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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this study is to examine the uptake of peer vs. instructor feedback provided on
written essays by undergraduates in a writing course at a public university in Saudi Arabia.
Design/methodology/approach – This was a classroom intervention exploratory study with 16 pairs of
students attending a writing class over a period of 14 weeks.
Findings – Analysis of feedback and uptake indicated that the students incorporated a high rate (85.21%) of
feedback in revising their essays. The results also showed that the quantity of students’ uptake of instructor
feedback (88.77%)was higher than that of peer feedback (82.17%). In terms of the rate of uptake of global feedback
focusing on content and organization vs. local feedback focusing on language and formatting, the rate of uptake of
local feedback (85.34%) was slightly higher than the uptake of global feedback (84.90%). The current results also
showed that the quality of feedback (peer vs. instructor feedback and global vs. local feedback) also varied.
Students’ perspectives on feedback underlined their perceived value of feedback on writing, their preference for
instructor feedback and the perceived benefits of providing and receiving feedback.
Originality/value – This study investigated an area that has been under-researched in the Saudi higher
education context and it has direct implications for the provision of feedback in writing classes.
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Introduction
Over the past few decades, the provision of feedback has attracted considerable attention
in the field of English as a second or foreign language (ESL/EFL). One way to measure the
effectiveness of feedback is to determine students’ uptake of feedback, which is defined as
students’ responses to feedback (Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen, 2001; Llinares & Lyster, 2014;
Loewen, 2004; Sheen, 2004; Wu & Schunn, 2020). In other words, uptake is known as
ESL/EFL students’ incorporation of feedback into their language production. In the context
of formative feedback on student writing, uptake is the extent to which students integrate
such feedback into revising their texts (Dressler, Chu, Crossman, & Hilman, 2019).

There has been limited empirical evidence on the interaction between feedback anduptake to
confirm its effectiveness on students’writing of assignments where they are required to develop
their academicwriting (Dressler et al., 2019; Landry, Jacobs,&Newton, 2015). Studies comparing
students’ uptake of two feedback sources (teacher and peer) are scant (Dressler et al., 2019;
Ruegg, 2015a). Such research is important, especially in the context of Saudi Arabia where EFL
learnersmay find teacher feedback difficult to understand and, consequently,may fail to take up
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such feedback in revising their academic writing. This necessitates an investigation of Saudi
learners’ uptake of teacher and peer feedback. Therefore, the present study sets out to examine
Saudi university students’ uptake of and perspectives on peer and teacher feedback in an
academic writing course during one academic semester.

Literature review
Theoretical perspective
Research on feedback and uptake is grounded on different theoretical perspectives, most
important of which are the sociocultural theory by Vygotsky (1978) and the Output
Hypothesis by Swain (1995). In terms of Vygotsky’s (1978) Sociocultural Theory, feedback is
viewed as a kind of assistance or support provided by more capable individuals to learners
(e.g. Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012; Hyland, 2010; Lee, 2014; Tang & Liu, 2018). Such assistance
plays a role in students’ successful accomplishment of written tasks that theymay not be able
to complete independently.

Swain’s (1995) Output Hypothesis assumes that comprehensible input alone may not lead
to the desired improvement of learners’ second language acquisition (SLA) because it needs to
be accompanied by modified output which is the result of feedback (Suzuki, 2004).
This suggests that learners’ production of the language can be manifested as their uptake of
feedback (Ellis et al., 2001; Santos, L�opez Serrano, &Manch�on, 2010). Both of these theoretical
perspectives have guided this study in examining the extent of students’ uptake of both peer
and instructor’s feedback in their revised writings.

Formative feedback and uptake
Researchers have argued that uptake of feedback plays a role in facilitating learners’
language development as it allows them to notice, understand and correct their errors
(Ellis et al., 2001; Kerr, 2017; Llinares & Lyster, 2014; Loewen, 2004; Merkel, 2018;
Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017; Sheen, 2004). Uptake is an indicator of the effectiveness of
feedback. Research studies have examined the extent to which learners integrate peer
feedback into their text revisions (McConlogue, 2015; Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Saeed &
Ghazali, 2017; Storch&Wigglesworth, 2010; Villamil&Guerrero, 1998). One common finding
among these studies is that learners could incorporate more instances of peer feedback when
revising their writing.

