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Abstract - Corrective feedback seems to be essential to promote secondary school students' learning. The effectiveness of 
corrective feedback depends on how it is given, and it can be given in various ways such as direct, indirect, written, and oral 
feedback. Students' perceptions can also influence the way of feedback provided. This study aims to find out EFL secondary 
students' preferences towards corrective feedback. Two databases which were ERIC and Springer Exemplar were used in the 
searching strategy. The included articles were published from 2008 to 2017, peer-reviewed articles, and at a secondary level. 
10 studies were selected from 1,009 studies as the total of studies at the first search. Specifically, 4 studies focus on oral 
corrective feedback, whilst the other studies relate to direct and indirect corrective feedback with 3 studies respectively. The 
reviewed studies show that most students have a positive view of corrective feedback, and oral corrective feedback seems to 

be a preferable type of corrective feedback, especially recast that repeats the errors by the corrected forms. However, the 
agreement between teachers and students should be considered in deciding the process of delivering and receiving corrective 
feedback. Further research also needs to consider teachers' attitudes towards corrective feedback. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Most teachers only provide marks to the students 

without feedback. However, feedback seems to be 

essential to promote students’ learning. As Tsao, 

Tseng and Wang (2017) state that corrective feedback 

to EFL students has a crucial role in enhancing 

students’ learning motivation. Likewise, Ahmadi, 

Maftoon and Mehrdad (2012) also figure out that 

corrective feedback can positively impact on 

students’ achievement. Additionally, how students 

perceive feedback is more likely to influence the way 

of feedback given and the effectiveness of corrective 
feedback (Chen, Nassaji & Liu 2016; Hattie & 

Timperley 2007). As a result, corrective feedback 

seems to be crucial to be provided due to the benefits 

for student improvement.    

 

Students can receive either direct corrective feedback 

or indirect corrective feedback.  As Ahmad et al. 

(2015) report that teachers provide direct feedback by 

showing and correcting the errors to the students, 

whereas indirect feedback is given by highlighting 

the errors without any comments. Some studies found 
that most students prefer direct feedback to indirect 

feedback due to its effectiveness (Ahmad et al. 2015; 

Chen, Nassaji & Liu 2016). On the other hand, Sadat 

et al. (2015) believe that indirect corrective feedback 

can be significantly beneficial to boost students’ 

performance as this type of feedback requires 

students to search the corrected forms of the 

errorsindependently. In other words, students are 

more unlikely to repeat the same errors due to the 

process of self-correction. Moreover, corrective 

feedback can alsobe provided in the written and oral 

form. The results of previous studies show that 

students prefer to receive corrective feedback 
simultaneously while the errors are made (Lee 2013; 

Roothooft & Breeze 2016). This means that students 

expect to receive prompt corrections. On the other 

hand,  Aghajanloo, Mobini and Khosravi (2016) 

claim that students want to be corrected by written 

corrective feedback because they would like to read 

the feedback specifically. 

 

However, most teachers provide corrective feedback, 

regardless of students’ interests (Hargreaves 2012). 

Students expect to receive more detail and specific 

corrections, while sometimes teachers only select 
some errors to be corrected (Chen, Nassaji & Liu 

2016; Hajian, Farahani & Shirazi 2014). Some 

students seem to be unaware of the given feedback 

(Hosseiny 2014). As Ahmadi, Maftoon and Mehrdad 

(2012) report that students’ preferences for receiving 

feedback are various, and depend on which suits them 

best. This means that how students can be satisfied 

with the given feedback that fit their needs. Similarly, 

Hajian, Farahani and Shirazi (2014) believe that the 

students’ satisfaction in class might be achieved if the 

students receive feedback based on their expectation. 
Thus, it is important to know how students prefer to 

be corrected before providing corrective feedback. 

Previous studies mostly concern on the effects of 

feedback, the power of feedback, and the techniques 

used in providing feedback (Chen, Nassaji & Liu 

2016; Hajian, Farahani & Shirazi 2014; Hargreaves 

2012; Hattie & Timperley 2007). There seem to be 

fewer studies that discuss students’ attitudes toward 

corrective feedback, especially at secondary level. 

Hence, the researcher conducts a systematic review of 

students’ attitudes toward corrective feedback in EFL 

secondary school classroom. 
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A systematic review is a process in which the 
researcher formulates the research question and focus 

as well as uses a systematic method for identifying, 

selecting, evaluating, and synthesizing the studies of 

a topic (Brown et al. 2012, p. 177). They also state 

that a good quality systematic review should have a 

clear question or goal that can be answered and 

addressed (p. 179). Similarly, Khan et al. (as cited in 

Hanson-Abromeit & Sena Moore 2014, p. 6) believe 

that an essential aspect of a systematic review process 

is by defining the question clearly. 

