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Abstract 

This study examined the effects of integrated feedback on students’ writing achievement. Then, it 

further investigated the attitude of student towards the implementation of integrated feedback on 

writing. Twenty students from one class were used as a sample group (intact group) to participate 

in this study. So the convenience sampling was used to select the participants. Research 

instruments consisted of integrated feedback model, pretest and posttest, and semi-structure 

interview questions. The participants did the pretest at the first week of the study. Later on, they 

were required to write four paragraph writing tasks and all of them were assessed and given 

feedback. Then they were required to do posttest on week 14. The following week was reserved 

for in-depth interview. The writing achievement of students was analyzed by Wilcoxon-Signed 

Rank Test. Week 15 was reserved for interviewing and the results were analyzed by content 

analysis. The results demonstrated that students improved their writing after they cooperated with 

the integrated feedback approach.  Interviewing results revealed that they had positive attitude 

towards implementing integrated feedback in improving their writing skill. 
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Introduction 

Writing is one of the most important skills for everyone since it can be used to express 

opinions and thoughts; however, this skill is considered to be the most complicated language skills 

since it requires a complex process, including generating ideas, communicating in diverse and 

appropriate context. The ability to write well can have such a great impact on our life including 

the impact on effective communication and career development (Currier, 2008). However, 

teaching English writing in Thailand still relies heavily on a product-oriented approach, although 

some language instructors prefer a process-oriented approach (Tagong, 1991; Sakontawut, 2003). 

This proposed idea corroborates Susser (1994) to the point that even though in theory the process-

oriented approach to teaching writing is accepted, its practical usage of this method is not 

commonly used. This is because many writing classes still rely on an old-fashioned method of 

teaching writing (product-oriented approach and its emphasis on form), as Tagong (1991) stresses 

that many Thai EFL instructors still think that students’ writing problem has emerged from 

insufficient knowledge of grammar and vocabulary; therefore, lessons also need to be focused on 

both grammar and vocabulary lessons. Pawapatcharaudom (2007) states that there are four main 

areas of writing problems for Thai students including (1) being unable to write within limited time, 

(2) being unable to compose an academic paper through the use of English, (3) being unable to 

utilize the grammar rules in writing and (4) being unable to develop an appropriate structure in 

content. Another important problem may arise from students’ delayed exposure of English writing 

because Thai students are exposed to writing at a later stage in their education and some are even 

introduced to formal writing when they study at the tertiary level (Tangkiengsirisin, 2010). 

However, assessing writing task cannot be based on grammatical issues solely, so many elements 

involved with writing need to be taken into consideration. Sakontawut (2003) stresses that even 

Thai students understand the rule of syntax, they still cannot construct proper writing task because 

they do not know how to express their thoughts in text and they encounter the problem of 

organizing ideas. First language interference errors need to be explored seriously for Thai learners 

since they normally think that writing is simple and they just translate from their mother tongue 

language to English. Sattayatham and Ratanapinyowong’s study (2008) shows that top four errors 

of the format of paragraph writing include no transitional words, lack of organization, no 

introduction and no conclusion. Another important issue that needs to be taken into consideration 

is effective feedback. Providing feedback helps to improve students’ writing ability  because if 

teacher does not provide any comments, the students will revise in a consistently narrow way and 

will perceive that there is no need to revise the substances of the texts (Leki: 1992, Raimes: 1983, 

Ferris, 1995 and Baghzou, 2014). The logic behind the surface of feedback concept is that many 

teachers often misread students’ text, make arbitrary corrections, provide vague prescriptions, or 

respond to text as fixed and final products (Zamel, 1985). However, to fulfill the job of providing 

feedback effectively is not a simple task because when students read feedback given by their 

instructors, they are often confused. Moreover, Truscott (1996) emphasizes that providing 

feedback especially in grammatical parts is really harmful for students and teacher should avoid 

such practice.  

 

Despite some drawbacks of certain types of feedback provided in writing, Zamel (1985) 

explains that English instructors should implement new techniques of providing feedback such as 

teacher-student conferencing since it acts as two-way interaction between a teacher and a student 

to negotiate meaning and facilitate the latter understands of the message. Such knowledge is 
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beneficial for instructor’s consideration on whether or not using integrated feedback in English 

writing lesson would hinder or help students.  Another point is that many teachers continue to 

wonder about effectiveness of certain approaches of how the process writing, providing feedback, 

and revision actually enhance students to write and become autonomous learners in order to 

construct their knowledge in writing. From such explanation, it can be implied that further studies 

are really significant to explore and seek empirical evidence about certain type of feedback that 

might improve students’ writing. Therefore, this study raises two research questions: (1) what 

effects does integrated feedback have on students’ academic writing achievement? and (2) what 

are students’ attitudes towards the implementation of integrated feedback on writing? 

 

Literature Review 

Feedback in L2 Writing 

Feedback is significant in second language writing because it allows each language learner 

to look and study in more detail about their mistakes, which rarely happen in normal classroom 

condition. Hyland (2004) explains that feedback itself emphasizes the writing process because it 

helps the learners to realize their writing through the process of re-writing. Generally, feedback in 

second language writing is related to certain forms including form feedback, content-based 

feedback, teacher-student conferencing and peer feedback. Form feedback can be classified as 

direct and indirect corrective feedback. Direct corrective feedback occurs when the teacher notices 

the errors produced by the students, the correct form is provided from the teacher (Ferris, 1995; 

Lalande, 1982). On the other hand, indirect corrective feedback occurs when the teacher just 

indicates the errors by underlining, highlighting, or coding them and later on students correct the 

errors by themselves (Guenette, 2007).  Nevertheless, many writing instructors do not have certain 

conclusion about the best type of feedback to improve their students’ grammatical accuracy (Leki, 

