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ABSTRACT:

Despite the extensive research on Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) among EFL students, limited attention
has been given to how gender may shape learners’ perceptions and preferences regarding feedback in academic
writing within the Kurdish context. The present study investigates the gender-based beliefs and preferences of
Kurdish EFL university students toward WCF in academic writing. This study aims to fill this gap by examining
how male and female students perceive various WCF approaches and how these perceptions influence their
paragraph writing development. A quantitative approach was adapted for the study, which involved 60 second-
year students from the English Department at the University of Zakho, College of Humanities, during the
academic year 2024-2025. A 14-item Likert-scale questionnaire was used, and the data were analyzed using
the Statistical Package of Social Science (SPSS) version 25, applying descriptive statistics, independent samples
t-tests, and Cronbach’s Alpha to analyze the reliability of the questionnaire items. Findings indicated that both
male and female students viewed WCF as helpful to enrich their motivation, awareness of error, and writing
skills. However, statistical gender effects emerged in emotional responses and feedback preferences. Despite
these affective and strategic differences, no systematic gender differences were observed in attitudes toward the
overall utility of WCF. These findings suggest the advantages of a gender-sensitive feedback pedagogy that
acknowledges students' affective and strategic natures to ensure more effective and comprehensive EFL writing

instruction.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND:

Teaching English writing to students who are learning
English as a second language (ESL) or English as a foreign
language (EFL) has  experienced considerable
modifications over the past few decades. In spite of
changes in methodology and curriculum, there is one
component that has remained fundamental to writing
training throughout the years: feedback from an instructor
(Alisoy, 2024). According to Ferris and Hedgcock (2005),
many teachers of writing devote more time and effort to
delivering feedback than they do to any other instructional
duty. This highlights the perceived significance of
feedback in determining the results for students. Writing is
essential but challenging. It is not just about putting words
on paper; there are many aspects to consider, like spelling,

sentence structure, and word choice (Harmer, 2004).
Despite these challenges, writing remains a key way for
people to communicate, express themselves, and succeed
academically (Graham, 2006). Doing well in writing also
helps with learning other subjects and kills. Because
writing can be so complex, students especially need real
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support to improve their skills when learning a foreign
language. That is where EFL teachers play an important
role, by giving clear and helpful feedback. Research shows
that writing-focused feedback, like WCF, helps students

not only fix small mistakes but also improve the overall
structure of their writing (Chandler, 2003; Jahin, 2012;
Kamimura, 2006).

Since students’ preferences for feedback may influence
how effective it is (Schulz, 1996), identifying these
preferences is necessary. Some contexts remain under-
researched regarding learners’ and teachers’ feedback
preferences, and gender differences in this area are rarely
studied. This research tries to investigate learners’ and
teachers’ preferences regarding WCF types. In another
study conducted by Aboubakr (2016) who thinks that
concentrating on learners’ preferences towards written
feedback (WF) can foster their writing. That is to say,
exploring what learners prefer can raise teachers’
awareness of their learning styles. It is crucial to examine
how learners wish to be corrected. Teachers of English
also have preferences to correct learners’ writing; some of
them want to correct all errors, while others leave the
errors uncorrected (Noora, 2008).
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Several studies have investigated students' preferences for
different types of error correction; however, the findings
remain inconclusive. In a study by Chen and Nassaji
(2018), it is stated that students, in general, are in favor of
feedback that locates and clarifies the description of the
error and provides the correct form of the error.
Furthermore, it can be believed that learners’ preferences
for specific kinds of feedback impact the utilization in
acquiring another language. For example, some students
may pay more attention to the effects of the corrections
provided (Schulz, 1996) if they prefer specific types of
feedback and find them useful. From this perspective,
understanding students’ preferences is crucial for
developing writing skills. Referring to a study conducted
by Riazi and Riasati (2007), teachers need to recognize
that learners have various choices for the type of feedback
they prefer when correcting their errors. Regarding
students' preferences to six kinds of feedback (implicit,
explicit, selective, comprehensive, form, and content),
Aridah. et al. (2017) argued that learners prefer to receive
more feedback on grammar rather than on other topics.
Results from a study by Ferris and Roberts (2001) propose
that all students prefer having their errors corrected
indirectly using codes. Additionally, Chen et al. (2016)
carried out a study to test learners’ preferences towards
written error correction; however, the findings showed
learners like to get feedback on content.

Despite the lack of evidence on the role of gender in WCF
practices in L2 classes, it is reported to be one of the factors
that determines proficiency in L2 writing with respect to
genres (Francis et al., 2001), process, and product (Kubota,
2003). In the Iranian context, for example, the males are
reported to perform better on one-paragraph opinion
essays and the females on descriptive ones after receiving
ten sessions of writing instruction (Kamari et al., 2012).
This difference can be attributed to the fact that females
rate themselves as more successful writers than males and
are reported to be more confident in writing detailed
descriptions (Peterson, 2006). It is also acknowledged that
the female students are more aware of the effect of self-
beliefs regarding their writing potential, and it directly
influences their motivation and engagement in the writing
process (Hawthorne, 2008). Although many studies
address learners’ general views on WCF, very few have
explicitly examined how male and female students may
differ in their attitudes or expectations. This gap is
particularly evident in Middle Eastern and especially
Kurdish EFL contexts, where cultural and educational
dynamics may further influence feedback reception. This
study aims to address this gap by studying how Kurdish
EFL university students view and prefer WCF, considering
their gender, to help create better and more effective
feedback methods in teaching academic writing.