In this systematic review, the researcher has three 

foci which are students’ attitudes, corrective 
feedback, and EFL secondary classroom. In this case, 

students’ attitudes mean students’ affective responses 

in which how students prefer to be corrected 

(Roothooft & Breeze 2016). Corrective feedback is 

an important component of formative assessment that 

contains the information of how students can improve 

(Brookhart 2011). Then, EFL secondary classroom 

refers to a classroom where students speak English as 

a Foreign Language at secondary education. Based on 

the definitions of the foci, the aim of this systematic 

review is to find out EFL secondary students’ 
preferences toward corrective feedback. Therefore, 

the review question is: what are students’ attitudes 

toward corrective feedback in EFL secondary 

classroom? All studies are included whether 

quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods with 

secondary education as the educational level. 

 

II. METHODOLOGY 

 

A. Search Strategy 

This study is a systematic review that focuses on 

corrective feedback in EFL context. The aim of this 
review is to find out EFL secondary students’ 

preferences toward corrective feedback. Moreover, 

the strategy to search the sources mostly used the 

internet access through two databases which were 

ERIC and Springer Exemplar. The keywords used in 

searching the journals were Students’ attitudes, 

students’ perceptions, students’ beliefs, students’ 

preferences, students’ perspectives, corrective 

feedback, EFL classroom. The combination of each 

term was also applied in looking for the articles. 

Furthermore, the years of publication were 
considered from 2008 to 2017, and they were peer-

reviewed journals.  

 

B. Selection Criteria 

Some criteria were used to determine the journals that 

were included or excluded. 

1. The published years were from 2008-2017. 

2. The articles were written in English. 

3. The participants were EFL secondary school 

students. 

4. Methods used for data collection were a 

questionnaire, interview, focus group, 
observation, and test (experimental). 

5. The articles were related to students’ perceptions 

and preferences towards corrective feedback. 

 

C. Method for Data Extraction and Collection 

Some characteristics were applied to data collection 

in order to select the articles that were included in the 

review. Those characteristics are study aim, study 

design, setting and population, intervention, outcome, 

and significance (Reinders et al. 2011). The first 

search, from two main databases found, 1,009 articles 

which were 668 articles from ERIC and 341 articles 
from Springer Exemplar by using the search terms. 

As for last ten years of publication and peer-reviewed 

journals are the criteria of included studies, only 627 

studies were selected. Then, 197 studies from 

Springer Exemplar were excluded because they were 

books. By considering EFL secondary students as the 

samples of studies, results show that 155 articles were 

selected as they meet the requirement of included 

criteria. Moreover, by looking the titles, 43 articles 

were selected. After reading the abstracts and 

contents, only 10 articles were chosen. The rest of the 
articles were excluded due to the different focus 

which can be seen in Table 2. Hence, the relevant 

studies were downloaded and reviewed as well as 

included in the reference list and showed in Table 1. 

 

III. RESULTS 

 

A. Oral Corrective Feedback 

Four studies showed that students had positive views 

of oral corrective feedback (Milla & Mayo 2014; 

Rassaei 2015; Roothooft & Breeze 2016; Shanshan 

2012). The most favourable type of oral corrective 
feedback seems to be recast as it is given by repeating 

the errors with the corrected forms. The four articles 

had different study designs but used the same 

instruments of data collection which were 

questionnaires and tests, except for Shanshan’s study. 

Shanshan (2012) observed the use of seven strategies 

in giving oral corrective feedback for 40 hours and 

found out that the most effective feedback was 

output-prompting feedback. Interestingly, Rassaei 

(2015) not only investigated how students perceive 

oral corrective feedback which was recast and 
metalinguistic but also how students’ level of anxiety 

could change their perceptions. His findings showed 

that students with low level of anxiety were 

successful in receiving recast and metalinguistic. 