1990; Susser, 1994 and Reid 1994). The next one is called “content-based feedback”. Providing 

content-based feedback is not so simple for English teachers to master in a short period since this 

type of feedback requires teacher not just provide it on the surface level but it must be judged on 

the depth or the quality of work, often against criteria that either explicit (for example, rubric 

scoring criteria) or it may be examined through the depth of information (Hattie and Timperley, 

2007). In addition, when feedback is provided for the meaning level especially in term of ideas, 

thus it enhances more revision in both the L1 and L2 contexts (Hillocks, 1982; Ziv, 1984). When 

students see the text specific comment from their teacher, it leads them to revise more and it can 

affect their writing positively (Ferris, 1997; Kepner 1991).  Another feedback type called “teacher-

student conferencing” which means teacher discusses the written task with the student. In such 

practice, feedback is provided on student writing through face-to-face conferencing (Ferris, 2002).  

McCarthy (1992) states that teacher-student conferencing means to check the student written tasks 

and it enhances the opportunities for negotiation of meaning and clear understanding of a text 

through dialogue. Brookhart (2008) classifies teacher-student conferencing into two types which 

include in-class student conferencing and out-of-class conferencing.  The last one is peer feedback, 

which was existed and recognized from their peers developed from first language (L1) process 

classes and it has become prominent alternative to teacher-based forms of response in English as 

a second language (ESL) contexts. Peer feedback can be explained as peer review, peer response 

or peer editing and it has been defined as the use of learners as sources of information and 

interaction for each other in the way that learners take part and realize in their roles and 

responsibilities in which it is normally operationalized by a trained teacher, tutor or editor through 
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the process of commenting on and critiquing each other’s drafts in both written and oral formats 

in the process of writing (Liu & Hansen, 2002).  

 

Identifying the best approach of providing feedback remains an essential component of the 

ESL and English as a foreign language (EFL) academic writing classroom; however, there is no 

best approach of providing feedback (Winer, 1992). Providing many types of feedback is 

significant to students because the fundamental of learning philosophy lies upon the notion that 

the learning process, which is normally comprised with a teaching intervention or facilitating 

action and a student response. Giving feedback itself can also be classified under the concept of 

facilitating action. Therefore, integrated feedback is provided about an aspect of student’s 

response. It can be explained that teacher needs to include opportunities in the classroom 

environment for eliciting student thinking and understanding. In addition to normal steps of 

learning writing, questioning and discussion can give such a valuable insight into student progress 

and solve the misunderstanding problem about their writing (Heitink, Van der Kleij, Veldkamp, 

Schildkamp & Kippers, 2016). Williams (2003) and Mahmoud (2006) explain that integrated 

feedback can be existed in numerous forms, and this come from many methods (ways) of providing 

feedback, which normally with the same paper from different sources or different paper by using 

not the same source. The studies done by Song (1998), Gonzalez (2010) and Ongphet (2013) reveal 

that after the students received integrated feedback from teacher they gained higher scores in 

improving their writing ability.  The interesting point is that when this topic is reviewed in a Thai 

situational context, there is only one study done by Ongphet (2013), which had the main purpose 

for studying English writing ability through incorporating with different types of corrective 

feedback and teacher-student conferencing for upper-secondary school students. So far there has 

been no research in Thailand that has focused on the use of integrated feedback (written feedback, 

teacher-student conference and indirect corrective feedback) to enhance the writing proficiency 

for English major students at the tertiary level of education. Consequently, this study needs to 

study further about integrated feedback by constructing the model of integrated feedback by 

adapting from the previous studies. 

 

Methodology 

 This section presents the participants, research instruments, and data collection procedure 

of the study. 

Participants 

The university being studied was one private university in Bangkok where the researcher 

has been working. The population were 60 second-year undergraduate English major students in 

the Faculty of Education. Twenty students from one class were used as a sample group (intact 

group) to participate as the researcher was assigned by the department and faculty to teach only 

one group of students; therefore, the sampling technique used was convenience sampling. In this 

study, there were four male and sixteen female students. Their age ranges from 19 to 21 years old. 

All students in this group were required to take the subject entitled “Paragraph Writing”, which is 

considered as compulsory subject. 
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Research Instruments 

1. Integrated Feedback Model (IF Model) 

The integrated feedback model was developed by the researcher. The purpose of 

developing this model was to provide feedback on student writing with more effectiveness. The 

model was validated by three experts using the IOC index. In this study, it focuses on the teacher’s 

feedback on paragraph writing; the integrated feedback was implemented by teachers through both 

written feedback and teacher-student conferencing for the improvement of content and grammar. 

Drafts need to be checked during the writing process as this is part of an ongoing assessment before 

a final piece of writing is produced and evaluated. The first draft of each student’s written task was 

marked mainly on the content by the teacher. This was done by writing comments in English on 

each student’s written task in the forms of phrases, sentences or questions to suggest some ways 

to improve unclear or unrelated text.  However, before asking each student to take back his/her 

task for revision, teacher-student conferencing would take place for each individual student after 

the first draft has been marked. During this process, Thai was used instead of English to facilitate 

student’s written task. Later on the students would produce the second draft. For the second draft, 

grammatical errors would be checked only through providing indirect corrective feedback using 

codes. Before this stage, therefore, the teacher would distribute and explain the codes that would 

be used for the checking of the second draft, in which it was distributed from the first period of the 

experimental process. The explanation was done after students have received the code manual so 

that they would be able to interpret and understand the coded feedback later. The code manual 

provides a list of possible grammatical errors with their codes or symbols followed by examples 

of corrections (See Appendix A). Once the students saw the grammatical errors, they had to correct 

them and later on they would need to submit the third draft (final draft) for evaluation. The final 

draft of each student would be evaluated based on both content and grammatical aspects 

simultaneously. Teacher-student conferencing would take place after written content-based 

feedback was provided on students’ first drafts. This type of feedback will enhance more 

understanding for students when they do not understand the texts written by teacher and if the 

teacher does not write the explanation clearly, the student can take this opportunity to ask for some 

clarification. Furthermore, according to Zamel (1985), responding in conferences is much better 

than providing feedback on writing only as the teacher can interact dynamically with students to 

understand the intent of the message.  

