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ABSTRACT: Writing skill is a critical skill for achieving high language proficiency. However, it
poses significant challenges for non-English major students. The development of writing skill is a
challenging process that requires teachers’ effective feedbacks and instructions. Throughout
feedbacks, teachers play an important role in shaping students’ writing style and improving their
writing abilities. Hence, this study was conducted to explore students’ perceptions and their
preferences on regard of teachers’ written feedbacks on their paragraph writing. Qualitative and
quantitative data were collected by a three-part questionnaire. The results show that students have
varied opinion on their teacher’s written feedback, with general satisfaction but concerns about
feedback complexity and focus on negative aspects. Furthermore, they showed stronger preferences
toward direct, comprehensive corrective feedback in their native language, alongside with
encouragement to boost motivation, though preferences for high-order feedback.
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1. Introduction

Writing is considered one of the most challenging skills that requires readers to understand and
interpret what has been written. Therefore, proper feedback and consistent practice are necessary for
students to achieve good writing skill. Feedback can be defined as “information provided by an agent
(e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance or
understanding” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p.81). Feedback from teachers plays an important role in
students’ writing learning process as it reflects their performance and progress towards learning
goals. Also, it can be useful in formative assessment and provision of guidance, correction and
encouragement for students (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Having said that, not every feedback is valued
and appreciated by students. Furthermore, giving feedback can be complicated as its diverse in types.
In addition, the quality and frequency of feedback may vary depending on the students’ and teachers’
preferences, beliefs, and practices.

There is a relative scarcity of research on written feedback in Vietnam, specifically in a context
where non English-majored students are investigated. This is because English non-majored students
usually focus on their oral communication skills rather than written communication. On the other
hand, research tends to focus on English-majored students as these students present the need to be
competent in this language component. Having said that, the English non-majored still needs to learn
and improve their writing as the raising needs in written communication in globalization. Therefore,
this study aims to bridge the gap by investigating teachers’ written feedback on the writing skills of
freshmen English non-majored students at a Vietnamese university. Two questions would be
answered:

1/How do freshman English non-majored students at a university in Vietnam perceive teachers’
written feedback on paragraphs?

2/What types of teachers’ written feedback are most preferred among freshman English non-
majored students?
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2. Literature review

2.1. Corrective feedback

Corrective feedback refers to responses provided by teachers that address errors in students’
writing, aiming to improve accuracy and overall quality (Ellis, 2009). This type of feedback is
particularly crucial for English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners, who often struggle with
grammatical accuracy, vocabulary choice, and sentence structure (Lee, 2017). Corrective feedback
can be direct, where errors are explicitly corrected by the teacher, or indirect, where errors are
indicated but left for students to correct themselves (Ferris, 2010). Research suggests that corrective
feedback is effective in reducing linguistic errors, particularly when it is clear and targeted (Chandler,
2003). However, an overemphasis on error correction may overwhelm students or discourage them if
it focuses predominantly on negative aspects of their performance (Truscott, 1996). For English non-
majored students, who may have lower proficiency levels (e.g., A2/B1), corrective feedback needs to
be carefully designed to be comprehensible and actionable to support their learning process
effectively.

2.2. Non-corrective feedback

Non-corrective feedback focuses on aspects beyond error correction, such as praise,
encouragement, or suggestions for improving content, coherence, and organization (Hyland &
Hyland, 2006). This type of feedback is valuable for fostering motivation and confidence, particularly
for EFL learners who may feel anxious about their writing abilities. Non-corrective feedback can
include comments on the strengths of a student’s work, suggestions for expanding ideas, or guidance
on improving the logical flow of a text. Studies indicate that combining corrective and non-corrective
feedback creates a balanced approach that enhances both linguistic accuracy and students’
engagement with the writing process (Hyland, 2006). For non-English-majored students, non-
corrective feedback can play a critical role in building confidence and encouraging them to focus on
higher-order writing skills, such as developing ideas and structuring arguments, which are essential
for effective communication in a globalized context.