Other studies focused on students’ uptake of teacher feedback in writing (Ene & Upton,
2014, 2018). In a recent study, Ene and Upton (2018) found that the rate of students’ successful
uptake of teacher feedbackwas high. The amount of uptake of teacher asynchronous feedback
(i.e. there is a delay between giving and responding to feedback)was higher than that of chat or
synchronous feedback (i.e. feedback provided and responded to simultaneously). In an earlier
study, Ene and Upton (2014) found that the rate of uptake varied according to the number of
feedback sessions and type of teacher feedback. For example, in the first feedback session,
students’ uptake of direct feedback was higher than in the second feedback session.

There are also studies which have compared students’ uptake of peer and teacher
feedback (Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Paulus, 1999; Tian & Zhou, 2020; Tsui & Ng, 2000).
These studies found that students’ uptake of teacher feedback was higher than that of peer
feedback. Similar results were reported by Ruegg (2015b), who showed that teacher feedback
played a crucial role in pushing students to modify their input, which is necessary for their
language development (Swain, 1995). This was attributed to the fact that teachers are more
experienced than students in giving feedback, they have full authority and they may also
provide better quality comments with clear clarification, guidance and suggestions.

Other studies (Allen & Mills, 2016; Chaudron, 1984; Eksi, 2012; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz,
1992; Dressler et al., 2019) found that the students’ rate of uptake of peer feedback was almost
equal to the rate of uptake of teacher feedback. In a recent study, Dressler et al. (2019) found
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that the students’ uptake of both peer and instructor feedback was almost 85%, with the
uptake of instructor feedback slightly higher than that of peer feedback. Moreover, the
uptake of feedback focusing on surface issues (e.g. grammar and language mechanics) was
higher than that of feedback focusing on meaning.

Students’ perspectives on teacher and peer feedback
Students’ perspectives on teacher and peer feedback is an issue that demands attention as it
can affect the uptake of feedback. For instance, in a recent study (Kazemi, Abadikhah,
& Dehqan, 2018), it was found that teacher feedback was more highly valued by students
than peer feedback. The teacher was also perceived as a more beneficial and valuable source
of feedback than peers (Ene & Upton, 2014, 2018; Leki, 1991; Tian & Zhou, 2020). By and
large, teacher feedback appears to be more desirable when compared to peer feedback, while
peer feedback is not perceived by students as efficient as teacher feedback as students would
rather follow teachers’ suggestions than peers’ suggestions on how to improve their writing
(Nelson & Carson, 1998; Tian & Zhou, 2020; Tsui & Ng, 2000). In other studies, students were
found to have a positive view of peer feedback. For example, in Kwok (2008), students
expressed their appreciation of peer feedback on their writing, while Ion, Mart�ı, and Morell
(2018) found that students valued providing and receiving peer feedback for its role in
enhancing students’ learning and improving their written tasks.

Few studies reported on students’ views on the combination of both teacher and peer
feedback. Maarof, Yamat, and Li (2011) reported that most students appreciated a
combination of teacher and peer feedback on their writing. In a recent study (Bader, Burner,
Iversen, & Varga, 2019), students found teacher formative feedback helpful, valuable and
supportive in revising their work and appreciated good and long feedback. Despite the
positive views on formative feedback, some students felt initially frustrated by teacher
feedback and questioned their peers’ ability to provide valuable feedback and their
knowledge about the issues addressed in the feedback. Therefore, they viewed teacher
feedback as more reliable than peer feedback.

From the above studies, it is evident that research on learners’ uptake of feedback is
important. Yet, research comparing the uptake of teacher and peer feedback has produced
mixed results. Further studies are necessary to understand whether and why students pay
more attention to teacher feedback than to peer feedback in revising their writing (Dressler
et al., 2019; Ruegg, 2015a). This is particularly important in the context of Saudi Arabia where
students learn in an EFL environment and their learning needs to be supported in every way
possible. Such a study may provide valuable direction as well as suggestions to instructors,
curriculum designers and students in the Saudi context to improve feedback provision and
uptake. The following research questions guided the present study:

(1) To what extent do undergraduate Saudi students incorporate feedback into their
revised written tasks?

(2) How does the uptake of feedback differ according to its providers (peers vs. teachers)
and its focus (global feedback that focuses on content and organization vs. local
feedback that focuses on language and formatting)?

(3) How do undergraduate students perceive peer and teacher feedback on their written
assignments?

Methodology
Research design
The current study is an exploratory classroom intervention examining the effectiveness of
peer and teacher feedback on undergraduate students’ writing. The case study reported in
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this paper is context-bound since it focuses on a particular undergraduate course in a Saudi
public university.