1.2. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM:

WCEF, despite being common as a component of second
language writing pedagogy instruction, is effective only as
a function of how students perceive and use it. Writing
pedagogy in undergraduate studies in most EFL contexts,
like the Kurdistan Region of Iraq, mostly concentrates on
the evaluation of end products without much attention to
the learning function of feedback. Despite growing interest
in WCF, there remains limited empirical knowledge about
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how Kurdish EFL undergraduate learners perceive, prefer,
and evaluate written comments on their academic writing.
In particular, there is a notable lack of research exploring
whether female and male students differ in their
preferences and reactions to such feedback. Without this
knowledge, practices in giving feedback may not satisfy
the needs of students, limit participation, and make
teaching less effective. This study seeks to bridge this gap
by examining Kurdish EFL undergraduate students'
attitudes and preferences concerning WCF with a specific
focus on gender-based differences in an effort to
implement more responsive and effective feedback
procedures in the teaching of academic writing.

1.3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY:

The contribution of this study lies in the fact that it focuses
on the attitudes and experiences of Kurdish EFL
undergraduate students with WCF in the KRI.
Investigating students' attitudes and the problems they
face, such as uncertain feedback, affective responses, and
limited revision opportunities, highlights the need for
feedback behavior to adapt to learners' needs and support
successful writing improvement. In EFL contexts like
KRI, feedback does not only serve as error correction, but
also as a pivotal factor in building students' motivation and
autonomy. Of particular significance is the study’s gender-
sensitive approach, which helps uncover whether male and
female students respond differently to the same types of
feedback. Recognizing such distinctions is vital in
developing effective, inclusive feedback practices. This
research contributes to the growing second language
writing literature by providing empirical data that enriches
knowledge about how feedback functions in complex
cultural and educational environments. In addition, the
findings can guide teachers and curriculum planners in
designing more culturally responsive and gender-aware
feedback mechanisms. These designs can enhance student
engagement, writing abilities, and achievement in
university-level EFL courses.

1.4. RATIONALE FOR THE CONDUCTION OF
THE STUDY:

The rationale for this research comes from the growing
realization of how crucial the role of WCF is in enabling
the attainment of academic writing among EFL students
(Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Ferris, 2010). Although
numerous studies have examined WCF's impact, most of
them focused on English-speaking contexts (Ferris &
Hedgcock, 2005; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008), and little
research has been conducted on students in
underrepresented regions such as the KRI. Kurdish EFL
university students have particular linguistic and
educational contexts that can modify their perception and
reaction to WCF. Furthermore, gender may play an
important role in shaping these perceptions, as male and
female students may have different expectations, comfort
levels, and learning strategies in response to feedback.
Because feedback becomes most effective if it meets
students' expectations and learning styles (Lee, 2008),
knowing their attitudes toward WCF is important. These
have immediate influences on learners' responses to
feedback and the improvement of their writing based on
feedback (Klimova, 2013). The aim of this study is to
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investigate Kurdish EFL learners' gender-based
perceptions and preferences toward WCF in academic
writing. Through the bridging of this gap, the study is able
to inform teachers to adopt more helpful and learner-
centered feedback methods, leading to improved writing
outcomes and academic performance in such classrooms.

1.5. AIMS OF THE STUDY:
The present study aims to:

1. examine Kurdish EFL students’
perceptions and preferences concerning different types and
approaches of WCF in enhancing their academic writing
skills.

2. investigate males' and females’
attitudes toward the usefulness and impact of WCF on their
motivation and writing development.

3. determine = whether  there  are

significant differences in genders’ perceptions and
preferences regarding specific features of WCF, including

direct corrections, coding symbols, and error
prioritization.

1.6. RESEARCH QUESTIONS:

1. What are the perceptions of EFL

students regarding the implementation of WCF in
academic writing?

2. What are the differences between male
and female EFL students in their perceptions of WCF?

3. How do male and female EFL students
differ in their preferences for various types of WCF
strategies?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

There is widespread agreement that feedback is an
essential instructional technique in second language
writing. In accordance with Hyland and Hyland (2006), it
facilitates student learning by directing review,
encouraging reflection, and advancing academic
development. According to Klimova (2013), writing is a
multifaceted and productive skill influenced by various
cognitive and emotional factors. Among these, students’
preferences and beliefs regarding feedback significantly
impact how they interpret and utilize corrective input.
Learners’ perspectives on what constitutes effective
feedback and their expectations about how their writing
should be revised can directly influence the development
of their writing abilities (Greenberg, 1988).

Nevertheless, not all feedback is equally useful. In
product-oriented classrooms where only the final draft is
evaluated, feedback is often reduced to a summative
function, used to justify grades. Connors and Lunsford
(1993) and Straub (1996) criticized this type of feedback,
which tends to be overly prescriptive, impersonal, and of
limited instructional value. Knoblauch and Brannon
(1981) similarly argued that such feedback offers little to
foster student learning. (Hedgcock, 2005) noted that vague
or overly directive comments often fail to promote
students’ independent revision. Truscott (1996 and 2007)
took an even more critical view, suggesting that grammar
correction is not only ineffective but potentially harmful to
writing fluency and should be eliminated.
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Writing clearly and effectively remains a significant
challenge for both native and non-native speakers of
English language. As Hyland (2003) asserts, strong writing
ability arises from well-planned and context-sensitive
instruction. In recent years, second language writing
instruction has gained increased attention due to two main
factors: the recognition of writing as a critical skill for
success in the digital age, and evolving insights into
written texts and writing processes that have encouraged
pedagogical innovation. Dincer and Seker (2014)
investigated students’ perceptions of teacher feedback in a
Turkish university’s L2 writing program. Their study
revealed a considerable mismatch between the
comprehensive and detailed feedback students desired and
the narrower feedback provided by teachers, which
focused mainly on grammar and content. Nonetheless,
students still valued the feedback, particularly in grammar
and vocabulary.

