligns with findings from Bitchener and Knoch
(2009), where interactional feedback was shown to enhance accuracy. Previous
research has explored the impact of explicit instruction on learners' interactional
feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under evaluation, instructors,
often researchers themselves, explicitly guided students in peer review, directing them
to focus on specific writing-related difficulties and providing constructive criticism.
Such research-based training aligns with the goals of university writing courses, as
Stanley (2012) noted. Coaching or training has been found to intensify group
interactions, with trained groups engaging more actively than untrained ones.
Furthermore, coached groups offered more detailed interactional comments,
contributing to improved text revision. The increased frequency of interactional
exchanges, including pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying, indicates
enhanced participation in coached groups.

Coached learners were found to engage more actively in peer review than
uncoached groups (Zhu, 2015). The coached groups were also involved in longer, more
in-depth, and more vibrant discussions, a finding corroborated by McGroarty and Zhu
(2017), who noted increased interaction in trained groups regarding the number of turns
and the length of livelier exchanges. Additionally, Min's (2015) study showed that
specific instruction on peer review increased the number of comments focused on
clarifying, identifying, and explaining issues and providing recommendations to
improve texts. Learners' attention to comments on global issues also increased.

The second research question examined the relative effect of the interactional
feedback variable on EFL students’ writing. The results indicated that six variables in
the experimental group had a higher average than the control group: writing length,
self-correction, metalinguistic awareness, responsibility, preferences, and skill level.
Interactional feedback proved to be stimulating, motivating students to produce longer
compositions, including drawings and graphs, demonstrating increased motivation.

The statistical analysis indicated that interactional feedback significantly
influenced students' accuracy in new writing assignments. The gap between the two
groups in terms of error reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each
assignment increased over time, though it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth task. This observation can be explained by the proximity of



the feedback options used in this study. When there is significant variation in the level
of feedback provided, differences in learners' abilities are more likely to manifest in the
initial stages. As a result, the more similar the feedback types, the longer it may take
for differences in revision accuracy to appear or become substantial.

Comparing Abdollahifam's (2014) study with this one, treatment length may
impact the study's outcomes. In this study, the variation was insignificant in the first
two tasks completed within the first treatment. However, the outcomes of the second
and third activities differ. The variation became meaningful in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks completed by students and the treatment duration appear to
be crucial. Nassaji (2020), who compared the usefulness of four distinct types of
supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported that they were comparable to those
of Ravand and Rasekh (2011). They found that less time-consuming ways of diverting
students' interest to surface flaws might suffice after finding no difference in the
participants' performance in different groups (Nassaji, 2020). Although the study lasted
approximately eight months, participants only produced five pieces of writing, which
may not have been enough for the differences to arise then. Therefore, shorter-term
research findings can be more confidently applied when supported by longer-term
longitudinal investigations. This supports what researchers have discovered in the
literature, as students desire input on language, content, and structure (Saeed et al.,
2018). Written feedback can help students understand how their teachers interpret their
writing and identify strengths and flaws.

Teachers should provide feedback selectively, concentrating on crucial areas,
such as recurring error patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby reducing the input
quantity and teachers’ workload. This approach can also lead to more legible feedback.
Teachers could explore other types of feedback, such as feedback forms with clearly
stated criteria, which saves time by allowing teachers to write comments relevant to the
criteria, and other feedback modes like voice feedback and computer-based feedback.
Future research can investigate various alternatives to textual instructor feedback and
students’ responses to them in different situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study highlights that EFL teachers should select interactional feedback styles
based on the aim for which the feedback is provided. More specific feedback options
prove to be more effective for facilitating students’ revision and enhancement of their
written assignments. Conversely, more implicit forms of feedback are preferable when
the aim is to aid learners in improving their knowledge. The use of more implicit
feedback holds two key advantages. Firstly, teachers can deliver implicit feedback more
efficiently, saving time. Secondly, by engaging students in the problem-solving process
of revision, a more implicit approach increases the likelihood of successful learning.

Nonetheless, there are certain limitations to the present study. Firstly, despite an
appropriate teacher-to-student ratio, the study involved a limited number of teachers,
making it challenging to generalize the impact of interactional feedback across various
contexts. In addition, due to the limited number of participating teachers and their busy
schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews that could have provided more nuanced
insights and explanations were not feasible. Conducting such in-depth interviews in
future studies could help researchers achieve a more comprehensive understanding of
the perspectives of both teachers and students regarding differences in actual classroom
input.



