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Abstract

Corrective feedback is very helpful to EFL learners since it helps learners to acquire
grammatical features (Ellis, 2008). The focus of the research attempted to investigate the
contribution of Electronic feedback in multicultural writing class using the Edmodo. The
electronic feedback was classified into three types, namely; direct, indirect, and
metalinguistic as proposed by Ellis (2009) and 3 different sources, namely; teacher, peer, and
self. The study was descriptive quantitative and qualitative research; whose subjects were 25
learners of three different ethnic groups (Dayaknese, Banjarese, and Javanese). The
instruments were questionnaire and observation. The data were in their progress on An
academic essay writing of electronic feedback. The concerns of the electronic feedback were
on language form, organization, and content. The finding confirmed that the most area
contribution of electronic feedback at a whole was on language form, the source and type of
feedback that most contributed to EFL writing class was electronic teacher direct feedback. It
showed that L2 learners preferred that their teachers provided direct electronic feedback on
grammatical error corrections and attended to all of their mistakes.

Keywords: contribution; electronic feedback; multicultural writing class; Edmodo
INTRODUCTION

The implementation of technological tools in L2 writing class has been related to the
progress of high technology. Nowadays, the use of laptop is very familiar on university
students. An easy contribution to communication through internet has given knowledge
sources. In the future, many subjects are delivered through internet and it has become an
important role of college activity. Nowadays, information technologies have become widely
used in EFL classes. In the past decade much research has focused on the influence of giving
feedback in the EFL learners. For example: Guénette, (2007), Ferris and Roberts (2001);
Jamalinesari, A., Rahimi, F., Gowhary, H., & Azizifar, A. (2015); Karim, (2013); Sheen &
CF (2010); Storch & Wigglesworth (2010); and Chandler (2003); and Bitchener & Ferris,
(2012). The result remains unclear and focuses on non- electronic feedback. On the contrary,
the fast changing of technology in education establishes a new spectrum of teaching method,
which involved technology in a classroom setting. This emerges a mutual relationship
between technology and writing in the idea of electronic ones. With the emerge of high
technology in second language writing, some EFL teachers begin to consider to integrate the
use of internet in applying electronic feedback as an effort to effective class. Moreover, Saadi
and Saadat (2015, p. 2054) comment that technological development increases the need to
use the computer to correct learners' writings. Similarly, Sain et al. (2013, p.834) state that
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electronic corrective feedback has advantages such as: developing writing skills and saving
time. In my point of view, the students mostly got benefit from the use of technology in
classrooms. technology increasingly helps the society access the internet via computers,
laptops, mobile phones, tablets, and other devices (Nobles & Paganucci, 2015). Therefore, |
become motivated in investigating potentials computers for the SFL classroom. This paper
will review some of the studies done in this field, and attempt to suggest some practical ideas
for use of electronic feedback in L2 multicultural writing classroom.

Electronic feedback, in this study I called e-feedback becomes a new trend in L2
writing because of the fast development of the internet contribution in L2 writing
instructions. It becomes familiar for writing lecturers to require students to submit their
writing assignment electronically and then to give feedback through electronic tools (Elola &
Oskoz, 2017; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Electronic feedback is an automatical feedback
helped by a high technology (Paige D. Ware, 2004). The use of computers in EFL class has
become familiar and learners and teachers (Hyland, 2010) use it. It becomes familiar for
teachers to order learners to handle the composition through electronic tools, like the Edmodo
class, and for teachers to provide feedback on learners’ writing electronically. Some experts
such as Liu and Sadler (2003), Schultz (2000), and Tuzi (2004) have conducted studies on
electronic feedback in SLW. The finding confirmed that Electronic feedback is more helpful
than others are.

There are some other studies investigating the contribution of electronic feedback in
L2 writing. Studies also indicate that electronic feedback provides to improve writing better
(Sullivan & Pratt, 1996), emphasize on larger chunks of writing and work on macro-revisions
(Tuzi, 2004). Experts also conducted studies on electronic feedback. The finding is that
students considered electronic one as helpful tool (Elola & Oskoz, 2016; Liu & Sadler,2003;
Lu & Bol, 2007).

