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Although several investigations have been carried out in recent years on written corrective feedback 
(wcf), there is a lack of agreement about its definition and the effect on students’ writings of different 
types of feedback. This may be due to the lack of systematicity regarding the characterization of wcf used 
in those studies. This article seeks to review the concept of wcf in studies in the field and to systematize 
the various aspects considered in a typology, which includes specification, focus, scope, source, mode 
of delivery, and notes. The resulting typology should help improve the effectiveness in the comparison 
of wcf studies and serve as a reference for teachers interested in expanding their practices.
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A pesar de la variedad de estudios recientes sobre la retroalimentación correctiva escrita (rce), no 
existe un acuerdo respecto a su definición ni al efecto que distintos tipos de retroalimentación tienen 
en la escritura de los estudiantes. Esto puede deberse a la falta de sistematicidad en dichos estudios para 
caracterizar la rce. Así, en este artículo se hace una revisión de su noción y de los diversos aspectos 
considerados en los estudios, a fin de sintetizarlos en una tipología que incluya especificación, enfoque, 
alcance, fuente, modo de entrega y notas. Se espera que la tipología propuesta sea eficaz en la comparación 
de estudios sobre la rce y sirva de consulta a docentes interesados en expandir sus prácticas.
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Introduction
The importance of feedback in education has gained 

attention in recent years due to a paradigm shift in 
the understanding of evaluation. Indeed, the notion 
of assessment of learning has lost popularity among 
educators in favor of assessment for learning (Black 
& William, 1998; Laveault & Allal, 2016). Whereas 
the former highlights the relevance of external stan-
dards, the latter seeks to promote that the student is 
informed during his or her learning process based 
on clear goals and evaluative instances, both formal 
and informal (Everhard, 2015). In order to implement 
effectively assessment for learning, one of the funda-
mental resources is the timely delivery of feedback. 
In the education field feedback is usually understood 
as information that is given by an agent to a person 
regarding a particular performance in order to guide 
students’ learning from what is understood to what 
should be (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In the area of 
second language writing in particular, a key research 
line has focused on the concept of written corrective 
feedback (wcf). wcf is usually defined as a strategy 
through which teachers inform students of a linguistic 
error with the aim of supporting its correction and 
subsequent elimination in future linguistic production 
(uptake; Ferreira-Cabrera, 2017).

Today there is a high interest to analyze the effects 
of the different styles of wcf that can be delivered. 
For example, Tang and Liu (2018) sought to establish 
whether or not indirect feedback with affective com-
ments was more effective than without comments. 
Researchers in this study found that both improve 
writing; however, affective comments also reinforce a 
positive mindset and increase motivation for writing. 
Comparative studies in a similar line have explored 
different dimensions of wcf, such as whether wcf 
should include metalinguistic comments (Bitchener 
& Knoch, 2008, Lillo & Sáez, 2017), the impact of 
focusing on specific errors (Diab, 2015; Muñoz & 

Ferreira, 2017; Salami & Raouf-Moini, 2013), the effect 
of automated feedback (Dikli & Bleyle, 2014; Milton, 
2006) and the differences in perception and impact 
with respect to the feedback given by teachers, peers, 
or computers (Chong, 2017; Han & Hyland, 2019; Lai, 
2009; Miao et al., 2006; Yu & Hu, 2017), among others.

The multiple studies on the effects of wcf have 
given rise to two issues. The effectiveness of wcf has 
been questioned (Fazio, 2001; Truscott, 1996) and 
its classification has been explored inconsistently 
(Al-Jarrah, 2016; Ellis, 2009a). A possible cause of 
the first problem is the definition of wcf which has 
had different nuances. The most common have priori-
tized grammar (Ferreira-Cabrera, 2017, Lillo & Sáez, 
2017, Truscott, 1996). However, in other cases, it has 
been linked with the improvement of global aspects 
of communication (Al-Jarrah, 2016). This issue of 
definition has had a negative impact on the typolo-
gies developed for classifying wcf, which, although 
multidimensional, has usually ignored certain aspects 
that are involved in writing.