 

2. Pre- and Post-Tests, and  Score Rubrics 

 Paragraph writing tests to be used as pre- and posttests were developed by the researcher. 

The purpose of the tests was to measure the students’ paragraph writing ability before and after 

the integrated feedback instruction. The paragraph writing mode for both the pretest and posttest 

in this study were the same. Before the administration, both tests were checked and validated by 

three experts using IOC index. Subsequently, the researcher had to try out the test papers to verify 

the reliability of the test with a group of students who were not the main participants in the actual 

experiment but these students had almost the same characteristics as those in the sample group. 

Then the interrater reliability was calculated through the use of Spearman’s rank correlation 

coefficient. The inter-raters reliability that is closer to 1.0 indicates greater correlation (Gliem & 

Gliem, 2003). In this case, the correlation coefficient showed the value of .981 for pre-test stage 

of pilot and it also pointed out the value of .951 at the post-test stage of pilot. The topic for these 

two tests (pretest and posttest), a cause and effect paragraph was assigned to the sample group as 
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this topic falls under an expository paragraph and the students had to spend half of their regular 

semester in writing expository texts. The topic was “The effects of not getting enough sleep”. In 

fact, they had to study and practice writing four types of paragraphs according to the course 

syllabus in the course entitled “Paragraph Writing”. These four types of paragraphs included 

compare/contrast paragraph, cause and effect paragraph, narrative paragraph and descriptive 

paragraph. Analytical score rubrics by Paulus (1999) was adapted for the suitability of this study. 

Paulus’s rubric score was quite appropriate for this study because when evaluating a paragraph, 

various aspects such as grammar, the writer’s ideas, organization, and content should be taken into 

consideration. Although Paulus’s rubric score was initially created for the evaluation of a 

persuasive essay, the steps for organizing any kind of paragraph are the same in terms of organizing 

ideas, commencing each paragraph with a topic sentence followed by supporting sentences and a 

concluding sentence. There were five levels for assessing each aspect of students writing, which 

included organization, development, coherence, structure and mechanics. The maximum score that 

each student would receive for this assessment tool with adapted rubric scoring was 25 marks (See 

Appendix B). However, before the adapted rubric scoring was used for checking the writing 

achievement of the participants in this study, it was validated by three expert using IOC index. 

 

3. Semi-Structured Interview Questions   

Semi-structured interview questions were given to six students who participated in this 

study at the end of the implementation of integrated feedback. The semi-structure interviews were 

conducted with six students who really wanted to participate voluntarily. However, six students 

including 5 females and 1 male were decided to take part in the interview sessions because in-

depth interview was a major role in this part; therefore, it was difficult to handle by conducting 

interview with all students in the sample group. In addition, six students were represented based 

on almost as real proportion of the sample group (16 females and four males).  After explaining 

about confidential part and the importance of obtaining data in the interview process, six students 

who were willing to participate in the interview process read and signed the consent form. This 

was in line with the ethical aspect in conducting qualitative research because the participants 

should be made aware of their right to refuse participation and they also should be realized of 

where and how long their data would be stored and interpreted (Crow et al. 2006).  A semi-

structured interview was implemented because it promoted a discussion and further questions. This 

process was performed in the way of individual face-to-face in-depth interview. The reason that 

the interview was carried out by asking the students to participate voluntarily is because this 

method matches with the concept of “enabling participants” in recruiting the participants. The 

reason behind this is that teachers and researchers who work at the higher institutions always face 

with the dilemma of how to recruit research participants; therefore, a common way of recruitment 

strategy is advertising. In fact such method can be a proper way of recruiting the participants who 

may not have previously involved in qualitative research. In addition, such practice did not even 

force the participants to involve in this research but it depends on their willingness which is an 

important part of ethical issue in conducting qualitative research (Halej, 2017). The interview 

questions were constructed and adapted based on the study done by Covill (1996), and Leung 

(2008). After that they were validated by three experts using IOC index. All interview questions 

were conducted in Thai to help the students understand the questions; therefore, they would have 

more confidence in answering them. The interview session lasted around 30 minutes for each 

participant and all responses were tape-recorded. Subsequently, the data from interview were 
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analyzed by using content analysis (inductive approach). According to Thomas (2003), inductive 

approach of content analysis enhances researcher to find significant themes gained from raw data, 

without limiting oneself by structured methodologies. Such approach is comprised of the following 

steps: reading of text, identification text segment, labelling the text to create categories, reducing 

overlap and redundancy among the categories, and creating a model incorporating most important 

categories. 

 

Data Collection Procedure 

This study was conducted using a one-group design to compare and measure the degree of 

change occurring as a result of providing integrated feedback in paragraph writing class. The 

outcomes of this experimental design demonstrated in terms of academic writing achievement. 

The students were required to take a pretest by writing a paragraph of 150 words at the beginning 

of the semester within 30 minutes. The participants had to start their paragraph with topic sentence 

followed by supporting sentences and concluding sentence. During the regular classes within 14 

weeks of the semester, the teacher would assign four individual tasks by asking them to write 

paragraphs. These four topics of paragraph were as 1) The life during high school and university, 

2) Problems of buying goods online, 3) My journey on last summer, and 4) A wonderful person. 