Moreover, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners’ preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study’s
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of written skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences between
adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation would be to investigate
the influence of age and learning opportunities on preferences for written interactional
feedback.
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Abstract

This study investigates the effect of interactional feedback on students’
writing skills. One hundred participants enrolled in an intermediate EFL
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia, were recruited for this
research. The quantitative method was employed for data analysis. The
primary data analysis method used was the ANCOVA test, followed by the
Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests. The results reveal that the dependent
variables in the experimental group exhibited higher means compared to
the control group. The ANCOVA test show that the dependent variables
(writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness) were significantly affected by
the addition of feedback (p = 0.000). However, no significant differences
were found between the experimental and control groups regarding
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accuracy (p = 0.425) and writing length variables (p = 0.731). As a result,
interactional feedback significantly impacted EFL students’ writing
ability. This result highlights the need for thorough planning and
preparation, including preparing ESL/EFL students through explicit
instruction prior to peer review, to ensure that learners’ interactional
feedback is useful. The findings suggest that EFL teachers should carefully
select feedback styles that align with the intended purpose of providing
feedback. For instance, more specific feedback options may prove more
effective in assisting students in revising and improving their written
assignments. Finally, this study provides valuable recommendations for
further research in this field.

Keywords: EFL learner, interactional feedback, writing ability, writing
assessment, writing performance.

1. INTRODUCTION

Various aspects and characteristics of students’ texts contribute to their overall
quality. No experienced EFL instructor would argue that the number of linguistic
errors students make represents the total value of a student’s writing ability (Sarré et
al.,2021). In the context of writing, students expect a prompt response from the teacher
when they submit their writing assignments. These responses were primarily
evaluative. Feedback is loosely defined as information the teacher offers to help
students comprehend and improve their performance by allowing them to identify and
rectify their mistakes (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). This process informs students
whether an instructional response is correct (Polio & Park, 2016). Generally, three
broad meanings of feedback have been explored (Hattie & Gan, 2011). The first relates
to motivational feedback that enhances general behaviors, for example, in writing or
revision activities (Grindle et al., 2017). The second pertains to reinforcement
feedback, reacting to specific behaviors, such as spelling errors or particular
approaches in writing. The last encompasses informational feedback, consisting of
information that students use to modify their performance in a particular way (Elola &
Oskoz, 2016). All three aspects are essential in a school setting, but the informational
aspect holds the utmost significance.

Kaivanpanah et al. (2015) have demonstrated that feedback has the most
significant impact on incorrect answers compared to correct ones in written
assignments. Therefore, the most well-known type of feedback is corrective feedback,
as these responses were evaluative and educative. Corrective feedback provides
information about student performance and understanding (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012).
Based on this definition, a student can explore the answers to assess the correctness of
a response with corrective information provided by the teacher. This aligns with Miller
and Geraci (2011), who revealed that feedback is information that students can use to
confirm, add to, overwrite, or restructure information in memory, encompassing
domain and metacognitive knowledge, self-awareness, and awareness of tasks, as well
as cognitive methods and strategies.

Interactional feedback has also been discussed in the context of feedback on
forms, such as grammatical and contextual issues, and on material, such as word-level
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writing restrictions and concept development. The findings demonstrate that content
and form must be considered when providing feedback (e.g., Nava & Pedrazzini, 2018;
Wiliam, 2018). Dabbagh (2017) used conversational journal writing to descriptively
investigate students’ writing skills in an EFL context. In his study, 84 students between
the ages of 17 and 22 were divided into control and experimental groups. The
quantitative analysis focused on the writing contents, organization, vocabulary,
language use, and mechanics. His findings revealed that three scoring settings (content,
organization, and vocabulary) significantly improved in the post-test, while language
use and mechanics exhibited no significant changes. Moreover, considering students’
responses to teachers’ feedback, students highly value the feedback they receive on
their writing errors (Ferris et al., 2013). The researcher identified numerous
grammatical errors in students’ writing at the State University of Malang. To address
this issue, the researcher employed interactional feedback to enhance students’ writing
ability. Thus, this study investigates the impact of feedback on students’ writing
ability, arguing that interactional feedback can facilitate writing skill development
(Warsidi, 2017). The following research questions were addressed:

1.  What is the relationship between the interactional feedback and students’ writing?
2. What is the effect of the interactional feedback on students’ writing ability?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Studies on Interactional Feedback

The results of three recent empirical observational studies performed in initial
and intermediate-level senior EFL settings (Abdollahifam, 2014) suggest that different
types of corrective feedback should be used, depending on students’ proficiency levels.
Written corrective feedback is considered crucial for the ultimate success of writing,
and a wide range of patterns for written corrective feedback are now available in the
literature (Bitchener, 2012; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). Direct feedback involves a
teacher pointing out an error and providing the correct form (Ellis, 2009). Direct
feedback can take various forms, including eliminating unnecessary words or
sentences, providing missing content, and writing the proper form next to the incorrect
one (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019). In this form of written corrective feedback, students
receive feedback with explicit corrections from their teacher. In contrast, indirect
written corrective feedback indicates an error without making explicit or direct
corrections. Students are responsible for identifying and correcting any issues on their
own. In most cases, four types of indirect written corrective feedback are used: (1)
highlighting or circling the error; (2) indicating the number of errors in a certain section
in the margin; (3) using a symbol to indicate where the error occurred; and (4) using a
symbol to specify the type of error (Hosseiny, 2014; Sarré et al., 2021).