Several studies explored learners’ and teachers’
preferences toward different types of feedback. Radecki
and Swales (1988) concluded that learners expected
written feedback on all their errors. Similarly, Leki (1991)
reported that students preferred teachers to correct all their
mistakes. The survey by Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1994)
revealed that learners appreciated teacher comments and
corrections, especially when they were direct and clear.
Schulz (1996) further demonstrated that learners strongly
favored direct, explicit correction over other feedback
types. Diab (2005), in a study of 156 EFL university
students, found that learners preferred when teachers
crossed out errors and provided the correct form,
describing this as "the best teacher feedback technique".
Across these studies, a common finding was that learners
consistently preferred comprehensive correction rather
than selective feedback.

Complementing these earlier findings, Wu (2020) reported
that university learners of Chinese as a foreign language
preferred teacher and self-correction over peer correction,
favored immediate correction in specific contexts, and
expressed no significant negative effects of Corrective
Feedback (CF), which has been widely studied for its
impact on error correction. While overall gender-based
differences in CF beliefs were minimal, male learners were
found to be more emotionally responsive or appreciative
of teacher correction. These results reinforce the idea that
learners’ preferences are shaped not only by instructional
context but also by individual emotional and cognitive
orientations.

Regarding the long-term importance of WCF, several
researchers have emphasized that corrective feedback can
lead L2 learners to produce more accurate texts than those
who do not receive such input (Wang, 2017). Sustained
improvement in accuracy over time has been associated
with gains in overall language proficiency among
ESL/EFL students. In particular, explicit error correction
has been found to help adult learners avoid fossilization in
their interlanguage development (Ellis, & Suzuki, 2014;
Kang & Han, 2015; Polio, 2012; Shintani). These findings
suggest that consistent exposure to WCF enables learners
to better understand the reasons behind their errors and to
take corrective action, fostering metalinguistic awareness
and deeper language acquisition.
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2.1 DEFINITIONS OF WCF:

In EFL instruction, WCF refers to the process where
teachers provide comments, corrections, and suggestions
on students’ written work to improve their language
accuracy and writing quality. Bitchener and Storch (2016,
p.5) define WCF as “the provision of feedback to learners
on their written output to help them notice and correct their
errors.” Hyland and Hyland (2006, p. 84) explain that
WCEF helps students bridge the gap between their current
and desired performance levels.

In their study, Bitchener and Knoch (2008) describe WCF
as a tool for students to master targeted linguistic forms.
Truscott (1996) defines corrective feedback as the
correction of grammatical errors intended to improve
writing accuracy. Collectively, these definitions position
WCEF as a strategic and purposeful mechanism that helps
learners identify, understand, and correct errors for long-
term writing development.

Feedback, especially written feedback, is a central
pedagogical task in the language classroom. Coffin et al.
(2003) state that providing feedback is a “central
pedagogic practice.” However, excessive correction can be
counterproductive, particularly for beginners (Chaudron,
1988). Feedback serves teachers by guiding improvements
in instruction and supports learners by encouraging self-
reflection and facilitating progress. As Selinker (1969)
notes, errors themselves are valuable for language
researchers as indicators of learning stages.

2.2 TYPES OF WCF:

Various strategies of WCF exist, each differing in the
degree of explicitness and the type of guidance provided
to students. The following sub-sections shed more light on
the main types of WCF commonly implemented in
language instruction. Ferris (2011) defines direct
corrective feedback (DCF) as occurring “when an
instructor provides the correct linguistic form for students
(word, morpheme, phrase, rewritten sentence, deleted
word[s] or morpheme[s])” (p. 31). In contrast, indirect
corrective feedback (ICF), such as underlining or coding,
“occurs when the teacher indicates that an error has been
made but leaves it to the student writer to solve the
problem and correct the error” (Ferris, 2011). This
distinction has important implications for learner
autonomy, revision strategies, and engagement with
feedback.

2.2.1. DIRECT CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK:

Direct corrective feedback involves the instructor
explicitly providing the learner with the correct form of an
error (Ellis, 2008). This may include crossing out
unnecessary words or morphemes, inserting missing
elements, or writing the correct form directly above or near
the mistake. The primary goal is to clearly present the
accurate language form, helping learners to recognize and
internalize proper usage. This feedback can be delivered
both orally and in written form, where the teacher either
verbally corrects errors or marks them in the student’s
written work. By offering explicit correction, direct
feedback reduces ambiguity, making it easier for learners
to understand their mistakes and how to fix them.
According to Ellis (2009), direct feedback provides
explicit information and useful guidance especially for
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learners unable to self-correct. Ferris and Roberts (2001)
suggest this method for low proficiency learners who may
lack the knowledge to self-correct. However, Ellis (2009)
warns that direct feedback may contribute less to long-
term learning as it requires minimal learner engagement.
Despite this, Sheen (2007) found direct feedback effective
in the acquisition of certain language features, such as
articles.

2.2.2. METALINGUISTIC FEEDBACK:

Metalinguistic feedback provides learners with comments,
hints, or codes related to the nature of their errors without
directly supplying the correct form (Ellis, 2009).
Commonly, teachers use error codes placed above
mistakes or underline/circle errors to prompt students to
identify and correct them independently. This feedback
encourages cognitive engagement by guiding learners to
reflect on language rules and error types. Error codes
typically label errors such as grammar, vocabulary, or
spelling, helping learners categorize their mistakes and
develop self-correction skills. Metalinguistic explanations
may also involve brief grammatical clarifications related
to the error, though this is less frequently used due to time
constraints.