In this sense, a comprehensive and detailed 
consideration of the factors that make it possible 
to describe wcf may be one of the ways in which 
the impact of this strategy on learning can become 
clearer considering it could provide various criteria 
for comparing studies in the area. To contribute 
to this discussion, the objective of this article is to 
review and systematize the criteria that allow the 
determination of types of wcf. The result of this 
review is the proposal of a typology, which can help 
researchers as well as educators to explore more 
deeply the way in which wcf is provided. In the first 
section, the origins and history of wcf is examined. 
Subsequently, ideas are presented regarding how to 
classify the wcf. Then, a synthesis of the various 
dimensions involved in the delivery of wcf is 
presented in the form of a typology. Finally, the 
conclusions are shared.
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The Role of Written Corrective 
Feedback in Second Language 
Acquisition
There are two main perspectives of wcf: a classic, 

mainstream grammatical vision and a holistic one. 
From the first point of view, wcf has sometimes even 
been equated with grammatical correctness (Truscott, 
1996). This narrowed understanding of wcf can be 
attributed to the history of the study of the acquisition 
of second languages. On the other hand, Al-Jarrah 
(2016) points out a broader vision, which does not 
give as much importance to errors at the local level 
but prefers to comment on global problems such as 
the organization of the writing and its content. This 
global vision would be more in tune with approaches 
such as writing through the curriculum and teaching 
methodologies of foreign languages that integrate skills, 
such as task-based language teaching.

From the perspective of second language acquisition 
(sla), the priority given to wcf in the coverage of local 
errors can be traced in the development of the concept 
of “error.” In the 1950s and 1960s, errors were perceived 
as negative, and the aim was to prevent them from 
becoming an impossible habit to correct (fossilization; 
Selinker, 1972). The behaviorism of the time channeled 
its efforts to the immediate correction of errors, the 
constant practice of correct forms, and initiatives such 
as contrastive analysis (ca), which would reduce the 
interference of the student’s mother tongue (Brooks, 
1960). With the advent of Chomskian cognitivism, 
studies of this nature focused on the analysis of errors 
(ae). This approach consisted of the systematic analysis 
of the errors of the learners, which revealed that these 
were not necessarily dependent on the mother tongue. 
Selinker (1972) proposed that each apprentice forms his 
own “interlanguage,” consisting of his own rules and 
whose nature would evolve as time goes by. Both the ca 
and the ae tend to focus on the analysis of sentences, 
leaving aside the pragmatic–discursive plane.

In line with this perception of errors, the 1980s 
gave rise to articulated proposals for acquisition, which 
are still very influential. Krashen (1982), for example, 
proposed five hypotheses for the acquisition of a second 
language: the acquisition/learning hypothesis, the 
monitor hypothesis, the natural order hypothesis, the 
input hypothesis, and the affective filter hypothesis. It is 
beyond the scope of this article to explain each of these, 
but it is worth noting that, from this perspective, wcf is 
not important in the case of acquisition (e.g., immersion) 
since the learner’s l2 would follow a natural order. In 
other words: independent of the feedback received by 
the student, the student will learn the grammatical 
structures in a predetermined order. Nonetheless, in 
the case of learning (e.g., classrooms) feedback could 
have a more relevant role.