Identifying students’ errors, such as detecting student errors by circling or
underlining, is the most commonly used technique for addressing second-language
students’ writing (Ferris, 2014). Other studies suggest that systematically identifying
grammar errors for second language students can improve their writing accuracy and
overall writing performance (Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The extent of the errors
determines the teacher’s choice between direct or indirect written corrective feedback
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(Ellis, 2009). However, the effects of either form might be beneficial or detrimental
depending on how it is delivered (Mao & Crosthwaite, 2019).

Despite teachers’ best efforts, Crosthwaite (2018) used longitudinal data sets to
monitor student errors during a semester of English for Academic purpose (EAP)
instruction with several options for written corrective feedback in different forms but
found no longitudinal decline in the amount or types of errors produced. Jamalinesari
et al. (2015) have shown a preference for indirect feedback from teachers in general.
Students are encouraged to engage in direct instruction and problem-solving, leading
to self-correction and awareness that facilitate further learning (Scott & Dienes, 2010).
As a result, identity and motivation can be fostered and developed, enabling students’
long-term growth to expand and reinforce their learning. Nassaji (2015) divided
participants into four groups to test the effectiveness of various types of instructional
feedback: a) explicit correction, b) underlining with error explanation, c) simple
description in the margin, and d) underlining only. The results showed that the more
explicit the comments were provided, the more accurate the students’ revisions were.
While written corrected feedback in an academic writing study (Poorebrahim, 2017)
was more receptive to students’ explicitly and implicitly corrected criticism, text-based
feedback for students’ writing skills in their classroom instruction is rarely examined.

The instructional aspects of feedback have received a significant attention.
Several studies have examined the attitudinal aspects of feedback, specifically EFL
students’ responses to teacher feedback and their opinions (Lee, 2008). Some
researchers have argued that teacher-provided corrective feedback is crucial for
learning progress (Abdollahifam, 2014; Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Kaivanpanah et al.,
2015; Poorebrahim, 2017). On the other hand, some researchers have questioned
whether written corrective feedback positively impacts students’ accuracy
improvement (Benson & Dekeyser, 2018). However, many still believe that written
corrective feedback is a clear, high-priority, and selective way to guide students and
help them master their skills and correct their mistakes (Arrad et al., 2014). Providing
feedback on student writing is considered an essential educational practice for teachers
who aim to enhance their students’ writing skills and linguistic accuracy (Bitchener,
2012; Hyland & Hyland, 2017).

Interactional feedback refers to the process of exchanging information or
responses between individuals or groups in response to each other’s behavior or
communication (van Ruler, 2018). This can occur in various contexts, including
interpersonal communication, learning, and social interaction. Theories and concepts
related to interactional feedback include communication theory and learning theory.
In communication theory, there are several models, such as the Shannon-Weaver
model. This model depicts communication as a process involving a sender, message,
channel, receiver, and noise. Interactional feedback can occur when the receiver
responds to the message back to the sender. Another model is the transactional model,
which emphasizes the interdependence between the sender and receiver in the
communication process. Interactional feedback is considered a response that can alter
the dynamics of communication (Wrench et al., 2023).

In the learning theory, several models have also been proposed. For instance,
feedback in the learning theory plays a crucial role. In the context of learning,
interactional feedback involves providing feedback from a teacher to a student and
vice versa. Feedback allows for adjustments and improvements in the learning process
(Thurlings et al., 2013). Another relevant theory is constructivism, which highlights
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the active role of individuals in learning and understanding concepts. Interactional
feedback in this context helps individuals build their understanding by providing
information and guidance (Kapur, 2019). It plays a crucial role in refining and
optimizing communication processes, learning, and social interaction. It creates
opportunities for improvement, adjustment, and the development of relationships
between individuals or groups.