Furthermore, Roothooft and Breeze (2016) reported 

the results from a quite large sample with 395 

students to do a survey. They figured out that 

metalinguistic seemed to be a preferable type of 

feedback as students had positive emotion while 

receiving immediate corrections. Generally, students 

received various types of corrective feedback but in 

an explicit way (Milla & Mayo 2014). 
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B. Indirect Corrective Feedback 

The other three studies found that students viewed 
more positive on indirect corrective feedback as it 

appeared to be a more effective type of feedback 

(Baleghizadeh & Dadashi 2011; Ghandi & 

Maghsoudi 2014; Li & He 2017). Two studies 

(Baleghizadeh & Dadashi 2011; Ghandi & 

Maghsoudi 2014) were more likely similar in which 

they did experimental studies focusing on the impact 

of indirect feedback to junior high school students in 

Iran. They also divided the samples into 2 groups 

which were experimental and control group. 

However, they seem to be quite different regarding 

genders and duration in collecting data. Specifically, 
the samples of Baleghizadeh & Dadashi’s study was 

only male students with treatments for six weeks, 

while Ghandi & Maghsoudi’s study was only female 

students with treatments for five weeks. 

Consequently, both studies found out the same results 

in which students preferred indirect feedback to direct 

feedback. On the other hand, Li and He (2017) stated 

that students preferred to receive indirect written 

corrective feedback. They used only questionnaire 

with 84 students in data collection in which it was 

quite different from the other two studies. 
Surprisingly, a majority of the students were eager to 

receive more corrections from teachers and they 

appreciated teacher’s feedback (Li & He 2017, p. 65). 

In addition, the students also agreed to indirect 

written corrective feedback as they were happy in 

correcting the errors only showed by teacher’s marks 

or symbols (p. 66). Therefore, indirect corrective 

feedback appears to be preferable and effective 

because it can promote students’ engagements and 

contribution in the process of corrections. 

 

C. Direct Corrective Feedback 

Some students had positive views toward direct 

corrective feedback in which it was beneficial to 
student improvement (Aghajanloo, Mobini & 

Khosravi 2016; Jodaie, Farrokhi & Zoghi 2011; 

Santos, Serrano & Manchón 2010). Aghajanloo, 

Mobini and Khosravi (2016); Santos, Serrano and 

Manchón (2010) conducted experimental studies with 

140 students and 8 students respectively. Findings 

showed that unfocused direct feedback was the most 

effective technique of corrective feedback since the 

teachers corrected all errors by crossing the errors and 

writing the corrected forms (Aghajanloo, Mobini & 

Khosravi 2016, p. 33). Students preferred to be 

corrected all the errors by teachers, and they disliked 
if the teachers just underline the errors without any 

comments (Aghajanloo, Mobini & Khosravi 2016, p. 

34). Similarly, Santos, Serrano and Manchón (2010) 

figured out that how both types of direct corrective 

feedback such as error correction and reformulation 

could benefit students’ noticing of the errors. 

Additionally, concerning accuracy, they found that 

error correction was more beneficial than 

reformulation as students could be more easily and 

obviously recognised between the errors and 

corrected forms. Jodaie, Farrokhi and Zoghi (2011) 
discussed students’ perceptions of written corrective 

feedback and found that students liked to receive 

direct corrective feedback. Students considered the 

importance of comprehensive feedback to their 

knowledge improvement so that they expected to 

receive feedback in all errors (p. 40). Interestingly, 

from the three studies, two studies were conducted in 

the same place, Iran. Hence, students prefer to direct 

corrective feedback because all errors are clearly 

identified, and it seems to be able to minimise the 

possibility to make the same errors. 

Table -1 
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DISCUSSION 

 

This systematic review focuses on students’ attitudes 

toward corrective feedback in EFL secondary school 

classroom. This study aims to find out students’ 

preferences toward corrective feedback. There were 

ten reviewed studies, and the results of these studies 
showed that most students liked to receive corrective 

feedback. The ten studies had various study designs, 

sample sizes, and instruments of data collection. Even 

though four of the studies were from the same 

country, Iran, they had different findings. Two studies 

revealed students’ preferences toward direct 

corrective feedback, whereas the other two studies 

pointed out students’ preferences toward indirect 

corrective feedback. Hence, two main findings of the 

reviewed studies are that students prefer to receive 

oral corrective feedback, and corrective feedback can 

be given either directly or indirectly. 
 

As Shanshan (2012) found that students prefer oral 

corrective feedback as they expected to receive 

prompt feedback. Similarly, Roothooft and Breeze 

(2016) reported that students wanted to have 

immediate feedback. Those studies are in line with 

Lee (2013) who points out students’ preferences for 

receiving corrective feedback simultaneously while 

making the errors. Nevertheless, indirect corrective 

feedback appears to be beneficial in promoting 

students’ engagements as it only contains teachers’ 
signs or symbols of errors so that students need to 

identify the ways to correct the errors (Baleghizadeh 

& Dadashi 2011; Ghandi & Maghsoudi 2014; Li & 

He 2017). These results are in line with Sadat et al. 

