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Abstract: Dialogic feedback has been widely discussed in EFL contexts, limited research 
has examined its practical implementation and students’ perceptions in undergraduate 
academic writing classes in Indonesian higher education. Therefore, this study aims to 
address this gap by providing empirical evidence from a regular classroom setting. Using a 
qualitative case study design, data were collected through classroom observations, semi-
structured interviews with one lecturer and ten students, and document analysis. The 
participants were selected through purposive sampling from an undergraduate English 
Education program to ensure relevance to the research focus. Data were analyzed using 
thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke’s framework to identify patterns across 
observation, interview, and document data. The implementation followed Er’s (2020) 
three-phase framework: preparation, implementation, and follow-up. The study revealed 
that in the preparation phase, the teacher selected tasks aligned with learning goals and 
fostered an open classroom atmosphere. The implementation phase involved interactive 
discussions and open-ended questioning to encourage reflection and self-revision. The 
follow-up phase focused on monitoring students’ revisions and providing additional 
clarification. Findings also indicate that students generally perceived dialogic feedback as 
supportive, interactive, and beneficial for improving writing skills, though some reported 
feelings of stress or anxiety. The study concludes that dialogic feedback enhances 
motivation, critical thinking, and academic writing quality, but requires active student 
engagement and consistent teacher facilitation. 
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Introduction  

Dialogic feedback is crucial for encouraging students to participate actively in their learning 
process. It has been widely used by practitioners to improve understanding and retention of 
information (Er, 2020; Ajjawi & Boud, 2018; Maheshi et al., 2024). Dialogic feedback is an 
interactive process that fosters a two-way communication channel between teachers and 
students, enhancing engagement and learning outcomes (Maheshi et al., 2024). According to 
Lichtenberger-Majzikné & Fischer (2017), dialogic feedback occurs because there is a recipient 
of information and an informant. It aims to improve the quality of classroom conversation. This 
requires a classroom atmosphere that emphasizes collaboration, active listening, questioning, 
and critical thinking by students (Alexander, 2018). Gillies (2016) posits that the classroom 
environment should be friendly and collaborative, where students can speak personally and 
understand each other. When feedback transitions from one-way to dialogic, it fosters a richer 
collaborative environment between students and teachers. However, the practice of dialogic 
feedback remains a concern, particularly in English writing classes. 

Implementing dialogic feedback in the English classroom is challenging due to various 

factors, especially the time and resource limitations teachers encounter. In large classes, 

providing meaningful and individualized feedback to each student can be a waste of time, 

making it difficult for teachers to engage in the deep dialogue necessary for effective learning 

(Carless & Boud, 2018). In addition, factors which affect the process of receiving feedback can 

influenced by students’ emotional and psychological factors. In this case, students perceive 

feedback as judgmental rather than supportive of their skills which can result in students feeling 

insecure and lacking motivation, so they are reluctant to engage in feedback dialogue (Hill et al., 

2021). In Zhang (2023) study, the problem found was the influence of dialogic feedback in 

English classes which have differences in language proficiency levels. On the other hand, 

previous researchers have shown several benefits of dialogic feedback, such as increasing 

motivation and achievement (Cagliesi et al., 2023), improving the collaborative environment 

(Gillies, 2016), and encouraging students to consider their understanding (Maheshi et al., 2024). 

The problems faced by students in writing academic texts can be overcome by dialogic 

feedback in producing high-quality academic texts, especially due to their lack of ability to write 

effectively. Kartchava (2017) points out that in academic writing classes, teacher one-way 

feedback is dominant, even though students need the opportunity to respond to the teacher's 

comments. Shyness, importing structures from their original language, lack of confidence in 

themselves, and a limited vocabulary are all common problems that may limit their ability to 

communicate effectively and clearly in English (Saeed & Al Qunayeer, 2022). These challenges 

are especially noticeable in the university setting, as students struggle to generate high-quality 

academic writing (Rahman et al., 2024). Addressing these challenges requires dialogic feedback 

that helps students overcome linguistic and psychological barriers, allowing them to confidently 

meet academic writing expectations. 