The focus of the research attempted to investigate the contribution of Electronic
feedback in multicultural writing class using the Edmodo. Holland and Muilenburg (2011)
confirm that learners perceive Edmodo as a well-known of academic platform. Edmodo
provides for both teacher-learner interactions directly (Kongchan, 2012). With the popularity
of social networking website such as Facebook, providing feedback online via Edmodo class
has its potential benefit.

METHOD

The study belonged to descriptive research (Ary, 2010). The data were in the form of
percentage to describe the contribution of electronic feedback. The types of data were in the
form of quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative ones dealt with the number of
errors and the area contribution of electronic feedback in L2 multicultural class. Meanwhile,
the qualitative ones dealt with the samples of learners’ errors in writing an academic essay
and the learners’ view on the contribution of in L2 writing. This provided the researchers to
understand and interpret on the contribution of electronic feedback in multicultural class.

The site of the study was at L2 class program at Universitas Muhammadiyah
Palangka Raya consisting 25 EFL learners of multicultural class 2021/2022 academic years.
The different type of feedback is considered to be the novelty because the prior research on
the electronic feedback did not consider it. Here, the electronic feedback was classified into
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three different types: direct, indirect, and metalinguistic and three different sources: teacher,
peer, and self-feedback.

The data were gathered from the online interviews, test, questionnaire, and
observations. In the first step, the researcher implemented electronic feedback in L2 writing
class. Then, the participants were asked to compose an essay. An academic essay was chosen,
since the respondents took the course at the fourth semester. The areas of revision applied in
the study were content, language forms, and organization, as proposed by Bitchener,
Basturkmen, & East (2010).

At the early step, the researcher discussed with the writing lecturer about the material
to be taught covering the knowledge and practiced writing an academic essay. This covered
introduction to an academic writing, body paragraphs, and concluding. Then, she trained the
writing lecturer about the three models of electronic feedback: direct, indirect and
metalinguistic CF. At the end, the researcher explored the contribution area of electronic
feedback in the process of writing. Here, the questionnaire was distributed to the participants
electronically. The questionnaire covered several aspects on the potential contribution of
three types of electronic feedback. Finally, the discussion and conclusion were done to clarify
the research findings.

FINDINGS
1. Finding from Observation

The findings on the area contribution of electronic feedback to the students in L2
writing were obtained from observation and questionnaire results. To begin with, the
researcher examined the learners’ writing results dealing with samples of learners’ errors.
Based on the result of the students’ writing product, it was found many errors in the learners’
composition. The errors also included language forms, content, and organization. Some of
them made some grammatical errors, such as articles, missing words, tenses, subject- verb
agreement, punctuation, capitalization, pronoun agreement, and misspelling. After examining
the learners’ errors, then, the errors were calculated. Based on the output, it could be stated
that: (1) teacher direct electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a)
language from was 71% (554 out of total errors amount 780), (b) content was 19% (148 out
of 780) and (c) idea organization was 10% (78 out of 780); (2) teacher indirect electronic
feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 67% (582 out
of total errors amount 869), (b) content was 22% (191 out of 869) and (c) idea organization
was 11% (96 out of 869); and (3) teacher metalinguistic electronic feedback gives
contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 31% (237 out of total errors
amount 763), (b) content was 53% (404 out of 763) and (c) idea organization was 16% (122
out of 763). To conclude, it could be stated that the most area contribution of teacher direct
and indirect electronic feedback were on language form; and teacher metalinguistic feedback
was on content.