2.2 Interactional Feedback in Writing Instruction

Some scholars have investigated interactional feedback in language learning in
both Teaching English as a Second Language (TESOL) and Teaching English as a
Foreign Language (TEFL), including effective supervisory feedback (Mehrpour &
Agheshteh, 2017), and written corrective feedback (Poorebrahim, 2017; Zarifi, 2017).
Because interactional feedback can be used not only in classroom activities but also in
non-classroom settings such as private tutoring, language environments, and long-
distance learning interactions such as the internet, its application requires various
concepts for better results, considering the interactional purposes, for more effective
feedback (Mehrpour & Agheshteh, 2017). For example, the genre approach concept
has been applied to enhance interaction in social life, cultural activities, and personal
experience (Thorne, 2002), and the goals of the interactional context in language
teaching and learning tend to emphasize the abstract concept of knowledge and skills,
(Hua et al., 2007), which leans toward the concept of interaction (Seedhouse, 2007).
Consequently, in EFL teaching, the interactional context is used not only for situational
purposes but also has the potential to improve EFL skills, such as in academic writing
and other types of studies.

Previous research has examined the impact of explicit instruction on learners’
interactional feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under review,
instructors—often researchers—explicitly instructed students on peer review. This
training directed students on the writing-related difficulties they should focus on and
how to offer constructive criticism. Typically, this research-based training aligned with
the objectives of university writing courses and the study’s purpose. For instance,
according to Stanley (2012), coaching or training influenced the intensity of groups’
communication, as trained groups engaged in more interaction than untrained
counterparts. Additionally, trained groups provided more detailed interactional
comments to their peers, which aided them in improving their text revision. This
finding suggests that training enabled those groups to assume the roles of evaluators.
The frequent interactional exchanges (pointing, advising, collaborating, and
clarifying) are indicators of the coached groups’ enhanced engagement.

3. METHOD
3.1 Research Method

This study employed quantitative research to systematically and precisely
compute the data from the research findings using statistical analysis. Quantitative
techniques are prepared methodically and comprehensively, commencing with the
research concept and culminating in the study’s outcomes (Siyoto & Sodik, 2015).
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The researchers employed an experimental design in this quantitative study to
explore the influence of interactional feedback on students’ writing skills. An
experimental design is a broad strategy for a study containing an active independent
variable. The research design determines its internal validity, or the capacity to make
correct inferences about the influence of the experimental treatment on the variable. In
a quasi-experimental design, participants are assigned to groups for the experiment,
but not at random.

There are two basic quasi-experimental designs: pre-test and post-test group
designs. The researcher employed a pre-test-post-test group quasi-experimental design
in this investigation. The pre-test and post-test procedures can be used in a quasi-
experimental design (Creswell, 2003). Thus, this study compared the experimental and
control groups. The control group is a class that does not use interactional feedback to
provide feedback, while the experimental group is the class that provides the
interactional feedback. The experimental and control groups were recruited from
separate classes or students.

3.2 Participants

This study involved 100 students enrolled in an intermediate English language
course at the State University of Malang, Indonesia. These students’ writing skills were
improved by incorporating interactive activities into the selected language sessions.
With 50 students in each group, they were randomly divided into experimental and
control groups. The students’ ages ranged from 16 to 26, and all were from the same
linguistic background: Indonesian natives who had studied English as a foreign
language for about nine years. Although this is an unofficial observation based on
experience, the student’s English language skills could best be defined as pre-
intermediate or intermediate without formal test results.

3.3 Research Procedures

The research involved pre-test, treatment, and post-test. This research was
conducted over two months, from March to April 202x, comprising eight meetings.
The meetings included one pre-test session each for the experimental and control
groups, six treatment sessions in the experimental class, and one post-test session for
the experimental and control groups.

In the experiment group, students were instructed to create four writing pieces
throughout the semester — the treatment in each of the six meetings covered and
practiced one unit for each composition. Themes were also designed to help students
learn the grammatical structures taught in the unit. At each meeting, the students were
given interactional feedback as a treatment. In contrast, the control class did not receive
this treatment.

3.4 Data Collection

The research instrument used was an essay writing test. Students were instructed
to compose a free essay on subjects found in their course books at the end of the course
for the final assignment, which was part of their final exam, and were allocated 40
points. Topics were controlled to elicit conditional structures. Each student’s essay
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was also assessed in terms of word count. Students were required to write a 150-word
essay on one of several topics chosen by their teacher. Using a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree,” participants were asked to
indicate their support for various interactional feedback and rate their preferences for
specific types of corrective feedback.

Each feedback point was then categorized according to a local or global problem
following the scheme adopted by Nassaji and Kartchava (2017) and Boggs (2019).
Local problems include grammar (morphological and syntactic problems), language
expression (lexical errors), and mechanics (spelling, punctuation, and capitalization).

Table 1. Categories of writing skill.

Type Function Examples

Grammar Ensuring correct language Errors in verb conjugation,

(morphological and structure and grammatical rules. mismatch between subject and

syntactic problems) predicate, or the use of incorrect
word forms.

Language expression Guaranteeing the accuracy of Use of the wrong word, differences

(lexical errors) vocabulary and phrases in in meaning in specific contexts, or a

appropriate contexts. mismatch between selected words

and the intended message.