2.2.3. INDIRECT CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK:

Indirect corrective feedback signals the presence of errors
without providing explicit corrections. It includes
indicating where errors occur or simply alerting learners
that an error exists without specifying its location.
According to Lalande (1982), indirect feedback promotes
problem-solving and guided learning, encouraging
learners to reflect on and correct their errors. This
approach is preferred over direct feedback by some
scholars (Ferris & Roberts, 2001) because it fosters long-
term acquisition through active learner involvement.
Techniques include highlighting errors, underlining, or
using symbols and arrows near mistakes without giving the
correct form. However, learners with lower proficiency
may struggle to self-correct when only indirect feedback is
provided (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005). Jusoh et al. (2016)
highlight that indirect feedback supports more proficient
learners by developing self-monitoring and editing skills
critical for writing improvement. Table 1 shows the
Typology of WCF (Adapted from Ellis, 2009, p. 98).

Table (1): Typology of WCF (Ellis, 2009, p. 98)

Types of CF Description | Strategy for Error
Correction
Direct CF The teacher | Explicitly corrects
provides the | errors by giving the
student with | correct form.
the correct
form.
The teacher | a. Indicating +
Indirect CF indicates an | locating the error:
error has Underlining or using
occurred but | cursors to show
does not omissions in the
provide the student’s text.
correction. b. Indication only:
Marking the margin
to show an error
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exists in a line of

text.
Metalinguistic | The teacher | a. Use of error code:
CF provides Writing symbols or
comments or | codes in the margin
explanations | (e.g., ‘T’ for tense
related to the | errors).
CITorS. b. Brief grammatical
explanation:
Providing

explanations for
specific errors.

These techniques of WCF address learner errors, as noted
by Ellis (2009). Direct WCF is when the teacher provides
the correct form expressly, either in the text or margin.
Indirect WCF requires learners to self-correct because the
teacher only marks the existence and location of the error
by wunderlining or without giving the correction.
Metalinguistic WCF gives learners coded or abbreviated
grammatical information, very often in the form of
symbols, that identify the error type rather than the correct
form. These categories vary in explicitness and cognitive
engagement, with each having distinct benefits for
language development according to learners' level and
pedagogical goals.

2.3. DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ERRORS AND
MISTAKES:

Though often used interchangeably, “errors” and
“mistakes” have distinct meanings in second language
acquisition (Ellis, 1997). Corder (1983) defines mistakes
as unsystematic performance errors, caused by fatigue,
stress, or distraction, where the learner actually knows the
correct form. In contrast, errors are systematic deviations
that reveal gaps in the learner’s current interlanguage or
knowledge of rules which Corder (1983) refers to as
“transitional competence.”

Errors that reoccur indicate a need for learning or
instruction, while mistakes are accidental slips. Corder
(1983) emphasizes that errors are more valuable
pedagogically, as they give insight into learners'
developmental stages and what needs to be taught.
However, distinguishing the two requires careful
observation over time, and as this is difficult in most
classroom settings, this study will use the term “error”
broadly to cover all forms of deviation from target-like
performance.

2.4. PREVIOUS STUDIES:

Recent studies have investigated how and what error types
should be selected for correction (Abedi & Latifi, 2010;
Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener et al., 2005; Chandler, 2003;
Eslami, 2014; Hosseiny, 2014; Jamalinesari et al. 2015;
Shintani, Ellis & Suzuki, 2014). Much of this research has
focused on the distinction between direct and indirect
WCEF.

Various studies have explored the impact of different types
of WCF, including error identification, direct and indirect
correction, metalinguistic comments, and content-based
suggestions (Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008;
Chandler, 2003; Clark & Ouellette, 2008; Ellis et al.,
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2008). Bitchener and Knoch (2008) conducted a large-
scale study to investigate the extent to which different
types of WCF influence the grammatical accuracy of EFL
students' writing. Their research involved 144
international and migrant students in New Zealand and
focused on the use of two functional aspects of the English
article system: the referential indefinite article [a] and the
referential definite article [the]. The study found out that
students who received WCF particularly those who were
provided with direct correction combined with written and
oral metalinguistic explanation significantly outperformed
those who received no feedback. Furthermore, the gains in
accuracy were sustained over a seven-week period. While
all feedback types were more effective than no feedback,
there was no statistically significant difference among the
three WCF treatment groups. Additionally, the study
reported no difference between migrant and international
learners in how they responded to WCF. These findings
highlight the effectiveness of targeted, explicit feedback in
improving specific areas of second-language writing
accuracy.

While there is general agreement that WCF benefits
writing instruction, scholars disagree on which type is
most effective. Some argue that metalinguistic feedback
enhances grammatical accuracy (Bitchener, 2008; Sheen,
2007), while others, such as (Truscott, 1996), contend that
grammar correction has no lasting effect on writing
development. Additionally, studies emphasize the
importance of learners noticing their errors (Schmidt,
1990) and actively engaging with feedback (Long, 1985).
At the same time, excessive correction, especially during
early stages of learning, can reduce motivation (Chaudron,
1988; Fanselow, 1977), and some evidence suggests that
learners who receive no correction may perform better in
certain contexts (Semke, 1984).

3. METHODOLOGY

This section provides the methodological framework
utilized in the present study, providing the research design,
participants, and data collection instruments which are
used for the purpose of the study.

3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN:

The current study utilized a descriptive survey design to
investigate students’ perceptions and preferences towards
the WCF in the connect of EFL at university level.
According to Cohen et al (2018), descriptive approach is
effective in researching aspects in social and humanities
sciences. This is because it is used to study aspects related
to beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions (Sekaran & Bougie,
2020).