In addition, when conceiving the acquisition and 
learning of language as dichotomous, the wcf could 
not play an important role in the naturalization of 
linguistic patterns, being these products of an artificial 
environment different from the acquisition. Krashen 
(as cited in Ellis, 2009b) noted that making corrections 
could be one of the serious errors that the teacher 
might make. This has been later emphasized by other 
researchers who have highlighted the importance 
of using the right strategies for providing feedback 
depending on students’ profiles (Kim & Emeliyanova, 
2019; Shang, 2019). On the other hand, McLaughlin’s 
model (1987) offered the possibility to accommodate 
the wcf. McLaughlin (1987) proposes that the learning 
of a second language is a cognitive process, whose 
axes are automation and restructuring. Learning, 
therefore, is nothing more than a step from controlled 
processing to automatic processing through practice. 
wcf is considered a key component in this transition 
process. Bitchener and Ferris (2012) propose that this 
role would also be in line with other cognitive models 
such as the adaptive control of Anderson’s thought 
(1996) and Pienemann’s teachability hypothesis (1984), 
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and even with other sociocognitive models such 
as Long’s interactionist perspective (1996), in its 
contemplation of the negative evidences during the 
negotiation of meanings as instances that promote 
learning.

With the rise of sociocognitive studies, the 
development of oral production has received more 
attention than written production, which has made 
most researchers interested in the topic work on 
oral corrective feedback (ocf). This has generated 
extensive bibliography on precise aspects of oral 
feedback such as recast studies (Han, 2002, Iwashita, 
2003, Long et al., 1998; Lyster, 1998) and classifica-
tions (Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Lyster et al., 2013). Both 
the systematization and the deepening in areas of 
wcf have not reached the same level of growth. 
Certainly, the research on writing in an l2 from the 
sociocognitive perspective seems to be in a stage of 
childhood (Nishino & Atkinson, 2015).

Studies focused on the development of writing rather 
than the acquisition of a language have broadened the 
role of the wcf (Al-Jarrah, 2016). From this perspective, 
the feedback becomes less limited to lexico-grammatical 
structures in favor of comments regarding the overall 
structure of the text. This dichotomy is explored by 
Cumming (2001) through the labels of micro and macro 
visions of writing, which the author recognizes as axes 
of three views of writing: the text, the composing, and 
the context.

Table 1 shows the two perspectives of writing 
(micro and macro) as well as three dimensions with 
respect to which writing has been investigated: the 
text, the composing, and the context. Thus, one could 
examine a piece of writing at the micro level while 
focusing on the context. For example, exploring 
linguistic marks that account for the voice of the 
writer. On the other hand, at the same level from 
a macro perspective, it would correspond to study 
the way in which the writer shows allegiance to a 
particular discourse community.

Table 1. What is Learned When Writing in a Second 
Language (Cumming, 2001)

Micro Macro

Text
Syntax and 
morphology
Lexis

Cohesive devices
Text structures

Composing

Searches for 
words and syntax
Attention to ideas 
and language 
concurrently

Planning
Revising

Context

Individual 
development
Self-image or 
identity

Participate in 
a discourse 
community
Social change

Despite the effort of Cumming (2001), this clas-
sification lacks precision in not making explicit the 
cognitive dimension of writing. In the way that the 
table is presented, it seems that the act of writing is not 
understood as a mental process, but only as the tangible 
result. This weakness becomes evident when cognitive 
models of writing such as Flower and Hayes’s (1981) are 
associated with this classification. In Flower and Hayes’s 
model, for example, actions such as planning and editing 
are viewed as recursive cognitive sub-processes which 
take place repeatedly while writing occurs. In addition, 
proposals from text linguists De Beaugrande and Dressler 
(1997) could not be properly classified in this proposal. 
These authors put forward the idea that seven standards 
of textuality must be met when producing texts. Some 
of these standards clearly go beyond the scope of the 
category text proposed by Cumming (2001). For instance, 
the standard of situationality would be better suited in 
both micro and macro aspects of writing. Similarly, the 
standards of coherence and cohesion cannot be linked to 
any of the specific categories provided in the taxonomy. 
Moreover, these authors emphasize that writing is a 
dynamic textualization dominated by cognitive processes. 
These characteristics of the proposal would then make 
it difficult to use Cumming’s categories (2001).