Then they would receive integrated feedback, which includes content-based feedback followed by 

teacher-student conferencing for the first draft. However, for the second draft, they would receive 

only indirect coded feedback for their grammatical errors. After that, they needed to look back to 

their errors for both content and grammatical parts from the previous drafts and then prepare to 

submit their final draft (draft 3).  At the end of week 14, the students took posttest on paragraph 

writing and then the results of their posttest were compared with pretest results on their writing 

achievement. During the time of writing and re-writing three drafts for each writing task within 

the time of experimental process, they would have opportunity to write and revise their assigned 

paragraph outside class for 3 days and they had to submit their draft before the time of studying 

for the next period (subsequent week) so that the instructor could have enough time to assess their 

writing and return to them upon next lesson. After that on the week 15, six students who were 

willing to participate in individual interview provided the information about their attitude towards 

the implementation of integrated feedback (in-depth interview).  

 

Findings 

 Results of Research Question 1 

To answer the first research question, the adapted analytical score rubrics (Paulus, 1999) 

were used to assess students’ tests. There were five elements to evaluate each participant’s writing 

achievement, including organization, development, coherence, structure, and mechanics. The 

maximum score of each element is five marks; therefore, the highest score of each paper that each 

student can obtain is 25 marks. The results would be analyzed by using non-parametric statistical 

analysis, which was Wilcoxon-Signed Rank Test, because the sample size was less than 30 

(Newing, 2011).  However, before the statistical analysis was calculated to investigate the 

academic writing ability during the  real treatment process and in order to prevent any subjective 

issues incurring during the marking all writing papers, the solution to solve this problem was done 

by inviting another rater apart from the researcher and let him assessed the students’ papers from 

analytical rubric score. This was done by selecting 4 papers from both pretest and posttest 

randomly (20% of all papers in each session of the test) and then they were calculated the inter-
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raters reliability by using Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient or Spearman’s rho. At pretest 

stage, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (Spearman’s rho) was 1.000 and it also revealed the 

value as .949 at the post-test phase. This could be explained that the two raters were in good 

agreement with each other. In addition, even though during at the post-test stage the result of 

correlation dropped down to .949, it still signified that two raters agreed with each other on most 

points when evaluating the test papers based on analytical rubric scores. This again really confirms 

that the reliability level is significant and the scores obtained by two raters are reliable (Weir, 

2005). The result of students’ academic writing achievement is showed in Table 1. 

 

Table 1  

Pre-Test and Post-Test Result of Writing Achievement by Using Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test 

Ranks 

 Number of 

students 

Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

Post-Test- Pre-

Test 

Negative Ranks 0a .00 .00 

Positive Ranks 19b 10.00 190.00 

Ties 1c   

Total 20   

a. post-test < pre-test 

b. post-test > pre-test 

c. post-test  = pre-test 

 

Test Statistics 

 Post-Test – Pre-Test 

Z -3.832 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 

**p < .01 

a. Based on negative ranks 

b. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 

 

According to Table 1, it shows the comparison of writing achievement between pretest and 

posttest through the treatment of integrated feedback. The test was done through the use of 

Nonparametric test (Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test).  The Z value is -3.832 and P value (2-tailed) is 

.000 which is less than .01. This indicates that after the experimental treatment through Wilcoxon 

Signed Rank Test, the writing achievement was different in statistical significance at .01 level. 

From the results, when looking in more details of scores between pretest and posttest of each 

participant, it can be explained that all of them improved their content as observed through rubric 

scoring in three aspects, which include organization, development, and coherence. The mean score 

of pretest was 11.20; whereas it increased to 17.05 for posttest. However, when looking at the 

structure and mechanic parts, the results of posttest slightly improved as compared with pretest 

(See Appendix C). 

 

Results of Research Question 2 
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There were seven questions that each of the participants had to respond for the interview 

session. Subsequently, the interviews were later transcribed in a light of salient themes and patterns 

based on inductive analysis (Gibbs, 2007).  

 

1) Do you think that integrated feedback (IF) is beneficial for your improvement of 

English writing? If yes or no how does it affect your English writing? 

 

All the student interviewees agree that integrated feedback is really helpful for developing 

their writing skills. The reason is that they had many chances to write more than one time. In fact, 

they are happy with writing and it is a new approach of learning to write English; for example 

student 1 stated: I think that this is the first time for me in learning to write since you have to write 

many drafts and it acts as a way of revision, before learning with this method I just wrote only one 

time, and I was not able to understand in more details. However, there are some challenging parts 

of this model in terms of interpretation of written feedback from both content and form (grammar); 

for example  student 4 expressed: Giving integrated feedback is sometimes difficult for instructor 

to handle and it also requires a lot of effort for students to understand what the messages being 

written from instructor. 

  

2) How do you feel with the amount of written feedback provided by your teacher for the 

organization and development part? 

 

All of the students do not mind about the amount of written feedback, and they do not even 

care about the length of sentences written by their teacher. They feel that it is reasonable for 

providing written feedback in more detail so that they can understand better, for example student 

5 mentioned: I think that it is appropriate for me when the teacher provided feedback by writing 

to make me understand about organization and development part. Nevertheless, some students 

still confuse especially the writing in the development part, since this is the biggest part of 

paragraph’s component including major and minor supporting sentences; for example student 1 

said: For me, well in fact I think when you provided feedback in both organization and content 

part, it was considered to be a good way to improve my writing. However, there were certain times 

that I encountered some difficulties when I read what you wrote because I thought that I have 

already written it clearly in my assignment. 