Dialogic feedback in English academic writing classes is frequently used through interactive 

and collaborative dialogue between students and teachers. Rather than offer a one-way 

evaluation, teachers encourage students to reflect on their comprehension, examine their views, 

and explore the reasoning behind comments (Jennifer & Harry, 2020). This form of dialogic 
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feedback promotes critical thinking (Manalo, 2020), improves students' knowledge and 

understanding of their work (Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017), and encourages active 

participation in the learning process (Van der Kleij et al., 2019). Dialogic feedback is considered 

to be able to increase students' enthusiasm to be engaged in the learning and teaching process, 

and the direct discussion and evaluation of assignment drafts improve learning behavior and 

achievement among students (Jennifer & Harry, 2020). 

Previous research on dialogic feedback is numerous, but its application in English academic 

writing classes for EFL students is still limited. Several research findings have shown its benefits 

in enhancing motivation, collaboration, and reflective thinking (Cagliesi et al., 2023; Gillies 2016; 

Maheshi et al., 2024). However, the practical use of dialogic feedback in academic writing classes 

for Indonesian university EFL students has not been widely examined. Therefore, this study 

aims to explore how dialogic feedback is applied in English academic writing, with a focus on 

teaching strategies and students’ perceptions. 

The Nature of Dialogic Feedback 

In general, dialogue refers to a discussion between two or more people. According to Zhang 

(2023), dialogue affects our cognitive development because dialogue is the basis of 

communication that functions to shape our language and thought processes. Building on this, 

Filius et al. (2018) provide insight into how dialogue in feedback contexts can be deepened when 

students actively respond or "ask back" after receiving feedback, it strengthens the two-way 

interaction. 

Several studies have interpreted dialogic feedback as a process that fosters communication 

and interaction between teachers and students. Lichtenberger-Majzikné & Fischer (2017) 

describe dialogic feedback as a tool used by teachers to promote active student participation 

through mutual information exchange. Similarly, Gillies (2016) emphasized that dialogic 

feedback is inherently collaborative and interactive, with a specific emphasis on the importance 

of active listening. 

Reflective and constructive dialogic feedback consists of teachers providing remarks that 

support students in evaluating their work and implementing significant improvements, 

promoting a growth mentality (Muthukrishnan et al., 2024). As stated by Manalo (2020), 

feedback should be presented as a helpful dialogue that encourages students to reflect on their 

academic decisions, improve their skills, and accept responsibility for their learning 

development. The success of dialogic feedback depends on the extent to which teachers and 

students engage collaboratively in the learning process (Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017; Adie et 

al., 2018). 

The Phases  of Dialogic Feedback 

 In academic advancement, proper goal-setting is necessary to build effective learning 

environments. Er (2020) stated that dialogic feedback consists of three stages: preparation, 
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implementation, and follow-up. By setting these goals at the beginning, teachers are expected to 

create a learning environment where students are actively involved, understand the feedback 

given, and use it effectively to improve their academic performance. 

The preparation phase is crucial for establishing clear goals and aligning feedback with 

learning objectives (Maheshi et al., 2024). During the implementation phase, teachers initiate 

feedback discussions using open-ended questions that encourage reflection, recognize 

strengths, and guide meaningful revisions (Manalo, 2020; Jennifer & Harry, 2020). In the follow-

up phase, students’ revised work is examined to ensure improvement, and additional 

clarification is provided when necessary to support continuous learning and academic progress 

(Cagliesi et al., 2023). 

Challenges, Weaknesses, and Strengths of Dialogic Feedback 

Implementing dialogic feedback in large classes poses a considerable challenge, especially 

with regard to personalized interactions. Due to the number of students and time constraints, 

teachers often find it difficult to provide individualized feedback, which can reduce the 

effectiveness of dialogic interaction (Maheshi et al., 2024; Er, 2020; Carless & Boud, 2018). The 

effectiveness of dialogic feedback is also influenced by the quality of interaction, student 

participation, and teachers’ scaffolding skills (Tam, 2020; Henderson et al., 2019). 

Students’ emotional factors such as anxiety and fear of criticism can further hinder 

participation and learning progress (Rahman et al., 2024). Despite these challenges, dialogic 

feedback fosters active student engagement by allowing students to clarify, negotiate, and apply 

feedback, which improves academic skills, critical thinking, motivation, and self-confidence 

(Alexander, 2018; Arinda & Sadikin, 2021; Maheshi et al., 2024; Cagliesi et al., 2023). 