Participants
The current study was carried out with 32 EFL undergraduate students from the English
Department in a Saudi public university. Purposive sampling was used in selecting this
particular writing course because it represents a typical classroom inmost Saudi universities.
Participants were third-year students in an academic writing course that introduces them to
different genres of essay writing varying from descriptive essays to narrative essays. The
students were all native speakers of Arabic and EFL learners. The writing course was
delivered to the students through face-to-face lectures (each class for 3 h a week) over a period
of 14 weeks. The online Blackboard course was also used as a platform for online activities
supplementing the face-to-face lectures. The students’ performance in the course was
assessed out of 100 (i.e. 30 marks for pair essay writing, 20 marks for mid-term exam and
attendance and 50 marks for the final exam).

Intervention
The study was conducted in six stages. In the pre-writing stage (1 week), the students were
informed of the course activities, divided into 16 pairs and asked to select the topics for their
writing. In the second stage (1 week), each pair of students was asked to plan their essay and
write the first draft. The third stage (3 weeks) involved providing peer feedback (i.e. each pair
provided and received feedback from another pair). This was followed by the fourth stage,
revision (2 weeks) during which each pair was asked to revise their essay in response to peer
feedback and upload the revised draft to the Blackboard site. The fifth stage was the
instructor feedback (3 weeks), during which the instructor read each pair’s revised draft and
provided written feedback. This was followed by the sixth stage, the final revision (2 weeks)
during which all pairs had to revise their drafts and submit the final work.

Data collection
Datawere collected fromdifferent sources: peer feedback, instructor feedback, student essays
and follow-up focus group interviews with students. Each pair’s data were organized in
a separate file following a specific order: the first draft of the written essay, peer-written
feedback, the first revised draft, instructor written feedback and final draft. This allowed the
coders later to understand the intent of feedback in relation to the draft onwhich the feedback
was provided and easily trace students’ text revisions by comparing the drafts and by
cross-referencing the text revisions to the peer and instructor feedback.

The final set of data from the follow-up focus group interviews were collected during the
last week (Week 14) of the semester. The interview questionswere stated in English in light of
the literature review and also the feedback and revision activities in this course (Appendix 1).
The students were informed of the purpose of the interview, i.e. to collect information about
their views on the feedback provided and received by them during the semester. They were
also ensured of the protection of their identity and confidentiality and they signed a written
consent form. The interviews were conducted in English during a regular class. The students
were divided into three groups of six students and two groups of seven students, and each
group was interviewed for almost half an hour. Each group was given printed sheets with the
questions and the instructor asked the questions and listened to them attentively and,
sometimes, interrupted them to ask further questions (e.g. seeking their clarifications,
justifications, elaborations, etc.). The interviews were recorded using a digital camera.
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Data analysis
Each pair’s data were coded by two independent research assistants. The codeswere adopted
from previous research studies (e.g. Dressler et al., 2019; Saeed & Ghazali, 2017) with slight
combinations and modifications to the codes and categories. Following the process of coding
by Dressler et al. (2019), each feedback focusing on a single issue (e.g. Are you sure about the
subject-verb agreement in this sentence?) was assigned a single code (e.g. inaccurate
grammar). However, in cases when one feedback comment focused on several issues, it was
assigned to several codes. During this stage, instances of feedback that were not revision-
oriented (targeting issues in writing), such as praise, motivation and positive comments
(e.g. I like your introduction of the essay) were excluded from the coding. The instances of
feedback were categorized into global feedback (focusing on global issues in writing such as
content and organization) and local feedback (focusing on issues related to language and
formatting) (Appendix 2).

After the coding of the feedback, it was time to code the students’ use or incorporation of
peer and instructor feedback in their revised drafts. Based on the coding and analysis of
students’ uptake of feedback adopted from Dressler et al. (2019), the raters considered the
quantity and quality of feedback uptake. For the quantity of uptake, the frequency counts of
each peer vs. instructor feedback and their percentages were calculated in each pair’s data
and overall. The quality of uptake was determined by looking at whether and how the
students address each instance of feedback: total acceptance of feedback, partial acceptance
of feedback or rejection of feedback. Then, all these feedback comments were categorized into
their respective categories. This was followed by calculating the percentage score for each
category to represent the rate of the quality of uptake of feedback overall, in relation to its
source (peer vs. instructor) and its focus (global vs. local). Chi-square test was performed to
compare students’ incorporation of peer and instructor feedback in their revised drafts. The
analysis was done with R-studio version 1.1.456.