3.2 PARTICIPANTS:

This study involved 60 second-year Kurdish EFL
undergraduate students from the English Language
Department at the University of Zakho. The sample
comprised 36 females and 24 males, all enrolled in the
morning study program. A purposive sampling method
was employed to select participants relevant to the
research on WCF. This ensures that the selected students
had appropriate academic exposure to provide valid and
meaningful data (Cohen et al., 2018).

3.3 QUESTIONNAIRE AND DATA COLLECTION
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PROCEDURES:

The instrument employed in this study is a five-point
Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree) utilized to investigate Kurdish EFL
participants’ perceptions and preferences toward WCF in
academic writing (Joshi et al., 2015). According to Sauro
and Lewis (2016) Likert-scale questionnaire is the best
tool to use for collecting data. 14 items were specifically
designed and some of them were adapted and modified
from (Ferris, 1995), (Hyland & Hyland, 2006), Amrhein
and Nassaji (2010) to explore students’ emotional
responses, beliefs about the usefulness of correction, and
preferences for feedback strategies. To ensure clarity and
validity, the questionnaire was reviewed by a panel of
eight applied linguistics experts for face and content
validity. Revisions were made based on their suggestions
to improve relevance and accuracy. The finalized
questionnaire was administered via Google Form then the
link for the survey was shared with the participants of the
study. Data collection took place during week 9 of the
spring semester. The gender-balanced sample enabled the
examination of both general perceptions and gender-based
differences in attitudes toward WCF. The responses of the
participants in the study were analyzed using descriptive
statistics and independent samples t-tests to identify
whether statistically significant differences existed
between male and female participants.

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS:

The data gathered for this research study were input and
analyzed using SPSS version 25. The primary objective of
this research was to assess participants' replies to the
survey items through the examination of descriptive and
inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics were utilized to
ascertain the mean value and standard deviation for each
survey item, offering an overview of central tendencies
and the degree of response variability. Subsequently,
inferential analysis was performed utilizing a one-sample
t-test. This test was employed to determine if the observed
mean values of the survey items significantly deviated
from the hypothesized value. The t-test and associated p-
values were calculated to evaluate statistical significance.
A criterion of p <0.05 was employed to ascertain statistical
differences.

3.4. ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS:

The participants were informed about the objectives of the
study and reassured that their participation was entirely
voluntary, in line with ethical standards for educational
research (Mertens, 2019 as cited in Murad and
Malo,2025). They were also informed of their right to
withdraw from the study at any point without any
consequences. Strict confidentiality was upheld by
securely storing the data, with access limited to the
research team to prevent any unauthorized use (Babbie,
2021). To protect privacy, personal identifiers were
removed so that responses could not be traced back to
individual participants. The research complied with
institutional ethical guidelines to ensure the protection and
rights of all participants throughout the study.

4. RESULTS
This section reports and presents reliability result of the

items utilized in the survey of the study, results on students'
perceptions, attitudes, and WCF preferences to further
improve their academic writing capacity. The data of the
study were collected using a structured questionnaire of 14
Likert-scale questions.

To measure the reliability analysis of the items,
Cronbach’s alpha is used for this study in which the perfect
value of 1.0 denotes perfect internal consistency, meaning
that every item accurately measures the same construct.
Table 2 below shows the reliability check.

Table (2) Reliability check Using (Cronbach’s alpha)

Case Processing Summary

N %

Cases Valid 60 100.0
Excluded? 0 .0

Total 60 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the

procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

901 14
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The purpose of the Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.901 for
this study is to reveal the internal consistency and
reliability of the 14 Likert-scale items, indicating whether
they are strongly correlated and measure the same
underlying construct about students' perceptions of WCF.
As aresult, as revealed in Table 2 above, an alpha value of
0.901 shows that all the items used in the survey are highly
consistent and well-correlated.

The findings are presented as percentage distributions,
descriptive statistics that includes (means and standard
deviations), and t-test findings to determine the statistical
significance of the responses. The findings are then
interpreted thematically to respond to students'
perceptions, likes, and judgments regarding the
effectiveness of the feedback. Table 3 shows the
effectiveness of the students’ feedback.

Table (3): The Effectiveness of the Students' feedback

N | Item Gend | Me | SD
o. er an
Constructive feedback on F 43 0.7
my writing makes me feel | pp 1 4
proud. 40 |07
8 8
2 | Written feedback on my F 39 |08
writing makes me feel M 4 5
satisfied. 37 11.0
9 0
3 Written feedback on my F 42 107
writing is helpful and 5 7
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provides clear guidance on | M 4.1 | 0.7
how to expand my writing. 7 9
4 | Written feedback on my F 25 | 1.1
writing can sometimes be | p 4 6
frustrating and unhelpful. 33 112
2 1
5 Written feedback should F 23 | 1.1
focus only on errors that M 5 0
impede meaning. 38 | 1.0
4 5
6 | Providing the correct forms | F 4.1 |08
of errors encourages me. M 6 4
39 |09
9 2
7 | Knowing the correct forms | F 42 |07
helps me reflect on my M 8 9
errors. 41 108
7 1
8 I prefer written feedback F 39 |08
that includes scoring codes | \p 2 9
for errors, such as "gr", 36 | 1.0
"Sp", 3 2
9 | Using scoring codes helps | F 41 |08
me understand my M 4 2
mistakes better. 40 |08
0 4
10 | I find underlining or F 27 (14
circling errors without M 8 1
explanation more helpful 38 |11
than corrections. ) 8
11 | Identifying errors without | F 4.0 |08
correction helps me M 6 9
analyze my mistakes 40 |08
critically. 0 5
12 | Correcting all errors helps | F 42 |07
me become more aware of | \p 5 7
my writing. 41 108
7 1
13 | Receiving corrections on F 42 (0.7
all errors increases my M 8 7
knowledge. 4.1 108
7 1
14 | I find correcting all errors F 42 (0.7
beneficial for my learning. | \p 5 7
4.1 1038
3 1