Mechanics Maintaining readability and Spelling mistakes, incorrect or

(spelling, punctuation, = clarity of writing through correct = missing punctuation, and

and capitalization) spelling and punctuation rules. inappropriate use of capitalization.

Global problems include ideas (feedback on the intention and personal
viewpoint), content (feedback on the material provided), and organization (feedback
on the structure of linked phrases, paragraphs, or passages). In this study, local and
global concerns could receive either direct feedback (in the form of reformulations) or
indirect feedback (circling/underlining codes or comments).

3.5 Data Analysis and Scoring

Writing tests were administered to the class, consisting of pre-test and post-test,
to assess students’ recount text writing skills before and after the treatment. The
scoring rubric, provided in the appendix, was used to assess the students’ writing. This
rubric provides comprehensive assessment guidelines for recount text writing skills
with the specified indicators. A score of 5 indicates the highest level of performance,
while a score of 1 indicates the lowest level of performance.

The main data analysis used in this study is the ANCOVA test, which is an
analytical technique useful for increasing the precision of an experiment as it regulates
the influence of other uncontrolled independent variables. ANCOVA is used when the
independent variables include both quantitative and qualitative variables. ANCOVA
applies the concept of ANOVA and regression analysis to determine or examine the
effect of treatment on the response variable by controlling other quantitative variables.
ANCOVA is a comparative test with the dependent variable interval or ratio data,
while the independent variable consists of a mixture of categorical and numerical data,
where categorical data can also be interpreted as qualitative or ordinal data.
Meanwhile, numerical data is data in numbers or the data which can be interpreted as
interval or ratio data.
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Subsequently, the Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney tests were conducted. The
Wilcoxon (sign test) is a non-parametric statistic with nominal and ordinal scale data.
This test uses two interconnected samples (pairs) to examine relationships. The Mann-
Whitney U test is a non-parametric test used to determine the difference in the median
of two independent groups when the data scale is ordinal or interval/ratio but not
normally distributed. The Mann-Whitney U test requires the data to be ordinal,
interval, or ratio scale, even if the data is interval or ratio because the distribution is
not normal.

4. RESULTS

Intermediate EFL students at the State University of Malang participated in this
study. The researchers employed two samples for this study: experimental and control
classes. Interactional feedback was used as a treatment for the experimental class,
while there was no treatment for the control class. This research investigates the effect
of interactional feedback on EFL students’ writing ability in essay writing.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Statistics is a preliminary data analysis technique that provides an overview of
measured variables. Analysis in descriptive statistics can be performed in the form of
data tendency (such as mean, mode, and median) and data distribution (such as
standard deviation and variance). Table 2 presents the mean and standard deviation of
all variables in the study.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of all variables.

No. Variable Experimental Control
Mean SD Mean SD

1. Accuracy 2.97 0.88 3.14 0.99
2. Writing length 3.03 0.85 2.97 1.04
3. Effectiveness 2.76 1.05 3.09 1.03
4. Vocabulary 2.80 0.90 3.13 1.09
5. Elicitations 2.90 1.12 3.29 1.03
6. Self-correction 3.26 0.95 3.01 0.94
7. Metalinguistic 3.31 0.96 2.88 1.05
8. Responsibility 3.12 0.95 3.06 0.86
9. Preferences 3.31 1.17 2.96 0.93
10. | Proficiency level 3.14 1.11 3.04 0.98

Table 2 describes the mean and standard deviation of ten variables in this study
for the experimental and control groups. Six variables in the experiment group have a
higher mean than the control group, including writing length, self-correction,
metalinguistic, responsibility, preferences, and proficiency level. Four variables in the
control group have a higher mean than the experimental group: accuracy,
effectiveness, vocabulary, and elicitations.
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Figure 1. Mean per variable.
4.2 ANCOVA Test

The ANCOVA test is a comparative test with the dependent variable being
interval or ratio data. ANCOVA test was performed on the dependent variables:
writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness. The results of the ANCOVA test are
presented in Table 3.

Table 3. The results of the ANCOVA.

Source F Sig. R-Sq Adj R-Sq
Corrected Model 41.789 0.000 0.463 0.452
Intercept 104.118 0.000

Writing Length 81.173 0.000

Treatment 3.339 0.071

Corrected Model 34.922 0.000 0.419 0.407
Intercept 93.278 0.000

Accuracy 67.621 0.000

Treatment 0.540 0.464

Corrected Model 38.850 0.000 0.445 0.433
Intercept 150.041 0.000

Effectiveness 75.372 0.000

Treatment 0.018 0.894

Table 3 displays the results of the ANCOVA test, including the corrected model
tests, which show the influence of all independent variables simultaneously on the
dependent variables. The ANCOVA test results indicate that the dependent variables
(writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness) all simultaneously have a significant
effect on interactional feedback (p = 0.000).