The follow-up interview data were analyzed using a deductive thematic analysis. First,
each group’s recorded interview was transcribed and coded. The coders read the transcripts
carefully and coded the transcripts individually, and then held meetings during which they
compared their coding and discussed the possible themes emerging from the interviews until
they reached agreements on themeaningful categories: students’ perceived value of feedback,
preference for peer vs. teacher feedback and perception of peer feedback providing vs.
receiving.

Results
Students’ uptake of feedback
The various patterns of feedbackwere identified and coded into categories and the number of
feedback instances addressed by students (uptake) were counted. Table 1 shows that the total
percentage of uptake of all feedback (peer and instructor) was high (83.74%). Students
received a total of 852 instances of feedback from their peers and instructors and they
integrated 726 instances of feedbackwhen revising their writing (Table 2). Overall, 85.21% of
the total feedback received was integrated by the students.

Results also revealed that for the global feedback, the average uptake of instructor feedback
was higher than peer feedback in all coded categories. For local feedback, the average uptake of
instructor feedbackwas higher in all but two coded categories: “Inappropriate formatting” and
“Inaccurate sentence structure.” The students’ uptake of global feedback (78.05%) was higher
than that of local feedback (62.06%), while the uptake of instructor feedback (95.60%) was
higher than that of peer feedback (76.92%). Table 3 shows that students integrated 82.17% of
peer feedback, whereas they integrated 88.77% of instructor feedback, which indicates that
students relied on instructor feedback more than peer feedback. Overall, students integrated
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84.90% of global feedback, while they integrated a slightly higher percentage (85.34%) of local
feedback in their writing. The rate of uptake of instructor global (92.25%) and local (87%) was
also higher than that of uptake of peer global (76.42%) and local (84.27%) feedback.

To determine the significance of the association of the frequency of students’ uptake of
peer and instructor feedback, a Chi-squared test was conducted. As shown in Table 3, results
revealed that there is a significant (p 5 0.002) relationship between the identified and
addressed peer and instructor feedback and the uptake of global and local instances of
feedback (X2 (1, N 5 460, 392) 5 8.886, p 5 0.002874) and (X2 (1, N 5 308, 384) 5 13.828,
p 5 0.002003). These results indicate that there is a significant relationship between the
instructor feedback and the uptake of global feedback, the instructor feedback and the uptake

Peer Instructor
Peer-and instructor

combined

Global feedback 70.91% 88.99% 78.05%
Insufficient details 72.79% 81.61% 76.15%
Irrelevance of ideas 91.29% 98.27% 82.40%
Clear expression of ideas 72.39% 88.49% 79.81%
Overall structure 68.30% 93.43% 82.19%
Paragraphing 49.81% 83.15% 69.71%
Local feedback 66.21% 72.75% 62.06%
Inaccurate grammar 32.60% 51.30% 42.18%
Inaccurate sentence structure 59.32% 57.61% 58.18%
Inappropriate vocabulary choice 31.11% 89.70% 51.74%
Misspelling 100% 100% 100%
Inappropriate use or missing punctuation 39.31% 60.62% 41.36%
Inappropriate formatting 80.93% 77.31% 78.92%
Total 76.92% 95.60% 83.74%

Note(s): Each of these percent averages were calculated using the weighted means formula

Number of feedback
instances identified

Number of feedback
instances addressed

Percentage of feedback
instances addressed

Global feedback 265 225 84.90%
Local feedback 587 501 85.34%
Total 852 726 85.21%

Peer feedback Instructor feedback
Number of
feedback
instances
identified

Number of
feedback
instances
addressed

Percentage
of feedback
instances
addressed

Number of
feedback
instances
identified

Number of
feedback
instances
addressed

Percentage
of feedback
instances
addressed Total

Global
feedback

123 94 76.42% 142 131 92.25% 84.90%

Local
feedback

337 284 84.27% 250 217 87% 85.34%

Total 460 378 82.17% 392 348 88.77% 85.21%

Table 1.
Feedback uptake in the
two essay drafts for
each category (peer,
instructor, global
and local)

Table 2.
Local and global
feedback identified and
addressed in the two
essay drafts

Table 3.
Feedback identified
and addressed in the
two essay drafts
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of local feedback, the peer feedback and the uptake of global feedback and finally the peer
feedback and the uptake of local feedback.