The output also found: (1) peer direct electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL
learners in terms of (a) language from was 53% (325 out of total errors amount 613), (b)
content was 21% (129 out of 613) and (c) idea organization was 26% (159 out of 613); (2)
peer indirect electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language
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from was 49% (160 out of total errors amount 327), (b) content was 18% (59 out of 327) and
(c) idea organization was 33% (108 out of 327); and (3) peer metalinguistic electronic
feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 60% (91 out
of total errors amount 152), (b) content was 13% (20 out of 152) and (c) idea organization
was 27% (41 out of 152). To conclude, it could be stated that the most area contribution of
electronic peer direct, indirect, and metalinguistic electronic feedback were on language
form. The study found that: (1) self-direct electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL
learners in terms of (a) language from was 81% (205 out of total errors amount 253), (b)
content was 12% (31 out of 253) and (c) idea organization was 7% (17 out of 253); (2) self-
indirect electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from
was 77% (95 out of total errors amount 123), (b) content was 9% (11 out of 123) and (c) idea
organization was 14% (17 out of 123); and (3) self-metalinguistic electronic feedback gives
contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 59% (55 out of total errors
amount 93), (b) content was 17% (16 out of 93) and (c) idea organization was 24% (22 out of
123). To conclude, it could be stated that the most area contribution of self-direct, indirect,
and metalinguistic electronic feedback were on language form.

Based on the output, it was obvious that (1a) teacher direct electronic feedback gives
contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 71% (554 out of total errors
amount 780), (b) content was 19% (148 out of 780) and (c) idea organization was 10% (78
out of 780); (1b) teacher indirect electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in
terms of (a) language from was 67% (582 out of total errors amount 869), (b) content was
22% (191 out of 869) and (c) idea organization was 11% (96 out of 869); and (1c) teacher
metalinguistic electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a)
language from was 31% (237 out of total errors amount 763), (b) content was 53% (404 out
of 763) and (c) idea organization was 16% (122 out of 763). To conclude, it could be stated
that the most area contribution of teacher direct and indirect electronic feedback were on
language form; and teacher metalinguistic electronic feedback was on content.

Meanwhile, (2a) peer direct electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in
terms of (a) language from was 53% (325 out of total errors amount 613), (b) content was
21% (129 out of 613), and (c) idea organization was 26% (159 out of 613); (2b) peer indirect
electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was
49% (160 out of total errors amount 327), (b) content was 18% (59 out of 327) and (c) idea
organization was 33% (108 out of 327); and (2c) peer metalinguistic electronic feedback
gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 60% (91 out of total
errors amount 152), (b) content was 13% (20 out of 152) and (c) idea organization was 27%
(41 out of 152). To conclude, it could be stated that the most area contribution of peer direct,
indirect, and metalinguistic electronic feedback were on language form.

Then, (3a) self-direct electronic feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms
of (a) language from was 81% (205 out of total errors amount 253), (b) content was 12% (31
out of 253) and (c) idea organization was 7% (17 out of 253); (3b) self-indirect electronic
feedback gives contribution to EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 77% (95 out
of total errors amount 123), (b) content was 9% (11 out of 123) and (c) idea organization was
14% (17 out of 123); and (3c) self-metalinguistic electronic feedback gives contribution to
EFL learners in terms of (a) language from was 59% (55 out of total errors amount 93), (b)
content was 17% (16 out of 93) and (c) idea organization was 24% (22 out of 123). To
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conclude, the most area contribution of self-direct, indirect and metalinguistic of electronic
feedback were on language form.

2. Findings from questionnaire

To investigate further detailed information on the area contribution of electronic
feedback to the students in L2 writing the researcher also used questionnaire to collect the
data. The questionnaire was distributed to the EFL learners. The questionnaire covered some
aspects of the area contribution of electronic feedback in L2 writing. There were 10 closed
ended questions distributed to the respondents. Then, the answers drawn from the
questionnaires were counted and expressed as percentages of the total amount of respondents
in each data set. In the statement: electronic feedback helps me improve my composition.”,
the learners responded strongly agree 68% (17 out of 25), agree 28% (7), and don 't know 4%
(1). None of the respondents preferred to strongly disagree and disagree (0%). This meant
that respondents mostly agreed to the idea that electronic feedback improved their
composition skills.