The percentage distribution of Kurdish EFL students’
responses in Table 3 revealed several noteworthy trends.
Overall, students expressed predominantly positive
attitudes toward WCF. For example, 86.1% of female and
79.1% of male students strongly agree that receiving
constructive feedback on their writing makes them feel
proud, with mean scores of 4.31 and 4.08 for females and
males, respectively. Likewise, in item 3, almost all
students agree that written feedback provides clear
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guidance on how to improve their writing, with mean
scores close to 4.25 for females and 4.17 for males. Items
7,12, 13, and 14 related to understanding the correct forms
to reflect on errors and the benefits of correcting all errors
show very similar mean scores and low standard
deviations, indicating that the majority of participants
show strong agreement and consistency.

However, some items reveal notable differences between
male and female students. For instance, in item 4, males
find written feedback more frustrating and unhelpful than
females do, with mean scores of 3.32 for males and 2.54
for females. Additionally, item 5 shows that males strongly
agree that feedback should focus only on errors that
impede meaning, with a mean score of 3.84, while females
largely disagree, scoring a mean of 2.35. This proposes
that female students may prefer more comprehensive
feedback, whereas male students may favor more targeted
correction. This aligns with Zhang’s (2017) argument that
individual learner differences and feedback literacy play a
role in shaping how feedback is received. When asked
whether feedback should only target errors that impede
meaning, responses were nearly evenly split.

Regarding feedback formats as in item 10, males show a
stronger preference for underlining or circling errors
without explanation than females, as indicated by mean
scores of 3.82 for males and 2.78 for females. The higher
standard deviation among females here points to more
varied opinions. Moreover, females prefer written
feedback that includes scoring codes for errors such as "gr"
for grammar or "sp" for spelling as it is clear in item 8,
with a mean of 3.92 compared to 3.63 for males,
suggesting females find this type of feedback clearer and
more helpful.

4.1 EMOTIONAL RESPONSES TOWARD WCF
AMONG MALE AND FEMALE EFL STUDENTS:

In this study’s subsection, it will present the results of male
and female EFL students’ emotional responses toward
WCF, reflecting their perceptions of WCF
implementation.

Table (4) Gender Comparison of Emotional Response

to WCF
N | Items Fem | Mal t- p-
0 ale e test | valu
Mea | Mea e
n n

1 | Constructive 425 1379 | 2.6 | 0.01
feedback on my 8
writing makes me
feel proud.

2 | Written feedback 326 |3.06 | 0.6 | 0.50
on my writing 8
makes me feel
satisfied.

4 | Written feedback 2.61 | 332 (22 |0.03
on my writing can 3
sometimes be
frustrating and
unhelpful.

The analysis of emotional response to WCF items in Table
4 reveals nuanced gender differences. Female participants
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reported significantly greater positive effect associated
with receiving constructive feedback, as evidenced by a
higher mean score on Item 1 (Constructive feedback on my
writing makes me feel proud) compared to males 4.25 vs.
3.79, p = 0.01. This suggests that female students derive
more intrinsic motivation and pride from constructive
feedback relative to their male counterparts. Conversely,
Item 2 (Written feedback on my writing makes me feel
satisfied) showed no statistically significant difference p =
0.50, indicating comparable levels of overall satisfaction
with feedback across genders. Notably, male students
scored significantly higher on Item 4 (Written feedback
can sometimes be frustrating and unhelpful) than females
3.32 vs. 2.61, p = 0.03, highlighting a greater tendency
among males to perceive feedback as occasionally
demotivating or inadequate. Collectively, these findings
suggest that female students generally respond with more
positive emotional engagement to WCF, whereas male
students are more prone to experiencing frustration.

4.2 GENDER PREFERENCES FOR TYPES OF WCF
STRATEGIES:

The differences between male and female students in their
preferences for various types of WCF strategies is shown
in the below subsection.

Table (5) Gender Comparison of Feedback Type
Preference in WCF

Mal
e
Mea
n
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t-
test

Femal
e
Mean

Item p-

value

Written
feedback
should focus
only on errors
that impede
meaning.

2.40 4.85 | <0.001

I prefer 3.03 2.82 | 0.65 | 0.52
written
feedback that
includes
scoring codes
for errors,
such as "gr"
for grammar,
or "sp" for
spelling.

I find
underlining
or circling
errors without
an
explanation
more helpful
than direct
corrections.

10 2.78 4.09 | 4.59 | <0.001

Table 5 shows the significant gender disparities were also
observed in preferences regarding the nature and style of
WCF. Male participants demonstrated a pronounced
preference for feedback that prioritizes correction of
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meaning-impeding errors exclusively (Item 5; male mean
= 3.33 vs. female mean = 2.40; p <0.001). This preference
indicates a tendency among males to favor selective and
focused feedback that minimizes cognitive load. Similarly,
Item 10 (I find underlining or circling errors without
explanation more helpful than direct corrections) elicited
significantly higher agreement from males 4.09 than
females 2.78 with p < 0.001, reflecting a greater
acceptance of indirect error identification approaches
among male students. However, no significant gender
difference emerged for preferences concerning scoring
codes for errors Item 8 with p 0.52, suggesting
equivalent attitudes toward symbolic or coded feedback.
These results collectively imply that male students prefer
more implicit and targeted feedback strategies, whereas
female students appear to favor more explicit and
comprehensive correction methods.

4.3 GENDER BELIEFS ABOUT THE BENEFITS
OF WCF:

This subsection surveys male and female students’ beliefs
concerning the benefits they received from WCF.