215Profile: Issues Teach. Prof. Dev., Vol. 22 No. 2, Jul-Dec, 2020. ISSN 1657-0790 (printed) 2256-5760 (online). Bogotá, Colombia. Pages 211-222

Classifying Written Corrective Feedback for Research and Educational Purposes: A Typology Proposal

If one considers the previously discussed under-
standings of wcf, it can be noted that both would be 
associated with the micro and macro levels respectively. 
In particular, the classic view of wcf as the correction 
of mainly grammatical and vocabulary errors would be 
restricted to the micro textual level; on the other hand, 
the global view of wcf could be associated with both 
textual and contextual macro levels. This second view 
can be traced back to works by Emig (1977) and Britton 
(1970), who emphasized the role of writing not only 
as an instrument of communication and expression 
but also of reflection and learning. As a summary, it 
can be pointed out that the predominant view of wcf 
at the lexical–syntactic level can be attributed to the 
importance of structural and cognitive linguistics in 
studies of sla. The units of analysis of these paradigms 
rarely go or have gone beyond the sentence level. On the 
other hand, studies from the subdiscipline of writing 
in an l2 have had broader research interests, which 
focus on writing as a communicative skill. This has 
brought with it an interest in macro aspects of the text. 
One weakness that has been noted in this journey is 
the lack of attention to the cognitive components of 
writing at the time of studying wcf.

Classifications of Written 
Corrective Feedback
There are several variables that can be taken 

into account when classifying the different types 
of feedback that can be delivered. Performing this 
task is a key challenge in helping increase the degree 
of comparability of the studies carried out in the 
investigation of the effects of wcf since one could 
label the type of wcf offered in a particular study 
before assuming it can be compared to the type used 
in another one. One of the most significant efforts in 
this line is that of Ellis (2009a), who offers the types 
of wcf shown in Table 2. These were identified by 
the author based on material delivered by teachers 
and empirical studies.

Table 2. Typology of Written Corrective Feedback  
by Ellis (2009a)

Strategy Description

1. Direct
The teacher points out the 
mistake and correction for the 
student.

2. Indirect
The teacher only points out the 
mistake. The teacher does not 
offer the correction.

3. Metalinguistic

a. Error code
b. Brief 
    explanations 

The teacher gives a 
metalinguistic cue about the 
nature of the mistake either 
by using an error code or by 
writing an explanation.

4. Focus

a. Unfocused
b. Focused

It refers to whether the teacher 
corrects all types of linguistic 
mistakes or if the teacher 
focuses on particular ones.

5. Electronic 
feedback

The teacher indicates the error 
and offers a hyperlink where 
the students will find more 
information about it.

6. Reformulation

A native speaker or teacher 
rewrites the part of the text 
in order to make it read more 
natural. It is up to the student 
to accept the suggestions 
offered.

In addition to the distinction in Table 2, Ellis (2009a) 
points out two types of responses to feedback. On the 
one hand, the teacher can request that students correct 
the errors shown through the wcf. On the other hand, 
the teacher can offer wcf without asking students to 
correct the mistakes. Instead, the teacher can just ask 
the students to look at the mistakes and the feedback 
offered. However, although Ellis (2009a) expects this 
typology to be useful for describing wcf, it does not 
seem to be systematic enough, since not all feedback 
strategies seem to be mutually exclusive, which is not 
clarified by the investigator. For example, there does not 
seem to be anything that prevents describing a feedback 
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strategy as indirect, metalinguistic, and focused. Clearly, 
a teacher could focus on a grammatical structure such as 
the use of past forms, mark errors by noting the amount 
made at the end of a line, and then deliver grammatical 
comments about the mistakes made. Therefore, it is 
important to note the lack of emphasis given to the 
possibility of overlap between different categories of 
those mentioned in the typology.