2.3. Direct feedback

Direct feedback involves the teacher explicitly identifying and correcting errors in students’
writing, providing the correct form or structure (Ferris, 2010). This approach is particularly beneficial
for lower-proficiency EFL learners, such as A2/Bl-level students, who may lack the linguistic
knowledge to self-correct (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Research shows that direct feedback is
effective in improving accuracy in grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics, as it provides clear
guidance and reduces ambiguity (Chandler, 2003). However, over-reliance on direct feedback may
limit students’ opportunities to develop problem-solving skills or autonomy in writing (Liao &
Zhang, 2022). In the context of English non-majored students, direct feedback can address immediate
linguistic challenges but should be balanced with strategies that encourage independent learning over
time.

2.4. Indirect feedback

Indirect feedback involves indicating errors without providing the correct form, encouraging
students to self-correct (Ferris, 2010). This can be done by underlining errors, using error codes, or
providing comments that prompt revision. Indirect feedback is thought to promote deeper cognitive
engagement, as students must analyze their mistakes and find solutions (Bitchener, 2008). However,
its effectiveness depends on students’ proficiency levels and their ability to understand and act on the
feedback. For English non-majored students with limited linguistic competence, indirect feedback
may be less effective unless accompanied by clear explanations or support in their native language
(Lee, 2017). Research suggests that a combination of direct and indirect feedback tailored to
students’ needs and proficiency levels can optimize learning outcomes (Ferris & Roberts, 2001).The
existing literature highlights the importance of tailoring feedback to the specific needs of EFL
learners, particularly non-English-majored students who may prioritize linguistic accuracy over
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advanced writing skills due to their developmental stage. However, there is limited research on how
these students perceive and prefer feedback in the Vietnamese context, where English is often a
secondary focus compared to oral communication skills. This study aims to address this gap by
exploring the perceptions and preferences of freshman English non-majored students regarding
teachers’ written feedback, with a focus on its role in improving their writing skills.

2.5. Previous Studies on Teachers’ Written Feedback

Numerous studies have explored the role of teachers’ written feedback in enhancing students’
writing skills, particularly in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. These studies provide a
foundation for understanding how feedback is perceived and its impact on learners, including non-
English-majored students.

Hyland (2006) investigated the perceptions of EFL students regarding written feedback and found
that students generally value feedback that is clear, specific, and actionable. However, the study
noted that students often prefer direct corrective feedback over indirect methods, especially at lower
proficiency levels, as it provides immediate clarity on errors. This aligns with Bitchener and Ferris
(2012), who conducted a meta-analysis on corrective feedback and concluded that direct feedback
significantly improves grammatical accuracy for beginner and intermediate EFL learners, though its
long-term impact on writing development remains debated.

In the context of non-English-majored students, Lee (2008) examined feedback practices in Hong
Kong universities and found that students often perceive feedback as overly focused on surface-level
errors (e.g., grammar and vocabulary) rather than higher-order concerns like coherence and
argumentation. This focus can limit students’ ability to develop advanced writing skills, which are
increasingly important in globalized academic and professional settings. Similarly, Chandler (2003)
highlighted that while corrective feedback reduces errors, its effectiveness depends on students’
ability to understand and apply it, which can be challenging for non-majored students with limited
English proficiency.

In Vietnam, research on written feedback for non-English-majored students is scarce. A study by
Nguyen (2015) explored feedback preferences among Vietnamese EFL learners and found a strong
preference for feedback in the native language (Vietnamese) to enhance comprehension, particularly
for lower-proficiency learners. This suggests that linguistic accessibility is critical in contexts where
students have limited exposure to English outside the classroom. Additionally, Tran and Duong
(2018) investigated feedback practices in Vietnamese universities and noted that inconsistent
feedback delivery and an overemphasis on error correction can lead to student frustration and
disengagement, particularly among non-English majors who prioritize oral communication over
writing.

Cross-cultural studies, such as those by Hyland and Hyland (2006), emphasize the importance of
culturally responsive feedback practices. They argue that feedback must align with students’ cultural
and educational backgrounds to be effective. For instance, Vietnamese students, who often operate in
teacher-centered educational systems, may expect more directive and explicit feedback compared to
learners in more autonomous learning environments. This cultural dimension is particularly relevant
for non-English-majored students, who may lack the motivation or confidence to engage with
complex feedback due to their focus on other academic disciplines.