Dealing with the questions: “Which of the following areas of electronic feedback do
you like best to emphasize more?” Respondents gave various opinions. The majority of
learners responded: language form 76% (19 out of 25), content 12% (3), and idea
organization 12% (3). None respondents prevailed choice to none of the above (0%). This
expressed that almost all respondents agreed to the idea that language from was the area of
WOCEF that they liked best to emphasize more.

Dealing with the questions: “Which of the following areas of electronic feedback do
you like best to emphasize less?”. Respondents gave some opinions: idea organization 60%
(15 out of 25), prevailed in choice. It was followed by content 24% (6), and language form
16% (4). This showed that all respondents agreed to the idea that idea organization was the
area of WCF that they liked best to emphasize less.

In line with the question: “What areas does electronic feedback focus on in your
electronic corrective feedback?” Respondents gave variety of opinions: language form 76%
(19 out of 25), prevailed in choice, followed by content 16% (4), and idea organization 8%
(2). This evidenced that almost all respondents agreed to the idea that language form was the
area of electronic feedback that should be focused on in their electronic corrective feedback.

In line with the question: “Which methods do you prefer to use?”” Respondents gave
variety of opinions: underline the errors 48% (12 out of 25), prevailed in choice, followed by
underline errors, and provide corrections 40% (10), and giving a hint the errors 12% (3).
This indicated that more than half of respondents agreed to the idea that underlining or
circling the errors and provide corrections for them should be used to respond the learners’
errors in their electronic corrective feedback.

Dealing with the question: “What areas of electronic feedback do you prefer, in terms
of language forms?” the majority of learners responded grammar 64% (16 out of 25),
followed by capitalization 16% (4), spelling 12% (3), and punctuation 8% (2). This indicated
that many respondents agreed to the idea that grammar was the focus area of WCF, in terms
of language forms.

Dealing with the question: “In your opinion, what is the most contribution area of
electronic feedback in your writing?” Here, the majority of learners responded language form
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grammar 76% (19 out of 25), followed by content 12% (3), and idea organization 12% (3).
This also indicated that almost all respondents agreed to the idea that language form
(grammar) was the most contribution area of electronic feedback in their writing.

Dealing with the statement: “I can reduce my grammatical errors in writing, when I
get electronic corrective.” The learners responded strongly agree 76% (19 out of 25), and
agree 24% (6). None of the respondents preferred to don’t know, strongly disagree and
disagree (0%). This indicated that almost all respondents agreed to the idea that electronic
feedback could reduce the learners’ grammatical errors in writing When they got electronic
corrective feedback.

Dealing with the statements: “I can make coherence and unity in writing, when | get
electronic corrective feedback®, the learners responded strongly agree 56% (14 out of 25),
and agree 44% (11). None of the respondents preferred to don’t know, strongly disagree and
disagree (0%). This meant that all respondents agreed to the idea that WCF made coherence
and unity in writing when they are electronic corrective feedback.

Dealing with the statements: “l prefer my teacher or peer to correct my essays in ...
“Respondents gave various opinions. The learners responded pencil 80% (20 out of 25), and
black pen 20% (5). None of the respondents preferred to red pen and others (0%). This meant
that all respondents agreed to the idea that the learners preferred to be corrected their essay
using pencil.

To conclude, the most area contribution of teacher direct and indirect electronic
feedback was on language form. Meanwhile, the most area contribution of teacher
metalinguistic electronic feedback was on content. Based on the questionnaire result, it was
found that: (a) electronic corrective feedback helps learners improve their composition
(99%), (b) all respondents agreed that language from was the most area of electronic
feedback that should be emphasized more (76%), and idea organization was the most area of
electronic feedback that should be emphasized less (60%). (c) In terms of WCF focus,
language form was the most area of electronic feedback that should be focused on in their
electronic corrective feedback (76%). (d) Underlining or circling the errors and provide
corrections for the learners was the best method to be used to respond the learners’ errors in
their electronic corrective feedback. () Grammar was the focus area of electronic feedback,
in terms of language forms (64%). (f) the most contribution area of electronic feedback in
their L2 writing was language form (grammar). (g) Another contribution was that electronic
feedback could reduce the learners’ grammatical errors (76%) and made coherence and unity
in writing (100%). (h) Lastly, the learners preferred to be corrected their essay using pencil
(80%) and they did not want using red pen (0%).