Tang and Liu (2018), on the other hand, use the 
term iccf to refer to indirect coded corrective feedback 
and iucf for indirect uncoded corrective feedback. 
This choice of terminology can be interpreted as 
another symptom of the lack of scope of Ellis’s typology 
(2009a), since this type of feedback would blur the 
border between indirect and metalinguistic feedback. 
Similarly, Al-Jarrah (2016) has criticized the distinction 
between direct and indirect corrective feedback and 
focused and nonfocused. The first distinction would 
lose validity because only indirect corrective feedback 
would deliver feedback that motivates the student to 
review his or her error while the direct one would be a 
mere correction, not actually feedback. Regarding the 
distinction by focus, the author distinguishes types of 
focused feedback. On the one hand, a researcher could 
study one structure such as the use of the present simple 
in a comprehensive manner, that is, including all its 
possible uses. On the other hand, the researcher could 
investigate feedback specific to a particular use of the 
structure. In the case of the present simple, wcf could 
be delivered only when there are simple present errors 
when expressing routines.

Another weakness of the typology is that it does 
not make explicit the possibility that other people 
apart from the teacher give feedback, as would be 
the case of a classmate or a researcher outside the 
classroom. In effect, several studies have explored 
how this variable can affect dimensions as important 
as the quality of the writing according to the level of 
the correctors (Chong, 2017) and the differentiation of 
the impact of a feedback given by a partner with that 

of the same student, a teacher, or a computer (Diab, 
2011; Lai, 2009; Miao et al., 2006), among others. 
Even Ellis (2009a) recognizes that it is not only the 
teacher who can provide feedback, which increases 
the need to make this factor explicit in a typology 
that allows a more complete description of the wcf. 
Finally, electronic wcf, noted by Ellis (2009a), is clearly 
linked to studies in call (computer assisted language 
learning), however, its definition does not seem to be 
sufficiently comprehensive. Research under this view 
goes beyond the delivery of a hyperlink with informa-
tion on the nature of the error as suggested by Ellis 
(2009a). In fact, one can identify three parallel visions 
of the role played by technology in the acquisition of a 
second language through feedback. The first conceives 
the use of technologies as a replacement or comple-
ment to the teacher, through tutorials or intelligent 
tutor systems (Dai et al., 2011). A second research line 
highlights the mediating role of technology in the 
delivery of feedback (Milton, 2006). The third line 
would be represented by those studies that seek to 
develop and implement technologies that allow the 
evaluation of writing automatically (Kyle & Crossley, 
2017; Warschauer & Ware, 2006).

A Proposal for Describing  
Types of Written Corrective 
Feedback
Three questions have been used to systematize 

the types of wcf: (a) Who delivers the feedback? (b) 
How is the feedback delivered? and (c) What kind 
of feedback is given? (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012, Kang 
& Han, 2015). In view of the present analysis and 
the guiding questions, a comprehensive typology is 
presented regarding the classification of the differ-
ent types of feedback. Table 3 shows this typology, 
including examples for those categories that may be 
more difficult to distinguish. In addition, under each 
criterion it is specified if this emerges from the who, 
the how, or the what guiding questions.
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Table 3. A Comprehensive Written Corrective Feedback Typology

Criteria Categories

Specification
(What)

Direct (correction)
Example: He was try to write a good essay.
(was trying)

Localized indirect
Example: I seen her trying to talk to her friend about her situation. 

Unlocalized indirect
Example: Peter and Mark was looking for the bests cars. (2 mistakes)

Focus
(What)

Focused on form and function
Example: They was not trying har overcome challenge, so Peter were very angry. 
“You were trying?”, asked Peter.
Comprehensive focused (One structure, multiple uses)
Example: They was not trying har overcome challenge, so Peter were very angry. 
“You were trying?”, asked Peter.
Unfocused (holistic)
Example: They was not trying har (x) overcome (x) challenge, so Peter were very 
angry. “You were trying?”, asked Peter.