Students’ perspectives on instructor vs. peer feedback
The thematic analysis of the follow-up interviews revealed that all students acknowledged
the importance of feedback in revising their written assignments. Specifically, their perceived
value of feedback is owing to the support and directions provided by the instructor to them as
this student comment shows: “I think feedback in this course gave us a sense of direction.
Because we are new, we got lost sowith feedback, we kept continuously improving our work”
(Student 22). In addition, most of the students (20 out of 32) showed a higher preference for
instructor feedback. This was because they perceived the instructor as a trusted and reliable
source of knowledge, expertise and experience. One student stated: “I do prefer lecturer’s
feedback because they are qualified and experts and they spend a lot of time working hard to
get their qualifications” (Student 8).

On the other hand, 12 of the students commented on the value of both peer and instructor
feedback as being complimentary to each other. This statement by one of the students
exemplifies this view: “I think both are important because lecturer’s feedback is like a more
learned one, and peer feedback is like understanding each other’s issues” (Student 5).

The students were also asked about their roles as providers and receivers of feedback.
This yielded interesting viewpoints. First, as providers of feedback, they felt that they learnt
from the process of composing and providing feedback. As one student reported:
“As a provider of feedback, I would consider it as a learning process because I point at
some mistakes and I know something about that peer’s work” (Student 31). As receivers of
feedback, students reported having to give their viewpoints or evaluations of peer feedback
on their written work, as this comment exemplifies: “Yes I read all of them and I replied to
them as well. And I tried to make the changes in my proposal according to the comments”
(Student 12). Furthermore, some students stated that they enjoyed reading their peers’
evaluative comments and applied their suggestions in revising their tasks, whereas others
ignored some suggestions provided by peers as they doubted the reliability of the feedback.
A student reported: “I really liked to read my classmates’ feedback on our assignment. I also
used suggestions by them in editing it. Sometimes, I found my classmates’ feedback like
wrong, or not clear. So I did not use it in my writing” (Student 6).

Discussion
The current study aimed to identify the extent of students’ uptake of both peer and instructor
feedback in their revised essays, and the difference in the uptake of feedback according to its
provider (peer vs. instructor) and its focus (global vs. local). It also aimed to explore students’
perceptions toward the two types of feedback (peer vs. instructor). The findings of the current
study are consistent with previous research on the extent of students’ uptake of feedback into
their revised writing whether it came from a peer (Baker, 2016; Saeed & Ghazali, 2017;
Wu & Schunn, 2020; Xu & Zhu, 2019) or the instructor (Ene & Upton, 2014, 2018). The study
findings align with the sociocultural theory of learning (Vygotsky, 1978), which stresses
the role of feedback in mediating learners’ text revisions. It further aligns with Vygotsky’s
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) which assumes that students can perform at a higher
level when they receive support and scaffolding from others (Ortega, 2009). The study
findings are also in line with Swain’s (1995) Output Hypothesis which argues that feedback
plays a role in students’ modified output, which was manifested in this study through their
successful text revisions (Ellis et al., 2001; Santos et al., 2010). The significant level of students’
feedback uptake in the current study is also partly in agreement with Dressler et al. (2019)
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who also reported that the rate of uptake of feedback in their study was significantly high
(80%) but found that the difference in the quality of uptake of peer vs. teacher feedback was
not high. The present study showed that the uptake of instructor feedback was slightly
higher than the uptake of peer feedback, especially with regard to global feedback.

While the results in feedback uptake were not found to be statistically significant in the
current study, the study still managed to extend the findings of previous research (e.g. Connor
& Asenavage, 1994; Paulus, 1999; Ruegg, 2015b; Tian & Zhou, 2020; Tsui & Ng, 2000) by
providing a more nuanced understanding of the higher uptake of instructor feedback
compared to peer feedback. Based on the interviews, students in this study viewed the
instructor as an expert (Wolsey, 2008) and the one that would be evaluating and marking
their final drafts (Dressler et al., 2019). In Saudi Arabia, most learners are still inclined to view
the teacher as an expert and the authority in the class (Alqurashi, 2015). However, the
interviews also indicated students’ positive perspectives on both kinds of feedback.
Specifically, students admitted and appreciated the assistance and scaffolding from both
peers and instructors. This finding implies that incorporating different kinds of feedback
increases the chances of uptake of feedback in academic writing. Therefore, creating an
atmosphere for peer feedback where students are trained, prepared and encouraged to
exchange peer feedback is very important and it has also been noted in previous studies
(Bader et al., 2019; Ion et al., 2018; Kwok, 2008). The current study also showed that the
majority of students learned from the process of composing and providing feedback, which
corroborates the results of previous studies on the benefits of peer feedback for its providers,
including reading their peers’ writing, evaluating it, learning from its strengths and
weaknesses and even applying the comments they provide to peers to enhance their own
writing (see Ion et al., 2018; Kwok, 2008; Mendonça & Johnson, 1994; Tsui & Ng, 2000).
As indicated by Li and Zhang (2020), peer feedback could function as a more productive and
multiple-reader source of revision in comparison with instructor feedback.