Despite the wealth of research on written feedback, there remains a gap in understanding how
non-English-majored students in Vietnam perceive and prefer feedback on their writing. Most studies
focus on English-majored students or general EFL populations, overlooking the unique needs of non-
majors who face increasing demands for written communication in globalized contexts. This study
addresses this gap by examining the perceptions and preferences of freshman English non-majored
students at a Vietnamese university, contributing to the limited body of research on this specific
population.
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3. Methodology

3.1. Method design

The research employed a tailored questionnaire to investigate first-year students’ opinions and
their preferences on teachers’ written feedbacks which give comments on students’ short paragraphs
of familiar topics such as houses or hobbies. The questionnaire was delivered to students to collect
qualitative and quantitative data, which was analyzed and presented in graphs to bring on a
perspective on the research topic and generate meaning data for further study on a broader context.

3.2. Participants

This study was conducted in year 2025. It involved 100 freshmen non-English major students
from three faculties including Information Technology, Business Administration, and Mechanical
Engineering (percentage of students from each major is 35, 35 and 30 respectively) who were
equivalent to A2 or B1 level of English proficiency from as determined by the university’s placement
test aligned with the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). They had completed
Basic English Course 1 and were on course 2, a 10-week course designed to develop grammar,
vocabulary, and paragraph-writing skill on topics relevant to daily life such as technology or hobbies.

3.3. Research instruments

Quantitative and qualitative data was collected by a questionnaire whose results indicated
students’ insights and preferences on their teachers’ written feedbacks. The research tool comprised
three parts. Part A consisted of 10 statements with a tick-box format gauging students’ overall
perceptions and their responses toward teachers’ written feedbacks. Participants were required to put
a tick next to the statements that reflected their experience. Part B featured 10 Likert-scale statements
assessing students’ preferences on their teachers’ feedback types ( e.g., direct vs indirect, corrective
vs non-corrective). Part C included two open-ended questions (e.g., “What aspects of your teacher’s
feedback do you find most helpful and why?) to capture qualitative insights. The questionnaire was
presented in both Vietnamese and English to make sure that every student can easily provide valid
data.

4. Results and discussions

4.1. Students’ perceptions toward teachers’ written feedbacks

Statements Percentage

1.1 feel satisfied with my teacher’s feedbacks 60%
2.Teachers’ written feedback helps me improve my writing skills 35%
3.1 find it easy to understand and follow written feedbacks from my teacher 55%
4. My teachers always give feedback timely 90%
5. My teacher’s feedback usually focuses on negative sides of my performance 75%
6. I feel lost reading my teacher feedbacks 4%

7.1 feel frustrated reading my teacher feedbacks 8%

8.Teachers’ feedback comes in no use as it offers no corrections other than pointing 15%
the errors

9.Teachers’ feedback usually contains too many points, which overwhelms me. 47%
10. Teachers’ feedback is inconsistent 10%

The data from Part A of the questionnaire reveals a generally positive perception of teachers’
written feedback among the participants, with 60% expressing satisfaction and 90% acknowledging
the timeliness of the feedback. This suggests that teachers are successful in delivering feedback
promptly, which is critical for supporting students’ learning processes (Hyland & Hyland, 2006).
However, only 35% of students reported that the feedback significantly improved their writing skills,
indicating a gap between the provision of feedback and its perceived effectiveness in fostering
writing development. Qualitative responses from part C provide deeper insight, with 65% of students
noting that clear, specific feedback with examples (e.g., “My teacher explains why my sentence is
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wrong and gives a correct example™) enhances understanding and application, particularly for low-
proficiency learners (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Also, the finding matches concerns raised by Lee
(2008), who noted that feedback may not always translate into meaningful improvements due to
factors such as students’ ability to process it or its alignment with their learning needs. A notable
concern is that 75% of students felt that teachers’ feedback predominantly focused on the negative
aspects of their performance, and 47% found the feedback overwhelming due to its complexity or
volume. Qualitative data reinforce this, with 55% of respondents criticizing vague comments (e.g.,
not clear) that lack actionable guidance. This aligns with Truscott’s (1996) critique of corrective
feedback, which suggests that an overemphasis on error correction can lead to student frustration and
disengagement. The fact that 15% of students found feedback unhelpful when it merely pointed out
errors without offering corrections further supports Ferris’s (2012) argument that feedback lacking
clear guidance may fail to support student learning effectively. Additionally, the reported
inconsistency of feedback (10%) highlights practical challenges in feedback delivery, such as
variability in teachers’ approaches, which can undermine its effectiveness (Truscott, 1996).
Interestingly, only a small minority of students reported feeling lost (4%) or frustrated (8%) when
reading feedback, suggesting that while negative perceptions exist, they are not widespread. This
could be attributed to the clarity and accessibility of the feedback, as 55% of students found it easy to
understand. The use of both Vietnamese and English in the feedback process likely contributed to this
clarity, addressing potential language barriers for A2/B1-level learners.
4.2. Students’ preferences of teachers’ written feedbacks