Scope
(What)

Micro (lexical–syntactic) 

Macro (structure, content)

General (micro and macro)

Source
(Who)

Teacher

Classmate

Student (self-assessment)

External (native speaker, external examiner, computer, researcher) 

Mode of delivery
(How)

Mediated by computer

Mediated by writing

Notes
(How)

Metalinguistic (explanations or symbols)
Example: People is(1) starting to realize the importance of voting.
(1) People is a collective noun, so you should pay special attention to subject–verb 
agreement.
Affective
Example: Although all the members work hard, it was not possible to convince 
congress. (1)
(1) There is a problem with grammar, but I believe you’ll be able to correct it quite 
easily. Excellent use of a concessive clause. You are doing a great job so far!

No comments
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Table 3 presents a synthesis of the interests of different 
researchers when studying the wcf. For example, the 
specification criterion includes the classic distinction 
between direct and indirect wcf proposed and used 
by various authors (Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, Ellis, 
2009a, Muñoz & Ferreira, 2017, Tang & Liu, 2018). This 
distinction is the most widely recognized in this type of 
studies. Similarly, the focus of wcf has been taken into 
account in multiple studies (Farrokhi & Sattarpour, 2011, 
Muñoz & Ferreira, 2017, Salami & Raouf-Moini, 2013), 
which have sought to contrast the way in which the 
correction of specific errors differs from the correction 
that does not distinguish between the nature of the errors 
and delivers as much information as possible to the 
student. The third criterion is the scope of the wcf that 
has been taken from the distinction made by Cumming 
(2001), which has recently been considered by Al-Jarrah 
(2016). The criterion of source condenses the concerns 
of those researchers interested in determining the ways 
in which the effect of wcf varies, depending on who is 
the agent that delivers it (Diab, 2011; Miao et al., 2006; 
Yu & Hu, 2017). These studies may try to establish if the 
feedback given by a classmate is equally effective to that 
delivered by a teacher, for example. The fifth criterion 
identified for a comprehensive typology is the mode 
of delivery. This criterion has been proposed based on 
studies focused on the effect of the wcf delivered by 
means of a computer in contrast to the more usual written 
method (Ghazi & Zamanian, 2016; Kluger & Adler, 
1993; Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014). Finally, with respect 
to the criterion of notes, it considers the inclusion as a 
variable of metalinguistic comments in the corrections 
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Diab, 2015; Ellis, 2009a) 
and, from more recent studies, the affectivity involved 
and transmitted in these comments, which also has 
significant effects on student writing (Tang & Liu, 2018).

This classification allows describing in detail the 
choices of a teacher or researcher regarding the feed-
back that will be given to the students. For example, 
a teacher could begin by opting for indirect localized 

holistic feedback at the micro level. Then, this teacher 
can decide that this feedback should be given among 
students who will correct their writings using word 
processing software. Finally, the teacher could request 
that the students receive comments of a metalinguistic 
nature. Clearly, it is not possible to reach this level of 
specificity with typologies such as Ellis’s (2009a). With 
the proposed typology of the present article, a researcher 
who has previously identified a type of feedback as peer 
feedback could now specify it better as to increase the 
comparability of their study with others as well as the 
replicability.

In order to show in more detail the different dimen-
sions that have been included in the proposal, each of 
the criteria incorporated in the typology is explained 
in the following paragraphs.

(a) Specification: This criterion refers to the clas-
sic way in which the student is informed of an error. 
The proposed typology offers three categories: direct, 
indirect localized, and indirect unlocalized. The direct 
specification refers to the delivery of the correct form to 
the student where the error occurred or another nearby 
position. The indirect localized notes the occurrence of 
an error, without offering the correction.

(b) Focus: Regarding the focus, the presented typol-
ogy distinguishes among three options. The first is 
feedback focused on form and function. This implies 
focusing on a structure, for example, the use of the 
indefinite or definite article and on only one of its uses. 
On the other hand, comprehensive wcf involves pro-
viding feedback on all the functions of a particular 
form. Finally, a holistic focus would mean that the 
teacher gives feedback on all kinds of errors. It is worth 
mentioning that this distinction has been of interest 
for much research.