In addition, in responding the instruction: “Write about your opinion on feedback and
the area contribution of feedback that your receive.” Most learners said that in general,
electronic corrective feedback was helpful for them, especially in reducing the grammatical
errors they made. Electronic corrective feedback also gave contribution in language
improvement, especially revising errors such as subject-verb agreement, pronoun agreement,
misspelling, using articles, and so on. Some examples of learners’ statements were given
below:

“In my opinion, electronic feedback is helpful for my writing improvement. It presents
my ideas clearly and it assists grammar accuracy. | can revise my grammatical errors after
the teacher hints me the errors | made. In addition, I can get some advantages of electronic
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feedback. For example, | can reduce spelling and capitalization in my writing draft. All in all,
electronic feedback provides me some advantages.” (RM, a Dayaknese student’s comment).

“In my views, providing electronic feedback is a helpful to learn rules of English
grammar. Formerly, | thought writing English was more difficult than speaking. But now,
writing English is joyful. Especially, after the teacher introduces the way to correct the
errors. There are some benefits of feedback that | can get. First, it directs me to be aware
with grammatical errors in writing. Second, it helps me organize the text easily. Third,
electronic feedback helps me revise my first draft. Sometimes, when | write a certain topic, |
have several problems with English electronic convention, such capitalization, punctuation
or spelling. Those problems can be reduced through implementing electronic feedback.”
(MGY, a Banjarese student’s comment).

“I think receiving corrective feedback is vital. Since | was given feedback, | take a
note on the errors. Then, I revise the draft based on my teacher’s comments and suggestion.
Through this way, | can write better. The grammatical errors can be reduced, the essay is
easy to organize, and unity and coherence can be achieved. Finally, giving electronic
feedback is really helpful. It really improves my composition skills. I have learned a lot of
grammatical rules.” (DBM, a Javanese student’s comment).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

To conclude, the most area contribution of electronic feedback at whole was on
language form and the source and type of feedback that most contributed to EFL writing class
was teacher direct electronic feedback. The finding was relevant to (Rahimi, 2014) stating
that giving feedback helps in writing. This finding was also supported by (Dilara & Hakk,
2017) confirming that feedback had a positive influence on increasing writing skills. It was
also in accordance with Hammad’ study (2014). He found that teacher direct feedback
enhanced high achievers' performance. Therefore, Elhawwa, Rukmini, Mujiyanto, and
Sutopo (2019a, and 2019b) found that teacher direct feedback gave significant effects to
learners’ writing ability for both during and after the treatment, the teachers determine the
errors to be corrected, the way to correct them and involved the learners so that they could be
a part of learning process, gender and different types of feedback had a vital thing in
increasing learners’ writing accuracy. It was also in line with (Unaldi, 2017) and (Maryam
Shafiee Sarvestani, Kian Pishkar, 2015)’s study. They found that the study demonstrated that
direct electronic corrective feedback affected students’ performance on writing. This finding
was also in accordance with (Ellis, 2012) and (Zhang & Rahimi, 2014). Schultz (2000) and
Tuzi (2004) also supported this finding. They confirmed that the learners’ writing ability
performed better in an on-line environment. Moreover, Elhawwa et al (2020) suggested that
language instructors pay attention to the students' cultural background in giving electronic
feedback to learners. Schultz (2000) compared traditional feedback with computer-mediated
feedback. Tuzi (2004) found that more revisions were made in response to the electronic
feedback. Both studies offered electronic feedback in an L2 writing class. The present study
investigated a scientific contribution of electronic feedback to L2 multicultural writing class.
In the future, more researches on electronic feedback needed to be performed to validate this
findings and add more variables such as gender, learners’ cultural background, social status
and learners’ motivation.
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