The intercept value represents how much the interactional feedback variable can
change without being influenced by covariates or independent variables. The
independent variable in this research was interactional feedback, and the dependent
variable was writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness. The results show that the
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ANCOVA test on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness on the intercept is
significant (p = 0.000). This means that the interactional feedback variable underwent
a significant change without being influenced by the dependent variable, whether it is
writing length, accuracy, or effectiveness after the treatment.

The effect of each dependent variable, starting from writing length, accuracy,
and effectiveness, is expressed in the significance value for each. The p-value for all
dependent variables results is 0.000. Concluding that, writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness partially significantly influence interactional feedback. As for the
treatment variables (the experimental and control types), all significance values were
higher than 0.05, indicating that the experimental and control treatments have no
significant effect on the interactional feedback. The goodness of estimation, indicated
by R?in each ANCOVA test, is 46.3% for writing length, 41.9% for accuracy, and
43.3% for effectiveness.

4.3 Wilcoxon Test

The Wilcoxon test, conducted on writing length, accuracy, and effectiveness

variables, is an alternative to the t-test for paired data, and the results are presented in
Table 4.

Table 4. Wilcoxon test results.

Item Accuracy Writing length Effectiveness
Negative ranks 22 27 21
Positive ranks 24 21 27

Ties 4 2 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test -0.798 -0.344 -1.565
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.425 0.731 0.118

Negative ranks mean the sample with the second group (control) value is lower
than the first group (experiment). Positive ranks are samples with the second group
(control) value higher than the first group (experiment). In contrast, ties is the value of
the second group (control) equal to that of the first group (experiment). In the accuracy
variable, 22 students’ scores are classified as negative ranks, 24 as positive ranks, and
4 as ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.798 (p = 0.425), concluding that there is
no significant difference between the experimental and control groups for the accuracy
variable. For the writing length variable, 27 scores belong to the negative ranks, 21
positive ranks, and 2 ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -0.344 (p = 0.731),
indicating no significant difference between the experimental and control groups for
the variable writing length. In the effectiveness variable, 21 scores belong to the
negative ranks, 27 positive ranks, and 1 Ties. The Wilcoxon value obtained is -1.565
(p =0.118), concluding that there is no significant difference between the experimental
and control groups for the effectiveness variable.

4.4 Mann-Whitney Test

The Mann-Whitney test was carried out on writing length, accuracy, and
effectiveness variables. The Mann-Whitney test first describes the mean variables in
each group (experimental and control), as displayed in Figure 2.
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Figures 2, 3, and 4 show the difference in the experimental and control groups’
data distribution. There are striking differences in accuracy, writing length, and
effectiveness variables. Furthermore, a homogeneity test was conducted to ascertain
whether the variance in each group (experimental and control) differed.

Table 5. Homogeneity test results.

Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness

Item Levene . Levene . Levene .

Statistic 18- Statistic 18- Statistic Sig.
Based on Mean 0.316 0.575 1.991 0.161 0.261 0.610
Based on Median 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on the Median and with
adjusted df 0.331 0.566 2.154 0.145 0.278 0.599
Based on trimmed mean 0.287 0.594 2.000 0.160 0.225 0.636

Table 5 shows the homogeneity test results using Levene’s test method.
Levene’s test is recommended because it can be used to test the homogeneity of
variance on data that are not normally distributed. Meanwhile, the Fisher F test is
preferred if the data is normally distributed. The Levene’s Test results in Table 4 show
that the variance of the two groups is the same or homogeneous on the accuracy
variable (p =0.575), writing length (p =0.161), and effectiveness variables (p =0.610).

Table 6. Mann Whitney test results.

Item Accuracy Writing Length Effectiveness
Mann-Whitney U 1,142 1,221 1,003
Wilcoxon W 2,417 2,496 2,278
z -0.746 -0.201 -1.708
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.455 0.841 0.088

Table 6 shows the U and W values for the accuracy variable. The Z value is -
0.746 (p = 0.455), indicating no significant difference between the experimental and



145 | Studies in English Language and Education, 11(1), 133-152, 2024

control groups. The writing length variable shows a U value of 1,221 and a W value
of 2,496, resulting in a Z value of -0.201 (p = 0.841), concluding that there is no
significant difference between the experimental and control groups. For the
effectiveness variable, the U value is 1,003, and the W value is 2,278, with a Z value
of -1.708 (p = 0.088), indicating no significant difference between the experimental
and control groups.