Table (6) Gender Beliefs in Correction Benefits from

WCF
N | Item Fem | Mal | t- p-
0. ale e test | valu
Mea | Mea e
n n
6 | Providing the 393 |3.64 | 1.13 | 0.27
correct forms of
errors
encourages me.
7 | Knowing the 4.05 | 3.88 | 0.66 | 0.51
correct forms
helps me reflect
on my errors.
12 | Correcting all 4.00 [3.90 [ 036 |0.72
errors helps me
become more
aware of my
writing.
13 | Receiving 413 |3.85 | 1.01 | 0.32
corrections on all
errors increases
my knowledge.
14 | I find correcting | 3.94 | 3.76 | 0.60 | 0.55
all errors
beneficial for my
learning.

The results in Table 6 reveals the investigation of gender
differences in students’ beliefs about the benefits of WCF
revealed a consistent pattern of convergence across all
related items. For Item 6, (Providing the correct forms of
errors encourages me) female students reported a slightly
higher mean score 3.93 than males 3.64, though this
difference was not statistically significant p = 0.27. This
suggests that both genders perceive correction as a
motivational factor, with females showing only a
marginally stronger endorsement. Similarly, Item 7, which
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probes whether “Knowing the correct forms helps me
reflect on my errors,” indicated equivalent positive
perceptions among females 4.05 and males 3.88 with no
significant gender effect p = 0.51. The remaining items 12,
13, and 14 explored beliefs that corrective feedback
heightens awareness of writing accuracy, expands
knowledge, and benefits learning overall. Scores remained
consistently high across both groups, with no significant
differences detected all p > 0.3, reflecting a shared
acknowledgment of WCEF’s pedagogical utility. This
consistency underscores that irrespective of gender,
students recognize corrective feedback as an integral
component of their language acquisition process and
writing skill enhancement. The absence of gender disparity
in these domains implies that beliefs about the value of
correction transcend gender-based preferences, potentially
reflecting widespread educational norms and the
effectiveness of WCF practices in diverse learner
populations.

4.4 CLARITY AND REFLECTIVE ENGAGEMENT
WITH WCF:

The investigation of gender differences in participants’
perceptions of clarity in WCF and their reflective
engagement with the feedback is presented in this
subsection.

Table (7) Gender Comparison of Clarity and Reflection
in WCF

N
0.

Mal
e
Mea
n

3.95

t-
test

Fem
ale
Mea
n

4.00

Item p-

value

Written feedback
on my writing is
helpful and
provides clear
guidance on how
to expand my
writing.

0.23 | 0.82

Using scoring 3.85 | 3.67 | 0.73 | 047
codes, such as
"gr" for grammar
or "sp" for
spelling, helps
me understand
my mistakes

better.

11 | Identifying 3.84 |3.67 |0.79 | 0.43
errors without
correction helps
me analyze my
mistakes

critically.

As it is indicated in Table 7, the clarity of WCF and its
capacity to foster reflective learning also demonstrated no
statistically significant gender differences, indicating a
parallel appreciation for these aspects among female and
male students. For Item 3, “Written feedback provides
clear guidance on how to expand my writing,” both groups
reported nearly identical agreement levels females: 4.00;
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males: 3.95; p = 0.82, signifying that clarity in feedback is
universally valued and experienced similarly. Regarding
Item 9, which assessed the effectiveness of scoring codes
in facilitating error comprehension, females 3.85 and
males 3.67 again showed comparable responses with no
significant difference p = 0.47. This parity suggests that
symbolic feedback mechanisms are equally accessible and
beneficial across genders. Finally, Item 11, (Identifying
errors without correction helps me analyze my mistakes
critically.) also yielded non-significant gender differences
p = 0.43, indicating that students of both genders equally
endorse the role of autonomous error analysis in
developing metacognitive skills. Taken together, these
results highlight a shared cognitive engagement with
WCF, where both female and male learners perceive
feedback clarity and opportunities for self-reflection as
critical components of effective language learning. The
convergence in these perceptions suggests that
instructional strategies aimed at enhancing feedback
clarity and promoting reflective practice are likely to be
universally effective regardless of gender.

5. DISCUSSION

The present study findings infer that Kurdish EFL
university students generally observe WCF as an effective
element of teaching writing instruction in academic
settings. Male and female participants approved the
significance of WCF in identifying the errors, increasing
writing accuracy, and raising sensitivity to language use.
This complete fulfilment was stated in consistently high
mean scores on items related to total correction and
perceived utility of feedback. For instance, they were in
clear consensus that feedback on every error develops their
knowledge and that correction of their mistakes is
beneficial to learning, observing a shared sense of
pedagogical value in WCF. This is in line with research by
Bitchener and Knoch (2008), who highlighted the role of
comprehensive feedback toward promoting metalinguistic
development and accuracy in second-language writing.
Also, the findings support the perception that WCF is not
only beneficial in promoting writing fluency and precision
but also crucial in promoting EFL learners' reflective and
self-regulated mode of academic writing.

Regardless of this overall optimistic viewpoint, the
difference between genders appeared in how WCF was
recognized and enjoyed. Supportive feedback led to
stronger positive emotional responses from female
students. For example, their pride, satisfaction, and
motivation levels were noticeably higher, as shown by
ratings that reflected their emotional impact. The data
suggests that female students are more open to correction
and see feedback as encouragement rather than criticism.
In contrast, male students felt more frustrated with WCF
when it was unclear, off-topic, or overly critical. This
difference was especially clear in their responses to the
emotional burden of feedback. Ferris (2011) and Zhang
(2017) found that students’ understanding of feedback,
emotional involvement, and expectations played a key role
in how they receive, process, and use feedback, and these
findings are consistent with the current results. Since
students' confidence in the quality of their writing
influences their motivation to write (Pajares & Valiante,
2006), the observed differences between gender difference



Shoresh Jelal Hussein ,Idrees Ali Hasan/Humanities Journal of University of Zakho Vol.14, No.2, PP.320-333 April-Jun-2026.

suggest variations in writing self-efficacy. Female students
tend to respond more emotionally to WCF, while male
students are more likely to feel dissatisfaction or fear when
the feedback is unclear or delivered negatively.