Statements Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

I would like my teacher to indicate all of 5% 85% 10% 0% 0%

my errors

I would like my teachers to identify my 10% 10% 60% 5% 0%

errors with explanation

I would like my teachers to identify my 75% 20% 5% 0% 0%

errors and suggest me alternative solutions

I would like my teachers to identify my 4% 34% 20% 26% 16%

errors and let me correct my won errors

I would like my teachers to focus on 55% 40% 5% 0% 0%

grammatical errors (verb tense, articles,

etc.)

I would like my teachers to focus on 10% 15% 55% 12% 8%

coherence/logic order (meaning, logic,

etc.)

I would like my teacher to focus on 15% 80% 5% 0% 0%

vocabulary errors (word choice, spelling,

etc.)

I would like my teacher to focus on 3% 57% 30% 9% 1%

content/idea  (details  for  support,
comments of your ideas, etc.)

I would like my teacher to add general 10% 55% 35% 0% 0%
comments (word of praise or

encouragement)

I would like my teacher to provide 50% 30% 12% 6% 2%

comments in Vietnamese
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The results from Part B of the questionnaire reveal a strong preference for comprehensive
corrective feedback, with 90% of students wanting all errors identified. This preference for
comprehensive feedback aligns with Chandler’s (2003) findings that students value detailed error
correction to enhance accuracy. Also, qualitative data align with this, as 65% of students highlighted
the value of direct feedback with specific corrections (e.g., “I like when my teacher gives me right
sentence so I can learn from it”), reflecting the need of low-proficiency English learners who benefit
from explicit guidance (Chandler, 2003). However, only 20% desired explanations alongside error
identification, while 95% preferred teachers to provide alternative solutions. This indicates a reliance
on direct corrective feedback, where teachers supply corrected forms rather than encouraging
students to self-correct (Ferris, 2010). Such a preference may reflect the students’ relatively low
English proficiency (A2/B1) and their need for explicit guidance, as opposed to indirect feedback that
requires greater autonomy and linguistic competence (Liao & Zhang, 2022). Students also prioritized
feedback on grammatical errors (95%) and vocabulary (95%) over coherence/logic (25%) and
content/ideas (60%), a trend qualitative data contextualizes: 30% of students found grammar-focused
feedback less helpful when it neglected higher-order skills. One respondent noted, “I want to know if
my ideas are good, not just my grammar.”. This finding emphasis on surface-level corrections
(grammar and vocabulary) over higher-order concerns (coherence and content) is consistent with
Lee’s (2017) observation that EFL learners often focus on linguistic accuracy due to their
developmental stage and limited proficiency. However, this preference may limit opportunities for
developing more advanced writing skills, such as organizing ideas logically or supporting arguments
effectively, which are critical for academic and professional communication in a globalized
context.The desire for feedback in Vietnamese (80%) underscores the importance of linguistic
accessibility for non-English-majored students. Providing feedback in the students’ native language
likely reduces comprehension barriers and enhances the feedback’s utility, particularly for lower-
proficiency learners. Additionally, 65% of students expressed a preference for general comments,
such as praise or encouragement, which aligns with Hyland and Hyland’s (2006) assertion that non-
corrective feedback can boost motivation and confidence. This was supported by qualitative findings
where 40% reported that positive remarks (e.g., “nice try”) boost their confidence. Linguistic
accessibility was critical, as 80% preferred feedback in Vietnamese, and 50% of qualitative responses
emphasized its role in reducing comprehension barriers (e.g., “Vietnamese feedback is easier for me
to understand”). However, 55% of students qualitatively criticized feedback that was overly general
or voluminous, with one stating, “Too many red marks make me feel bad at writing,” reinforcing the
quantitative concern about overwhelming feedback (47%) and Truscott’s (1996) critique of excessive
correction.