Strategies to Implement Dialogic Feedback 

Utilizing dialogic feedback requires innovative strategies that promote two-way, reciprocal 

interaction between teachers and students (Hibert et al., 2023; Maheshi et al., 2024). Teachers 

can manage time effectively by prioritizing key feedback points, using group discussions, and 

integrating technology such as audio recordings, videos, and digital platforms to extend dialogue 

beyond the classroom (Carless & Boud, 2018; Pitt & Winstone, 2020; Willis et al., 2021). 

Finally, addressing emotional challenges and encouraging student engagement are 

essential to effective dialogic feedback. By providing preparation guides, specific prompts for 

assignments, and open-ended feedback activities, teachers can create a supportive learning 

environment (Jennifer & Harry, 2020). Positive feedback and building trust can also ease 

students’ anxiety and increase their own self-confidence, as well as encourage them to actively 

participate in the feedback process (Rahman et al., 2024). 
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Dialogic Feedback and Motivation  

Dialogic feedback is essential to increase motivation, build self-confidence, and encourage 

active engagement in students’ learning. Involving students in the feedback process helps them 

feel supported rather than judged, resulting in increased self-confidence and academic 

performance (Cagliesi et al., 2023). Motivation influences students’ persistence, effort, and 

response to feedback, and personalized dialogic feedback helps students focus on their academic 

development (Maheshi et al., 2024; Zhang, 2023). 

Dialogic feedback supports students' self-efficacy by helping them achieve specific learning 

goals based on the relationship between motivation and approach (Cagliesi et al., 2023). 

Students better understand their progress and areas for improvement when they receive 

constructive and personalized feedback. This belief encourages them to participate more 

actively in the learning process. Manalo (2020) also said that students are motivated and feel 

more responsible for their learning when they receive dialogic feedback. Through interactive 

discussions, students develop critical thinking and intellectual engagement (Alexander, 2018). 

Dialogic Feedback in Academic Writing 

Both oral and written dialogic feedback are possible, depending on the various learning 

needs and teaching context. Written feedback is described by Zhang (2023) as a one-way 

method in which teachers provide criticism and suggestions to students through written 

comments. While oral feedback, according to Henderson et al. (2019), is a type of interactive 

feedback that allows students and educators to talk directly about real-life assessment tasks. In 

their findings, this approach allows students to understand their strengths and weaknesses 

because of the dialogue provided directly. 

 Dialogic feedback focuses on the interactive process between the teacher and students by 

implementing an interactive understanding focus. Dialogic feedback in writing assignments 

begins with the teacher providing feedback on students' drafts, then continues with providing 

revision guidance, providing examples, and clarifying misunderstandings in the form of oral 

feedback (Rahman et al., 2024). Similarly, Wingate (2019) emphasizes oral feedback, this 

process includes discussing comments given by teachers or peers and evaluating comments to 

improve the draft iteratively. A structured approach is needed in developing students' writing 

skills such as feed-up (clarifying expectations), feed-back (providing specific feedback on the 

draft), and feed-forward (guiding future revisions) (Schillings et al., 2018).  

 

Methods 

This study used a qualitative method to gain an in-depth understanding of teachers’ use of 

dialogic feedback and students’ perceptions in Writing for Academic Purposes. A qualitative 

approach allowed the researcher to analyze complex situations by examining participants’ 
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experiences, behaviors, and opinions (Busetto et al., 2020). The study explored the dynamics of 

dialogic feedback and explained how teachers implemented feedback strategies, as well as the 

factors influencing student motivation in English academic writing. In line with the research aim 

stated in the introduction, this study focused on how dialogic feedback was implemented in 

English academic writing classes, with particular emphasis on teaching strategies and students’ 

perceptions of the feedback process. A qualitative case study was selected because it provided a 

deeper understanding of how dialogic feedback was implemented in the classroom, allowing 

examination of teacher–student interactions and aspects that influenced students’ performance. 

This approach offered broader insights into the educational context and highlighted the 

technical processes, observed effects, and challenges of dialogic feedback. 

This research focused on dialogic feedback strategies used by teachers in Writing for 

Academic Purposes, involving both teachers and students to capture interactional processes. 