In terms of preferences for feedback techniques, the
findings indicated that male and female students differ
quite significantly. Male students overwhelmingly favored
indirect feedback techniques, such as circling or
underlining errors but not giving direct correction, and
favored feedback to correct only meaning-blocking issues.
These results suggest a desire for greater autonomy, self-
monitoring, and thinking in revision. They might consider
less intrusive feedback as a chance to correct themselves
and think critically, which is in line with learner-centered
instructional theories. On the other hand, female students
preferred clearer and more detailed feedback and perhaps
an even stronger need for structure, guidance, and
reassurance in correcting their writing mistakes. This
concurs with Bitchener and Ferris (2012), who assert that
the effectiveness of feedback is partly a function of its
consistency with learners” expectations, personal
preferences, and cognitive styles. While males may thrive
when being challenged to engage in self-regulated learning
with minimal support, females may be best served by
accurate  corrections, detailed explanations, and
authoritative teacher assistance.

Statistically significant gender differences were found on
four of the fourteen items relevant to the WCF, which
accounted for approximately 29% of the total. These
differences were related to emotional responses,
frustration with comments, and the indirect correction of
meaning blocking errors. The fact that such differences
occurred supports the significance of gender in both the
cognitive and affective processing of feedback. These
results confirm that WCF is not a one-shot instructional
strategy. Therefore, adjusting feedback according to
gender-based interests and affective needs may enhance
students' motivation, engagement, and ultimately writing
outputs. Teachers must utilize a balanced and adaptive
strategy for WCF and offer direct and indirect methods
along with varying their feedback style based on learners'
profiles and situational needs.

This study also addresses a particular need gap in previous
literature. While many studies have explored participants'
attitudes toward WCF (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Ferris,
2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2006), fewer have examined
gender differences, especially among Kurdish EFL
students at state universities. By comparing the gender-
oriented data and rendering emotional and strategic choice,
this study presents a more informed insight into the
reception of WCF in a specific sociocultural context.
Further, the study contributes to the expanding literature
advocating differentiated, learner-centered feedback
strategies customized to take care of unique needs.
Additionally, it offers pedagogical suggestions for EFL
teachers that it suggests the need to balance types of
different correction approaches and consider learners'
affective responses to correction. Given the reality of the
learning culture in Kurdish public universities as being
more exam-centered and instructor-dominated, the
findings support the need for a shift towards more
participatory, responsive, and interactive feedback
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practices.

Overall, the study's findings validate prevailing theories
about the benefits of WCF in academic writing, as
documented by researchers such as Bitchener (2008),
Chandler (2003), and Ferris (2011). These scholars have
highlighted the effectiveness of different WCF types,
especially direct and metalinguistic feedback, in
improving writing accuracy and learner engagement.
Building on this foundation, the current study advances the
field by revealing noteworthy gender-based differences in
students’ reactions and preferences toward WCEF. These
results underscore the need for more dynamic and varied
feedback strategies that address both the affective and
pedagogical needs of diverse learners. By adopting
gender-sensitive feedback approaches, teachers can foster
more supportive learning environments, encourage greater
student engagement with writing, and promote improved
writing competence among EFL learners. Researchers in
their future studies can develop these results to state how
gender feedback practices have longitudinal effects or
whether WCF preferences differ across various
proficiency contexts.

6. CONCLUSION

In light of the findings and discussion discussed above, the
present study concludes with the following key points:

1.  Both male and female Kurdish EFL students at the
University of Zakho expressed overall positive attitudes
toward WCF. However, their preferences and perceptions
varied notably across emotional responses and feedback

types, underscoring the complexity of learners’
engagement with feedback.
2. Female students tended to view WCF as constructive

and emotionally supportive. They responded more
positively to feedback that was detailed, clear, and
affirming, particularly when it contributed to their
motivation and confidence in academic writing. This
reflects a preference for feedback that reinforces self-
efficacy and encourages continued effort.

3. In contrast, male students were more likely to find
feedback frustrating or unhelpful, especially when it
lacked clarity, was overly detailed, or focused on less
significant errors. They showed a stronger preference for
indirect feedback strategies that promote reflection, self-
correction, and learner autonomy, highlighting a desire for
control over their learning process.

4.  The results revealed that a one-size fits all approach
to WCF may not meet the diverse emotional and cognitive
needs of all learners. Gender-related differences suggest
the importance of differentiated feedback practices that
consider learner variability and individual preferences to
optimize the impact of feedback.

5. While students generally acknowledged the benefits
of receiving corrections, not all feedback practices were
equally effective for all students. Some feedback methods,
such as underlining or coding, were found helpful by some
learners but confusing or discouraging for others,
indicating a need for clearer explanation and feedback
literacy.

6.  The study emphasizes the need for WCF strategies
that balance clarity, motivation, and learner independence.



Shoresh Jelal Hussein ,Idrees Ali Hasan/Humanities Journal of University of Zakho Vol.14, No.2, PP.320-333 April-Jun-2026.

Teachers should adopt flexible, student-centered
approaches that consider students’ gender-based
preferences, emotional responses, and learning styles to
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