(c) Scope: The scope of the feedback is linked to 
the definition given of the wcf, whether understood 
as primarily lexical–syntactic or communicative. The 
micro scope refers to paying special attention to those 
grammatical or vocabulary errors that may appear at a 
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local level. On the other hand, the macro scope points 
to the feedback that seeks to prioritize the delivery of 
information regarding linguistic errors associated with 
the global coherence of the writing, such as the rhetorical 
organization. The general scope refers in this typology 
to the balanced combination of both scopes.

(d) Source: The feedback is usually assumed to be 
provided by the teacher, who may or may not be acting 
as the researcher. However, this can come from other 
agents within the classroom as the same student that 
writes, who can reflect after a while about their own 
writing or that of their classmates. In a similar fashion, 
wcf can be delivered by external agents such as the 
researcher or a native speaker who works as an assistant. 
Within this last category, the feedback generated by the 
computer can also be included. This may be delivered 
through techniques that implement natural language 
processing (nlp).

(e) Mode of delivery: The proposed typology 
includes two options. The first is the possibility of using 
the computer as a mediator. In its simplest material-
ization, a teacher could correct a text written on the 
computer in Microsoft Word and make comments 
through the option available in the software; these could 
include hyperlinks to videos or web pages with more 
error information. The other mode is the most common: 
the use of the same piece of writing to communicate 
the student’s mistakes.

(f) Notes: Along with the direct or indirect wcf, 
more elaborate comments can be submitted. The three 
possibilities offered in the typology are metalinguistic 
comments, affective comments, and the absence of 
comments. In the case of metalinguistic comments 
these vary from the use of elaborated explanations 
that refer to particular moments of a class to the 
use of small descriptions that allude to a key rule. 
These comments can also allude to a grammatical 
structure by means of symbols such as wo = word 
order or inf = mistake with the infinitive. On the 
other hand, affective comments seek, among other 

positive effects, to increase the motivation of the 
students, their interest in reviewing the feedback, 
and their confidence in writing in the l2. Finally, 
the category of no comments takes into account 
those studies in which the feedback does not include 
additional information for students.

Conclusion
Through the review of different proposals and 

empirical studies it has been possible to generate a 
synthesis of the dimensions involved in the precise 
characterization of wcf. The proposal generated in 
this article seems to be a clear advance towards a more 
comprehensive outlook of the phenomenon.

This proposal contributes to the study area in three 
significant ways. In the first place, it offers a clarifying 
resource regarding the factors involved in the in–depth 
characterization of the types of wcf that can be deliv-
ered. This leads to broadening the view of the potential 
combinations between dimensions. In addition, the 
typology is useful for teachers who want to expand and 
deepen their understanding of wcf, which can result in 
varied formative assessment practices related to writ-
ing. Finally, one of the great advantages of a typology 
of this type is to be able to thoroughly review previous 
and future studies in order to characterize well the 
feedback studied and thus improve the comparability 
of the results.

However, this typology also has limitations. In the 
first place, this synthesis does not include the impact 
that each type of feedback can have on some type of 
particular error that students commit. Along with this, it 
should be noted that aspects associated with the cognitive 
spectrum of writing are mainly ignored in favor of a 
view of writing as a materialized composition created 
in a specific context. In theory, it is feasible to offer 
feedback on cognitive processes instead of focusing on 
the result already materialized, but it should be noted 
that this limitation seems to be shared by the general 
view and use of wcf.
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The provision of wcf is a technique that supports 
assessment for learning. Therefore, understanding 
both the factors considered for its delivery and its 
consequences should be one of the short-term goals 
for researchers in the area. It is to be hoped that the 
proposal in this article helps systematize wcf studies, 
so that the field continues progressing. In this way, 
teachers will have better tools to nourish the learning 
process of writing in l2.
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