5.  DISCUSSION

The first research question investigates whether interactional feedback affected
the EFL writers’ writing ability. In the immediate post-test, the experimental group
outperformed the control group, which aligns with findings from Bitchener and Knoch
(2009), where interactional feedback was shown to enhance accuracy. Previous
research has explored the impact of explicit instruction on learners’ interactional
feedback exchanges during peer review. In the studies under evaluation, instructors,
often researchers themselves, explicitly guided students in peer review, directing them
to focus on specific writing-related difficulties and providing constructive criticism.
Such research-based training aligns with the goals of university writing courses, as
Stanley (2012) noted. Coaching or training has been found to intensify group
interactions, with trained groups engaging more actively than untrained ones.
Furthermore, coached groups offered more detailed interactional comments,
contributing to improved text revision. The increased frequency of interactional
exchanges, including pointing, advising, collaborating, and clarifying, indicates
enhanced participation in coached groups.

Learners in the experimental group were found to engage more actively in peer
review than those on the control groups (Zhu, 2015). The coached groups were also
involved in longer, more in-depth, and more vibrant discussions, a finding
corroborated by McGroarty and Zhu (2017), who noted an increased interaction in
trained groups regarding the number of turns and the length of livelier exchanges.
Additionally, Min’s (2015) study showed that specific instruction on peer review
increased the number of comments focused on clarifying, identifying, and explaining
issues and providing recommendations to improve texts. Learners’ attention to
comments on global issues also increased.

The second research question examines the relative effect of the interactional
feedback variable on EFL students’ writing. The results indicate that six variables in
the experimental group had a higher average than the control group: writing length,
self-correction, metalinguistic awareness, responsibility, preferences, and skill level.
Interactional feedback proved to be stimulating, motivating students to produce longer
compositions, including drawings and graphs, demonstrating increased motivation.

The statistical analysis indicates that interactional feedback significantly
influenced students’ accuracy in new writing assignments. The gap between the two
groups in terms of error reduction from the first draft to the final revision of each
assignment increased over time, though it was not significant in the first two written
tasks. That is, neither of the two types of mistake feedback was more useful than the
other in assisting learners in fixing their errors during the review stage of the first two
tasks. The disparities between the two groups became noticeable in the third task and
grew larger in the fourth task. This observation can be explained by the proximity of
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the feedback options used in this study. When there is significant variation in the level
of feedback provided, differences in learners’ abilities are more likely to manifest in
the initial stages. As a result, the more similar the feedback types, the longer it may
take for differences in revision accuracy to appear or become substantial.

Comparing Abdollahifam’s (2014) study with the results of the present study,
treatment length may impact the study’s outcomes. In our study, the variation was
insignificant in the first two tasks completed within the first treatment. However, the
outcomes of the second and third activities differed. The variation became meaningful
in the third and fourth tasks.

The number of tasks completed by students and the treatment duration appear to
be crucial. Nassaji (2020), who compared the usefulness of four distinct types of
supplementary input on revision accuracy, reported that they were comparable to those
of Ravand and Rasekh (2011). They found that less time-consuming ways of diverting
students’ interest to surface flaws might suffice after finding no difference in the
participants’ performance in different groups (Nassaji, 2020). Although the study
lasted approximately eight months, participants only produced five pieces of writing,
which may not have been enough for the differences to arise then. Therefore, shorter-
term research findings can be more confidently applied when supported by longer-
term longitudinal investigations. This supports what researchers have discovered in
the literature, as students desire input on language, content, and structure (Saeed et al.,
2018). Written feedback can help students understand how their teachers interpret their
writing and identify strengths and flaws.

Teachers should provide feedback selectively, concentrating on crucial areas,
such as recurring error patterns (Hardman & Bell, 2018), thereby reducing the input
quantity and teachers’ workload. This approach can also lead to more legible feedback.
Teachers could explore other types of feedback, such as feedback forms with clearly
stated criteria, which saves time by allowing teachers to write comments relevant to
the criteria, and other feedback modes like voice feedback and computer-based
feedback. Future research can investigate various alternatives to textual instructor
feedback and students’ responses to them in different situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This study highlights that EFL teachers should select interactional feedback
styles based on the aim for which the feedback is provided. More specific feedback
options prove to be more effective for facilitating students’ revision and enhancement
of their written assignments. Conversely, more implicit forms of feedback are
preferable when the aim is to aid learners in improving their knowledge. The use of
more implicit feedback holds two key advantages. Firstly, teachers can deliver implicit
feedback more efficiently, saving time. Secondly, by engaging students in the
problem-solving process of revision, a more implicit approach increases the likelihood
of successful learning.