 

3) What is your view on teacher-student conferencing? 

All of the student interviewees have positive view about teacher-student conferencing 

because they think that providing feedback only in the form of written feedback is not sufficient. 

All of them reported that they understand their errors better especially in content part. For this 

question, none of them have negative attitude towards the implementation of teacher-student 

conferencing, and they said that this practice acts as a two ways communication; for example 

student 5 mentioned: I think that it is a wonderful way when teacher call on each student to discuss 

unclear parts of their written task because I can clarify what I want to interpret and explain. In 

addition, some of them added certain interesting point when they reported about language barrier 

during the time of communication with the teacher. This is because they were allowed to speak 

Thai to discuss and explain unclear points with their teacher and at the same time their teacher also 

did not speak English during the conference; for example student 3 said: The most important thing 
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that I really love this method is because you spoke the same language as me and I could exchange 

my idea which is easier than speaking English. 

 

4) Is it helpful for you in term of improving your English structure when teacher just 

provides only coded feedback and lets you correct your grammatical errors by yourself? 

 

All of the student interviewees reported that it is good and beneficial when they received 

coded feedback from teacher. At least they have such a great opportunity to revise their 

grammatical errors and it is better than providing students with the right answer by correcting the 

errors directly; for example student 4 said: I think that it is helpful for me because I could spend 

my time to find the answer by comparing or learning from coded manual that you gave me at the 

first period in this semester. Trust me, if teacher only provides the correct grammar immediately, 

students will never learn anything. On the other hand, this method is very challenging for them 

especially in term of code interpretation as many of them consider themselves as weak in grammar. 

In fact, some parts of grammar are quite difficult to understand such as the complexity of tenses 

and types of sentences; for example student 2 said: Well even though when I looked back to the 

coded manual, I still encountered such a hard time to correct some grammatical errors this is 

because I know that my knowledge about grammar is limited. If I really do not know how to 

interpret the codes this will make me sometimes frustrated.  

 

5) Among the three kinds of feedback given by your teacher (content-based feedback, 

teacher-student conferencing and coded indirect written feedback), which one do you prefer best 

and why? 

 

All of the student interviewees answered without hesitation that the best kind of feedback 

is teacher-student conferencing. They mentioned that this way of giving feedback is very clear and 

no language barrier of communication; for example student 5 expressed: The most wonderful type 

of feedback that I really like  is teacher-student conferencing because I am not only receiving 

feedback from you in one direction but it acts as two ways communication. To emphasize more 

details about explanation mentioned earlier, some of the students even claimed that this is such an 

innovative in learning English writing; for example student 4 mentioned: I think that you are the 

first teacher who implements this method for me. When I was in my junior and senior high school, 

none of my teachers practiced this with me. Even though all of them responded with positive 

attitude towards teacher-student conferencing, there was something that they pinpointed during 

the interview. One of them said that it was a challenging part due to the time constraint in class 

and this is one factor that teacher has to cope and plan it ahead; for example student 3 said: For 

me, I think that it is acceptable to sit and listen to the comment just 7-8 minutes but for some of my 

classmates, they want more conferencing even though you already explained in Thai. 

 

6) Have you ever had any negative attitudes while writing or rewriting some drafts after 

you receive feedback from your teacher? If yes or no what are they? 

 

All of the interviewees responded to this question as they do not reject about the way of 

rewrite or correct their errors in writing again. They know that they are weak in writing before 

taking this course but they scare when they look what the teacher wrote; for example student 2 
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expressed: In fact I do not mind about writing many drafts but when you assign us to write for 

each topic what I worry is whether I would pass all the works when they are evaluated at the end 

of the third draft. In addition, when I saw the red pen written by you as commenting on content 

part, I felt sad and shock. However, when I received many kinds of feedback from you along the 

semester somehow nearly the end of this course I start to like this subject. The point mentioned 

earlier can be supported by the comment from some students. This frustrating point can be existed 

when they have nothing in my mind about how to write properly before taking this subject; for 

example student 5 said: Initially, I was a lazy and the first thing that came into my mind was 

“would this be effective in teaching writing?” However, when I did my subsequent tasks, my mind 

has changed because I started to know that my works have been continuously improved. 

 

7) When you do not understand the feedback from your teacher (either written feedback or 

teacher-student conferencing) how would you respond on it? 

 

Most of the students are worried when they do not understand the feedback especially the 

part of grammar, but they are not worried much about content-based feedback. Some of them said 

that they need to find ways to solve this problem which can be done through reading books, asking 

the information from friends or teacher; for example student 3 mentioned: Well at the very 

beginning of the course it was quite discouraged when I did not understand feedback and I think 

that the best way to solve the problem is I would prefer to ask teacher. For me, the most challenging 

part is when I have to interpret all codes and correct my grammatical errors. Apart from that, 

some of them respond that when they could correct their errors through revision and study more 

especially in grammatical part they would be happy. Therefore, their demotivation would finally 

be alleviated; for example student 6 expressed: You know when I was able to correct it and got it 

right after study the codes, this would make me proud and my tension would be diminished.  