The findings from both the quantitative and qualitative data suggest several implications for
teachers providing written feedback to English non-majored students. First, while comprehensive
corrective feedback is highly valued (90% in Section 4.2), the qualitative insights from Part C
emphasize that students find specific, example-based corrections most helpful, particularly when
delivered in Vietnamese to enhance accessibility. Teachers should therefore balance error correction
with clear, actionable guidance to address students’ linguistic challenges effectively (Chandler,
2003). Second, the perception that feedback focuses excessively on negative aspects (75% in Section
4.1) and the qualitative reports of frustration with vague or overwhelming feedback highlight the
need for a selective feedback approach that prioritizes key errors and avoids overloading students
(Truscott, 1996). Third, incorporating non-corrective feedback, such as praise or encouragement, is
critical, as both quantitative (65% in Section 4.2) and qualitative data (40% in Section 4.3.1) indicate
that positive reinforcement boosts motivation and confidence (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Fourth, the
strong preference for feedback in Vietnamese (80% in Section 4.2, 50% in Section 4.3.1) underscores
the importance of culturally and linguistically responsive feedback practices, particularly for A2/B1-
level learners who face comprehension barriers (Nguyen, 2015). Finally, to address issues of
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inconsistency (10% in Section 4.1) and vague feedback 55% in Section 4.3.2), teachers could benefit
from professional development to standardize feedback delivery and focus on both linguistic
accuracy and higher-order writing skills, such as coherence and idea development, which students
noted asunderemphasized (30% in Section 4.3.2; Lee, 2017).

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, this study reveals that freshman non-English major students at a Vietnamese
university generally view teachers’ written feedback positively, with 60% expressing satisfaction and
90% appreciating its timeliness. However, its effectiveness in improving writing skills is limited by
its focus on negative aspects (75%), complexity (47%), and lack of actionable guidance, as evidenced
by both quantitative and qualitative data. The qualitative insights from Part C highlight that students
value clear, specific, and example-based feedback, particularly in Vietnamese, and appreciate
encouragement to boost motivation. Conversely, vague, overly general, or grammar-focused
feedback was deemed least helpful, as it failed to address higher-order skills like coherence and
content development. Students’ strong preference for comprehensive, direct corrective feedback in
their native language (80% in Section 4.2, 50% in Section 4.3.1) reflects their developmental needs
and A2/B1 proficiency levels but may hinder the development of advanced writing skills critical for
globalized communication (Lee, 2017). These findings underscore the importance of tailoring
feedback to students’ linguistic and academic needs while balancing corrective and non-corrective
approaches to maximize its impact.
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Phin hoi ciia gido vién vé ki ning viét clia sinh vién khong chuyén tiéng Anh nim thir nhat
tai Truong Pai hoc Cong nghiép Ha Noi

Tém tit: Ki ning viét 1a mot k§ ning quan trong dé dat duoc trinh d6 ngdn ngtr cao. Vay nén nd
dit ra nhimng thach thic dang ké cho sinh vién khong chuyén tiéng Anh. Viée phat trién ki ning viét
la mQt qua trinh déy thach thirc, doi hoi sy phan hoi va hudng dan hidu qua tir gido vién. Trong subt
qua trinh phan h01 giao vién dong vai tro quan trong trong viéc dinh hinh phong cach viét va cai
thién kha ning viét cua hoc sinh. Do d6, nghién ctru ndy duge thuc hién de tim hiéu nhan thic va s&
thich ciia hoc sinh vé phan hdi bang vin ban clia gido vién dbi véi bai viét cua cac em. Dit liu dinh
tinh va dinh lugng dugc thu thap bang bang cau hoi ba phan. Két qua cho thay hoc sinh c6 nhiéu y
kién khac nhau vé phan hdi bang vin ban cua gido vién, voi sy hai 10ng chung nhung lo ngai vé tinh
phirc tap ctia phan hoi va tap trung vao cac khia canh tiéu cyc. Hon nita, cic em thé hién sy ua thich
manh mé hon dbi voi phan hoi sira 16 truc tiép, toan dién bz"mg tiéng me¢ dé ciia minh, cung vai sy
khuyén khich dé ting cuong dong liuc, mic du cac em thich phan hdi bac cao.

Tir khoa: phan hoi stra 18i; phan hdi khong sira 16i; phan hdi truc tiép; phan hdi gian tiép; k§ ning
viét; sinh vién khong chuyén tiéng Anh.