In relation to the foci or type of feedback provided on their assignments, an important
finding was that students integrated a higher number of local feedback in their writing than
global feedback, which is similar to Baker’s (2016) and Dressler et al.’s (2019) findings.
Students in this study received more feedback on local issues than on global ones. This
indicates that Saudi students find revisions based on local feedback much easier than global
feedback and as feedback providers, they are more likely to notice and provide feedback on
local issues than global ones. This could be due to the context of the study and has also been
confirmed by others (Alnasser & Alyuosef, 2015; O AbuSa’aleek & Shariq, 2021).

Conclusion
A classroom intervention was conducted to identify the extent of students’ uptake of both
peer and instructor feedback in their revised writings and examine any differences in the
uptake of feedback according to its provider (peer vs. instructor) and its focus
(global vs. local). It also explored students’ perceptions toward the two types of feedback
(peer vs. instructor). The findings revealed that a combination of peer and instructor feedback
in undergraduate writing courses plays a crucial role in improving students’ writing.
The findings also suggest that there is a need for instructors to look at how to maximize
students’ uptake of peer feedback in their writing. For instance, Saudi students could be
trained and encouraged to exchange and value peer feedback when revising their written
assignments.

The current studywas limited to one groupof students in anundergraduatewriting course. It
was conducted in a naturalistic setting. Future studies could carry out a similar investigation
with a larger sample of students using an experimental or quasi-experimental design to compare
different groups based on different types of feedback administered to them. This small
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intervention study showed that the cultural and educational context of the EFL learners can
affect their perceptions of feedback. In Saudi Arabia, where the instructor is still considered the
sole feedback provider in the learning process, a more explicit approach is needed to help
students develop an awareness of the benefits of peer feedback in their learning.
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Appendix 1

Follow-up focus group interview questions

(1) What do you think of the written feedback on your assignments in this course?

(2) How would you evaluate the quality of feedback?

(3) Which did you prefer: peer feedback or instructor feedback?

(4) What are the main reasons for your preference?

(5) What do you think of being a provider and a receiver of peer feedback?

(6) What did you do once you received the feedback from your peers and instructors?

(7) Which feedback, instructor or peer feedback, you used more in revising your essay? Explain
and provide reasons.
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Appendix 2
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Code Descriptor Example

Content: Insufficient
details/information

Feedback on students’ inadequate details Great work and I hope you can add 3–4
full sentences explaining these results in
the diagram

Irrelevance of ideas Feedback on students’ irrelevant ideas or
details

Remove this sentence since it is not
related to your topic

Clear expression of
ideas

Feedback on the issue of lacking clarity of
idea expression and redundancies

This sentence seems confusing: “This
study will . . .. . .. . . inflectional
morphemes”. Can u re-write it clearly
about what morphological features u
found in the data?

Organization: overall
structure

Feedback on the structure of the
assignment

Please where is your conclusion? You
should have one section as a conclusion
of your assignment

Paragraphing Feedback on issues related to the logical
transition of paragraphs, order of
sentences and use of cohesion devices

One important point is to move this
paragraph after the 1st paragraph

Inaccurate grammar Feedback on grammatical
errors/mistakes, such as the use of tense,
subject-verb agreement, aspect,
prepositions, articles and so on

Sure “expresses”? Why so while the
subject is plural? Please, check it

Inaccurate sentence
structure

Feedback on inaccurate sentence
structures

You have 2 sentences not one sentence.
You should either separate them or
combine them

Inappropriate
vocabulary choice

Feedback on students’ choice of
inappropriate vocabulary

Are you sure the grammatical function?
or you mean the word class?

Misspelling Feedback on inaccurate spelling Correct spellings of this word
Inappropriate
punctuation

Feedback on the misuse of punctuation A missing full stop here

APA Formatting Feedback on citation, references,
quotations, headings, sub-headings,
tables, space, page numbers, etc.

Change this sub-heading as
Morphological Properties/Features
Check your citation here (APA)

Table A1.
Code descriptors for
feedback
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