(2015) that indicate how indirect corrective feedback 

can positively affect students’ performance. In 

addition, they report that students who receive 

indirect corrective feedback tend to have higher 

performance. On the other hand, direct corrective 

feedback seems to be preferable as students like to 

receive comprehensive feedback with all errors being 

corrected (Aghajanloo, Mobini & Khosravi 2016; 

Jodaie, Farrokhi & Zoghi 2011; Santos, Serrano & 

Manchón 2010). These findings of the three studies 
are in alignment with Ahmad et al. (2015); Chen, 

Nassaji and Liu (2016) that reveal students’ 

preferences toward direct corrective feedback due to 

the effectiveness. In other words, it is effective to 

students because it obviously shows all the errors and 

the corrected forms. Interestingly, Jodaie, Farrokhi 

and Zoghi (2011) also note that how direct corrective 

feedback can improve students’ knowledge in which 

they might not repeat the same errors. This is same as 

the results found by Ahmadi, Maftoon and Mehrdad 

(2012) that corrective feedback can give positive 

impacts on students’ achievements.  
 

However, it cannot be denied that this systematic 

review has some limitations. The main limitation was 

that some reviewed articles had a small number of the 

sample such as Santos, Serrano and Manchón’s study 

that only had eight students. In addition, this was an 

experimental study with a small sample size so that it 

was also lack of control group. Automatically, it 

could impact on the findings and the issue of 

representativeness. Similarly, in terms of genders, 

some studies only conducted for male or female 
students. For instance, Baleghizadeh & Dadashi’s 

study only focused on males, whereas Ghandi & 

Maghsoudi’s study concerned on females. In this 

case, the results of both studies might be inapplicable 

to be used for future research that focuses on both 

male and female students. Another limitation was that 

Rassaei’s study did not mention the study design. It 



International Journal of Management and Applied Science, ISSN: 2394-7926                                                 Volume-4, Issue-7, Jul.-2018 

http://iraj.in 

Students’ Attitudes towards Corrective Feedback in EFL Secondary School Classroom: A systematic review 

 

21 

only described the instruments used in collecting 

data. Due to the included criteria of EFL secondary 
students, it quite challenged in the process of 

searching the studies. In this case, the findings were 

limited and in a small number. Then, a majority of the 

reviewed studies were experimental studies, and the 

settings were in Iran. It gave a small chance to 

compare the results among the other study designs 

and settings. As a result, the findings were more 

unlikely to show the significant and important 

changes.  

 

Despite these limitations, this systematic review has 

some implications. Firstly, the results from this study 
can be useful for teacher reflections. This means that 

teachers might know how students prefer to be 

corrected, so teachers can apply more effective 

techniques in providing corrective feedback. 

Additionally, the importance of context is shown by 

the results of a reviewed study in which they point 

out the different results from two different contexts. 

Furthermore, it is essential to consider the number of 

samples and study designs in order to ensure the 

reliability and validity of data. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The objective of this systematic review is to find out 

students’ preferences toward corrective feedback. 

Only ten studies were identified and reviewed after 

searching through two databases which were ERIC 

and Springer Exemplar and selecting by included 

criteria. The results of this systematic study show that 

majority of the students have positive attitudes 

toward corrective feedback. They also highly 

appreciate teachers’ feedback and would like to 

receive more feedback. Oral corrective feedback 
seems to be preferable since it is shown by four 

studies that the students expect to receive immediate 

corrections. Moreover, the rest of reviewed studies 

reveals that students want to be corrected either 

directly or indirectly. They prefer direct corrective 

feedback due to the efficiency of noticing the errors 

and corrected forms, whilst they prefer indirect 

corrective feedback due to the low possibility of 

repeating the same errors. Corrective feedback, 

therefore, seems to be essential and needs to be 

considered by teachers as it can boost students’ 
performance in the classroom. 

 

For future research, it is recommended to focus not 

only on students’ attitudes but also teachers’ attitudes 

as the agreement from both sides is important in 

deciding the process of providing corrective 

feedback. Different instructional context should be 

also considered such as ESL context and higher 

education students. In addition, further research can 

only concern on one type of corrective feedback, for 

example, oral corrective feedback or written 

corrective feedback in order to have more specific 

focus. 
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