 

Discussion 

 The outcome of writing improvement through the use of integrated feedback in this study 

is in line with Zamel (1985), Song (1998) and Baghzou (2014). This can be due to the reason that 

pointing out grammatical errors and commenting on content and organization in the same draft 

can be harmful to students because it can lead them to be confused. This point can be explained 

further that the students in this study would have gone to the process of planning, revising their 

error in content with the supporting from teacher-student conferencing and then the next draft 

would be checked their grammatical errors separately. In addition, the findings of this study 

regarding teacher-student conferencing enhances students’ writing performance in content part are 

in line with with the study of Leung (2008), Ongphet (2013) and Perez-Amurao (2014) because 

conferencing enhances the students to be participated and this allows teacher to realize exactly 

what the student understands, and he/she does not understand. The second reason is teacher-student 

conferencing acts as “a positive, encouraging, and collaborative” pattern of communication 

between a teacher and student in facilitating students on revising, editing, and enjoying in writing 

their tasks. For the part of grammatical accuracy, though Truscott (1996) argues that grammar 

correction or providing feedback in forms is harmful, the findings of this study contradict his 

statement. This is because the outcome of students’ posttest in this study confirms that the 

corrective feedback is beneficial to students, and it also leads to slightly improvement of the 

students’ writing accuracy. 
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Turning to the findings of interview questions through content analysis, the outcomes point 

out that the participants had motivation to write paragraphs along the course, in spite of facing 

many times of writing and correcting drafts.  All of the participants expressed their idea that 

providing integrated feedback is really helpful for developing their writing skill. The interviewees 

did not mind about the length of feedback being written in term of content and they felt that it is 

reasonable for teachers to write clearly so that they could be able to understand better and they 

realize the process of writing even better. This aligns with Currier (2008) who explains that writing 

can be inferred as the expression of thoughts, desires and emotions which requires skills, practices 

rather than knowledge. Their expression also is line with Raimes (1983) in the point that grammar 

is not the only thing that needs to be assessed in writing. For teacher-student conferencing, all of 

them were satisfied with it since they realized that it is not sufficient for them to fully understand 

feedback by reading comment only and no language barrier existed during conferencing since Thai 

was the primary element for communication. Their ideas corroborate Sommers (1982), Knoblauch 

and Brannon (1981), and Leung (2008) as teacher-student conferencing is considered not one way 

communication but in fact two ways communication so that both parties (teacher and students) can 

clarify unclear written text and it enhances negotiation of meaning.  For the part of grammatical 

errors, all of them stated that it is beneficial when they received written corrective feedback with 

code because they could use this chance to revise their errors and it allowed them to gain more 

cognitive engagement because they had to correct their errors by themselves. The finding also 

aligns with Gramai (2005), who indicates that most students in ESL and EFL context still expect 

proper feedback from their English teachers. The findings also confirm that students do believe 

that they are satisfied with feedback and they also appreciate error-feedback. Their attitude about 

benefit of indirect feedback with code is congruent with Sheen’s idea (2010) that metalinguistic 

feedback enhances noticing and understanding simultaneously. On the other hand, they reported 

also that code feedback is challenging especially in term of interpretation as Zamel (1985), 

Sommers (1992), and Conners and Lunsford (1993) stress that some types of corrective feedback 

could be confusing and it is ineffective because students could not understand. Williams and 

Burden (1997) point out interesting part as students’ motivation or demotivation can be arisen 

from the nature and amount of feedback. 

Conclusion 

 The results obtained above show that it is really worth providing integrated feedback which 

the students perceive positively because they have realized about writing process and the steps of 

IF model still enhance their metacognitive ability too. According to them, they believe that it is 

the innovation in learning about writing for second language that is why they perceived it to be 

beneficial. Therefore, the integrated feedback is considered to be one of the useful methods in 

developing their writing skills. However, there are some drawbacks that need to be mindful about 

this study. First of all, the study context was performed in one-group pretest-posttest design to low 

or intermediate English proficiency levels. Moreover, the choice of selection for all the participants 

was due to practical reason since the researcher was assigned to teach this course only one group. 

Secondly, the duration of conducting this research was only 15 weeks thus such duration of 

conducting might not be enough because the participants had to enroll in other subjects in the 

subsequent semester. Therefore, the finding about writing achievement could not be explored in 

long run. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

 The points mentioned earlier about some limitations should be taken into consideration 

carefully. First of all, the control group should be involved so that the effectiveness of integrated 

feedback model could be compared with the traditional method of providing feedback in writing. 

Secondly, the integrated feedback model should be conducted with a bigger size of sample so that 

generalizability can be achieved. Lastly, some qualitative approaches such as observation might 

be implemented in investigating certain behaviours towards the attitude of the participants during 

the time of teacher-student conferencing; therefore, this may add value in exploring about students’ 

attitude. 
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APPENDIX A 

Code Manual  

Descriptions: This manual is comprised of common symbols that the English lecturer will use to indicate errors in 

your writing so that you will use these symbols as a guideline and improve your grammatical errors. 

Symbol Meaning Incorrect Correct 

P Punctuation         P 

I live work, and go to school in 

Bangkok. 

I live, work, and go to school in 

Bangkok. 

 

= 

 

Capitalization Needed 

 

The chao phraya 

       ======== 

 river is the river in Thailand. 

 

The Chao Phraya river is the river 

in Thailand. 

VT Verb Tense              VT 

I never work as a cashier unit I 

got a job there. 

I never worked as a cashier until I 

got a job there. 

SV Subject-verb Agreement                        SV 

The manager work hard. 

 

The manager works hard. 

*This is just one correct tense that 

can be used. However it also 

depends upon the time of action, 

conjugate accordingly. 

TS Tense Shift After I went to the restaurant,  

   TS 

I eat the pancake over there. 

 

After I went to the restaurant, I ate 

the pancake over there. 

 Close Space          

         

Every body enjoys the party. 

 

Everybody enjoys the party. 

 Space Needed           

Goingto watch movie is really 

interesting. 

Going to watch movie is really 

interesting. 

SP Spelling          SP The manager is going to the airport 

right now. 

http://itels.org/Techniques/Williams-Feedback.html
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Symbol Meaning Incorrect Correct 

The maneger is going to the 

airport right now. 