Nonetheless, there are certain limitations to the present study. Firstly, despite an
appropriate teacher-to-student ratio, the study involved a limited number of teachers,
making it challenging to generalize the impact of interactional feedback across various
contexts. In addition, due to the limited number of participating teachers and their busy
schedules, in-depth follow-up interviews that could have provided more nuanced
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insights and explanations were not feasible. Conducting such in-depth interviews in
future studies could help researchers achieve a more comprehensive understanding of
the perspectives of both teachers and students regarding differences in actual
classroom input.

Moreover, further research is needed to understand the numerous elements
influencing learners’ preferences for interactional feedback. Based on the diagnostic
assessments of the language institutes that participated in the study, one of the study’s
weaknesses was the rather inadequate operationalization of the proficiency variable.
Our findings might be put to the test in a variety of settings, such as a more extensive
evaluation of writing skills. Given the physiological and behavioral differences
between adults and younger students, a more fruitful line of investigation would be to
investigate the influence of age and learning opportunities on preferences for written
interactional feedback.
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APPENDIX

Variable
Accuracy

Writing

Length

Effectiveness

Vocabulary

Elicitations

Self-
correction

Metalinguistic

Scoring Rubric: Recount Text Writing Skills

Score 5
Demonstrates
a high level
of accuracy in
grammar,
syntax, and
vocabulary.
Consistently
meets or
exceeds the
required
writing length
with a well-
developed
recount.
Highly
effective in
engaging the
reader,
maintaining
interest, and
clearly
conveying the
recount.

Rich and
varied
vocabulary
used
appropriately
to enhance
the recount.
Effectively
elicits
emotions,
reactions, or
responses
from the
reader.
Demonstrates
a high level
of self-
correction
with minimal
errors
remaining.
Effectively
uses
metalinguisti
c awareness
to enhance
the recount.

Score 4
Shows
accuracy with
minor errors
in grammar,
syntax, and
vocabulary.
Meets the
required
length with a
sufficiently
developed
recount.

Effectively
engages the
reader,
maintains
interest, and
clearly
conveys the
recount.

Good use of
vocabulary
with some
variety,
contributing
to the
recount.
Somewhat
elicits
emotions,
reactions, or
responses
from the
reader.
Shows
effective self-
correction
with only a
few errors
remaining.

Shows good
metalinguistic
awareness,
contributing
to the
recount.

Score 3
Has
noticeable
errors in
grammar,
syntax, and
vocabulary.
Approaches
the required
length but
lacks
thorough
development.

Moderately
engages the
reader, with
some lapses
in interest and
clarity.

Limited
vocabulary
use; lacks
variety and
impact.

Attempts to
elicit
emotions,
reactions, or
responses but
with limited
success.
Attempts
self-
correction but
with
noticeable
errors
remaining.
Demonstrates
some
metalinguistic
awareness,
but with
limited
impact.

Score 2
Contains
frequent
errors in
grammar,
syntax, and
vocabulary.
Falls short of
the required
length with
limited
development.

Ineffectively
engages the
reader, with
significant
lapses in
interest and
clarity.

Very limited
vocabulary
use; minimal
impact on the
recount.

Lacks
effective
elicitation of
emotions,
reactions, or
responses.

Shows
limited self-
correction,
with frequent
errors
remaining.

Limited use
of
metalinguistic
awareness;
does not
significantly
contribute.

Score 1
Contains
numerous
errors
impacting
overall
understanding.
Significantly
below the
required
length with
minimal
development.

Fails to
engage the
reader,
lacking
interest and
clarity.

Inappropriate
or repetitive
vocabulary;
does not
contribute to
the recount.

Does not
attempt to
elicit any
emotions,
reactions, or
responses.

Lacks self-
correction;
errors persist
throughout.

Lacks
metalinguistic
awareness;
does not
contribute to
the recount.
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Appendix continued...

Responsibility

Preferences

Proficiency
Level

Takes full
responsibility
for the
recount,
demonstratin
g a high level
of ownership.
Effectively
incorporates
personal
preferences,
enhancing the
recount.
Demonstrates
a high level
of proficiency
in recount
text writing.

Takes
responsibility
for the
recount, with
a good level
of ownership.

Incorporates
personal
preferences
with some
impact on the
recount.
Shows
proficiency in
recount text
writing.

Demonstrates
partial
responsibility
for the
recount;
ownership is
inconsistent.
Attempts to
incorporate
personal
preferences,
but impact is
limited.
Approaches
proficiency in
recount text
writing.

Shows
limited
responsibility
for the
recount; lacks
consistent
ownership.
Shows
limited use of
personal
preferences;
impact is
minimal.
Demonstrates
limited
proficiency in
recount text
writing.

Lacks
responsibility
for the
recount; no
sense of
ownership.

Does not
incorporate
any personal
preferences;
lacks impact.

Lacks
proficiency in
recount text
writing.