The teacher served as the primary feedback provider, while students acted as recipients 

influenced by its application. To investigate classroom dynamics, the researcher documented 

teacher–student interactions with a focus on dialogic feedback and its contribution to critical 

thinking. Interviews with the teacher explored teaching philosophies, feedback strategies, and 

task design aligned with academic goals. Students participated voluntarily, offering insight into 

their perceptions of the feedback process. Purposive sampling was used based on research 

purposes and logistical considerations (Mack et al., 2005).  

Three data collection techniques were used: observation, semi-structured interviews, and 

document analysis. Data validity was ensured through triangulation and thematic analysis based 

on Braun and Clarke (2006). Member checking and detailed field notes strengthened credibility 

and transparency.  

Observation 

Classroom observations were conducted with full participant consent and were video-recorded 

to capture detailed behavior, nonverbal gestures, and teacher–student interaction. Each two-

hour session was reviewed twice for accuracy. Tools included a video recorder, observation 

checklist, and field notes. The checklist followed dialogic feedback criteria based on Er (2020), 

observing teacher feedback methods, student responses (Alexander, 2018; Adie et al., 2018; 

Steen-Utheim & Wittek, 2017), non-verbal reactions, and follow-up clarification (Cagliesi et al., 

2023; Hill et al., 2021). Three observation sessions were conducted from the beginning to the 

end of the writing process. Consistent with Mack et al. (2005), the researcher minimized 

distractions by sitting quietly at the back of the classroom. 

Semi-Strucured Interview 

Semi-structured interviews explored the application of dialogic feedback and students’ 

perceptions in Writing for Academic Purposes. Interview questions were based on Er’s phases: 

preparation, implementation, and follow-up. Additional exploration included open-ended 
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questioning, constructive feedback, and technology use. Interviews were conducted privately 

with the teacher and ten students, either in person or online depending on preference. With 

consent, all interviews were audio-recorded for accurate transcription. Each session lasted 40–

60 minutes and used Bahasa Indonesia to ensure clear communication. 

Document Analysis 

Document analysis was used to examine classroom-related documents that provide insights into 

the implementation and effect of dialogic feedback. This includes lesson plans, students’ notes 

on feedback, and students’ writing results. According to Morgan (2022), qualitative document 

analysis is a valuable method to investigate how documents reflect practices, values, and 

educational processes.  

The document analysis aimed to identify how dialogic feedback goals are articulated in 

instructional materials and how students apply teacher dialogic feedback in their revisions. 

Documents were selected based on relevance, authenticity, and their ability to reflect the phases 

of dialogic feedback (preparation, implementation, follow-up). The purpose of this document 

analysis was to explore how teachers planned and embedded dialogic feedback in their teaching 

materials, and to investigate how students internalized and applied this feedback in the process 

of writing for academic purposes. Overall, this document analysis enriches the data collected 

through observations and interviews by offering concrete evidence of dialogic feedback in 

practice. 

Data Analysis Techniques 

The selection of data analysis methodology used in this study was thematic analysis, which 

helped identify themes and patterns in qualitative data and understand respondents' ideas, 

feelings, and actions (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The analytic procedure was divided into six 

stages: familiarization with the data, generating initial codes, theme search, theme review, 

theme definition and naming, and report writing. 

Thematic analysis was applied to data from classroom observations, semi-structured 

interviews, and questionnaires, following Braun and Clarke (2006) six steps. Data 

familiarization involved reviewing video recordings, transcripts, and questionnaire responses 

multiple times to gain a comprehensive understanding of the data. During the coding phase, key 

elements such as teacher feedback strategies, student responses, and perceptions were labeled 

and categorized. 

Following the familiarization stage, the researcher conducted a systematic coding process using 

pre-established categories derived from the student interview protocol. These categories reflect 

core elements of dialogic feedback and served as a lens for identifying recurring patterns in the 

data. The first category includes several components: emotional reactions related to goal 

understanding (ER-UG), behavioral reactions during interactive feedback discussions (BR-IFD), 
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behavioral reactions related to technology use (BR-UT), cognitive reactions when acting on 

feedback and seeking clarification (CR-AOF), and perceptions related to dialogic feedback (DFP). 