PL Plural   PL 

Apple are the most nutritious 

fruit. 

Apples are the most nutritious 

fruit. 

 Unnecessary Word                                          

The student she studies all  night 

for her mid-term examination. 

The student studies all night for 

her mid-term examination. 

 Missing Word                      

Please do not me that question 

anymore. 

Please do not ask me that question 

anymore. 

 

WF 

 

Wrong Word Form 

                           

                          WF 

She is really interesting in 

learning Mathematics. 

 

She is really interested in learning 

Mathematics. 

WW Wrong Word  The food is delicious.  

   WW 

Besides, the restaurant is always 

crowded. 

The food is delicious. Therefore, 

the restaurant is always crowded. 

 Wrong Word Order                   

Saturday always is our busiest 

day. 

Saturday is always our busiest day. 

PN Pronoun Reference 

Error 

I saw a white dog on last  

             PN 

Friday. They are beautiful. 

I saw a white dog on last Friday. It 

is beautiful. 

RO Run-on (Fused 

Sentence) 

                         RO 

We got some gas then we headed 

off to Minnesota. 

We got some gas and then we 

headed off to Minnesota. 

CS Comma Splice                                   CS 

Sarah is a hard worker,she is 

employee of the year. 

Sarah is a hard worker, she is 

employee of the year. 

Frag Fragment (Sentence 

Fragment) 

               Frag 

If I left an hour earlier than usual. 

If I left an hour earlier than usual, I 

would be able to avoid rush hour. 

T Transitional Needed The university library has 

                                  T 

 many great services. The 

Writing Center helps students 

improve their writing. 

The university library has many 

great services. For example, the 

Writing Center helps students 

improve their writing. 

S Subject Needed S 

Is open from 7 p.m. until the last 

customer leaves. 

The shop is open from 7 p.m. until 

the last customer leaves. 

V Verb Needed                         V 

The employees   on time and 

work hard. 

The employees are on time and 

work hard. 

Prep. Preposition Needed                                      Prep 

The game will be started 7 p.m. 

The game will be started at 7 p.m. 

Conj. Conjunction Needed The garlic shrimp, fried  

         Conj 

clams, broiled lobster are the 

most popular dishes. 

The garlic shrimp, fried clams and 

broiled lobster are the most 

popular dishes. 
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Symbol Meaning Incorrect Correct 

Art. Article Needed                       Art 

Dinners expect glass of water  

 

when they first sit down at  

Art 

table. 

Dinners expect a glass of water 

when they first sit down at the 

table. 

 Faulty Parallelism He enjoys reading books, riding 

his bicycle and to go to Florida. 

 

He enjoys reading books, riding 

his bicycle and going to Florida. 

Coll. Slang/Colloquialism                  Coll. 

I am going 2 the restaurant right 

now. 

I am going to the restaurant right 

now. 

Syn. Syntax I to the stadium with  

                Syn. 

Matthew went. 

I went to the stadium with 

Matthew. 

 

 

Symbol Meaning Incorrect Correct 

Rep. Repetitive This error occurs, often times, 

when a writer repeats the same 

idea, words or concepts. 

Take out repetitive material and 

revise accordingly. 

??? Confusing Passage Ideas are not clear to the reader. Rewrite and revise it again. 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

Paragraph Rubric Score (Adapted from Paulus, 1999) 

 Organization Development Cohesion Structure Mechanics 

1 No organization; no 

ideas of topic and no 

unity of writing. 

Written texts do 

not support with 

any details or 

related to the 

assigned topic or 

writing. 

Ideas disorganized 

or unconnected. 

Not coherent 

ideas. 

No attempt or 

use only simple 

sentences with 

serious errors. 

A lot of errors 

in spellings, 

punctuation, 

and 

capitalization 

2 Some forms of 

organization might 

exist in writing, but 

the ideas still 

confused and lack of 

focus. 

Insufficient details 

to support the 

topic. Lack of 

related examples 

and may be 

inappropriate 

evidence. 

Shows some 

consistency of 

ideas, but still 

have limit use of 

transitional words. 

Still uses some 

parts of personal 

pronouns and 

demonstrative 

pronouns with 

errors along the 

written task. 

Emphasis on 

using simple 

structure with 

certain  

problems in 

sentence 

construction, 

tense, number, 

word order, 

prepositions, 

fragment and 

run-ons.  

 

Paragraph 

format still exist 

but present with 

frequent errors 

in spelling, 

capitalization, 

and certain 

punctuations. 

3 Present clear 

introduction, 

supporting sentences 

and conclusion of 

the paragraph but it 

still loosely 

Some examples 

are related to the 

topic; while there 

are still some 

points of the 

written task are 

Some relating 

ideas exist 

between/within 

groups of ideas in 

which it belongs to 

the paragraph. 

Attempt to use 

some complex 

structures but 

still have some 

causes and 

sentences in 

Occasional 

errors still exist 

in punctuation, 

spelling, and 

capitalization. 

Sometime 



Arab World English Journal (AWEJ) Volume 10. Number3 September 2019                                   

Effects of Integrated Feedback on Academic Writing Achievement             Yamalee & Tangkiengsirisin  

  

Arab World English Journal                                                                       

www.awej.org 

ISSN: 2229-9327                                                                                                                  

268 
 

 

 Organization Development Cohesion Structure Mechanics 

organized with 

limited supported. 

underdeveloped or 

too generalized. 

Shows more use of 

transitional words. 

non-English 

standard 

pattern. Non 

English patterns 

may 

occasionally 

inhibit meaning. 

present with  

successful 

attempts at 

sophistication 

pattern such as 

semi-colons, 

colon 

4 Present with topic 

sentence at the 

beginning of 

paragraph clearly 

with somehow show 

creativity along the 

topic. The points 

along the paragraph 

still expressed in 

certain manners of 

the written task. 

Each point of 

statement 

supported with 

some relevant 

examples. All 

important points 

relate to each 

other. The written 

task shows clear 

logical of ideas 

and convincing 

progression of 

ideas. 

Clear purpose and 

focus. Relevant 

ideas to the topic. 

More of cohesive 

devices being used 

to elaborate and 

link ideas all 

together with other 

sentences in the 

paragraph but 

these still are not 

appropriate with 

times or irrelevant 

part. 

Meaning 

generally can be 

found in certain 

paragraphs. Still 

have some 

minor problems 

in tense, word 

order/function, 

pronouns, 

preposition. 

Some sentences 

still have 

obscured 

meaning. 

Occasional 

mistakes in 

sophisticated 

punctuation 

with clear 

meaning, but 

still have few 

errors in 

spelling 

mistake. 

5 Unified with highly 

presented 

information with 

clear sense of 

ordering the ideas. 

Starting the 

paragraph with topic 

sentence unified 

with clear position 

statement, content of 

writing goes in line 

with the topic along 

with logical 

progression. 

Each point is 

developed with 

specific details. 

Show concrete 

logical of ideas 

with appropriate 

supporting 

examples. The 

supporting ideas 

answer all the 

topic of each 

statement 

completely. 

Clear cohesive 

device to link 

ideas for 

supporting the 

topic. Use 

transitional 

devices for 

creating and 

enhancing more 

understanding for 

reader.  

Fluent 

expression of 

using language 

especially in 

constructing 

complex 

sentences. Few 

errors of 

structures in 

terms of tense, 

word order, 

article, 

pronoun. 

Language tends 

to be like native 

with non-

English pattern 

does not exist. 

Very few errors 

in spelling, 

punctuation, 

and 

capitalization 

with almost 

appropriate 

native like 

standard 

pattern. 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

Results of Pre-Test and Post-Test 

 

Student Pre-Test Post-Test 

 Element of 

Assessment 

Scores 

Earned 

Total 

Scores 

Element of 

Assessment 

Scores 

Earned 

Total 

Scores 

 

 

1 

Organization 3  

 

10 

Organization 3  

 

16 
Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 1 Structure 3 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 3 
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Student Pre-Test Post-Test 

 Element of 

Assessment 

Scores 

Earned 

Total 

Scores 

Element of 

Assessment 

Scores 

Earned 

Total 

Scores 

 

 

2 

Organization 1  

 

8 

 

 

Organization 3  

 

17 
Development 2 Development 3 

Coherence 1 Coherence 4 

Structure 1 Structure 3 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 4 

 

 

3 

Organization 2  

 

10 

Organization 4  

 

15 
Development 1 Development 2 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 3 

 

 

4 

Organization 3  

 

15 

Organization 5  

 

23 
Development 3 Development 5 

Coherence 2 Coherence 4 

Structure 3 Structure 4 

Mechanics 4 Mechanics 5 

 

 

5 

Organization 2  

 

11 

Organization 2  

 

12 
Development 2 Development 3 

Coherence 3 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 2 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 2 

 

 

6 

Organization 3  

 

12 

Organization 3  

 

17 
Development 3 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 4 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 3 

 

 

7 

Organization 2  

 

14 

Organization 5  

 

22 
Development 3 Development 5 

Coherence 3 Coherence 4 

Structure 2 Structure 4 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 4 

 

 

8 

Organization 2  

 

11 

Organization 4  

 

18 
Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 4 

 

 

9 

Organization 3  

 

12 

Organization 3  

 

17 
Development 2 Development 3 

Coherence 3 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 4 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 4 

 

 

10 

Organization 2  

 

11 

Organization 3  

 

16 
Development 2 Development 3 

Coherence 3 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 4 

 

 

11 

Organization 3  

 

11 

Organization 3  

 

11 
Development 2 Development 2 

Coherence 2 Coherence 1 

Structure 1 Structure 2 
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Student Pre-Test Post-Test 

 Element of 

Assessment 

Scores 

Earned 

Total 

Scores 

Element of 

Assessment 

Scores 

Earned 

Total 

Scores 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 3 

 

 

12 

Organization 2  

 

11 

Organization 2  

 

12 
Development 2 Development 2 

Coherence 1 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 2 

Mechanics 4 Mechanics 3 

 

 

13 

Organization 1  

 

10 

Organization 4  

 

18 
Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 4 

 

 

14 

Organization 3  

 

13 

Organization 4  

 

17 
Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 3 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 4 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 2 

 

 

15 

Organization 2  

 

10 

Organization 5  

 

19 
Development 1 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 4 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 3 

 

 

16 

Organization 2  

 

11 

Organization 4  

 

18 
Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 2 Structure 4 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 3 

 

 

17 

Organization 2  

 

9 

Organization 4  

 

18 
Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 1 Structure 3 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 4 

 

 

18 

Organization 2  

 

10 

Organization 3  

 

18 
Development 3 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 3 

Structure 1 Structure 3 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 4 

 

 

 

19 

Organization 3  

 

 

12 

Organization 3  

 

 

18 

Development 2 Development 4 

Coherence 3 Coherence 4 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Mechanics 2 Mechanics 4 

 

 

20 

Organization 2  

 

13 

Organization 4  

 

19 
Development 3 Development 4 

Coherence 2 Coherence 4 

Structure 3 Structure 3 

Mechanics 3 Mechanics 4 

Mean 

x 

 

11.20 

 

17.05 

 