In the theme identification phase, related codes were grouped into overarching categories. In 

the subsequent definition and naming phase, the themes were finalized with appropriate and 

descriptive labels. In the final report writing phase, these themes were synthesized into a 

coherent analysis, providing a comprehensive understanding of the implementation and 

perception of dialogic feedback in the context of English academic writing. 

To ensure clarity and consistency in organizing qualitative data, a coding system was developed 

to identify the source of each quote during the analysis process. Each source of data was labeled 

according to its origin: teacher statements, actions, and feedback were coded with the letter “T”, 

while student contributions were coded using their initials. To preserve anonymity while still 

allowing the tracking of individual perspectives, each student was assigned a specific code. In 

addition, every data point was tagged with the session in which it was collected, indicated as S1 

for Session 1, S2 for Session 2, and so forth. 

 

Results  

This study examines students' perspectives on dialogic feedback in an academic English 

writing course. Data were collected through six classroom observations from May to July 2025 

during a Research Methods course in the English Language Education Study Program at a private 

university in Tangerang, Indonesia. One instructor and ten students participated. Although the 

course contained 16 meetings, only six sessions were observed due to time constraints.  

Data Description 

Classroom observations and document analysis were supported by a course lesson plan 

outlining objectives, instructional materials, and feedback methods. Participants provided 

consent for video recording, and structured checklists as well as field notes based on Er’s 

dialogic feedback phases were used. The observations centered on three main phases—

preparation, implementation, and follow-up while student responses were categorized into 

emotional, cognitive, and behavioral aspects. 

Research Findings 

This study addressed two research questions:  

(1) How dialogic feedback was implemented in the class, and  

(2) How students perceived it.  

Findings from observations, interviews, and documents indicated that dialogic feedback was 

implemented through teacher-led questioning, writing reviews, and follow-up clarification, 
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especially in sessions 7, 8, and 14. Students generally responded positively, remained attentive 

during peer feedback, and demonstrated active engagement through listening, questioning, and 

participation. 

Dialogic feedback was implemented in four sessions (7–10) and followed the phases of 

preparation, implementation, and follow-up. In the preparation phase, the teacher aligned 

learning tasks with students’ writing progress, such as designing a literature review (S7) and 

developing a research design (S8). While the teacher did not explicitly state the overall feedback 

objectives at the start of each session, comments were made in relation to the correlation 

between students’ writing and the session topic. For example, in S8 (research design), the 

teacher advised student Dn, “When you want to use the RQ, it means there is a justification. So, 

write your justification in the research method.” Similarly, in S9 (previous study), the teacher told 

the same student, “You already know the importance of teacher talk, just talk to the section. No 

need to beat around the bush. The specifics of the teacher talk strategy don’t need to be written in 

the introduction, but in the previous study.”  

Observational data showed that the teacher created a respectful and open atmosphere, while 

classroom environment was arranged informally, with students free to choose their seats. The 

teacher also instructed that those who wished to consult should come to the front of the 

teacher’s table, creating a more personal space for dialogue. This was reflected in S7 (literature 

review) when student N approached the teacher and requested, “Sir, later if you want to 

comment, please don’t speak loudly, just speak softly so only I can hear.” In the interview, the 

teacher also said, "I give myself and help those who ask. If they don't ask, I just ignore them.” Such 

interactions indicated a level of comfort that supported more open and individualized feedback 

exchanges. 

In the implementation phase, feedback was interactive and guided by open-ended questions that 

encouraged students to explain their reasoning. For example, T-S9 gave personalized feedback 

to Student Nt by asking, “Can you explain how this paragraph connects to your main argument?” 

Then Nt replied, “The second sentence continues the topic of the first sentence, sir. Oh, I forgot to 

add a conjunction at the beginning, sorry sir.” 

The teacher’s interview supported these observations, noting that his goal was to “Make students 

realize what works and what does not by making them talk through it.” The teacher intentionally 

avoided direct correction, instead asking guiding questions or offering temporary suggestions 

that prompted students to self-correct or reconsider their choices. They either say "Oh, I see" or 

immediately make changes to their drafts in replies to the suggestions session. 

The students either say "Oh, I see" and immediately make changes to their drafts in response to 

the suggestions session. Specifically, researchers observe that this feedback cycle is maintained 

during the follow-up phase. Insights in the classroom after finishing the S8 midterm, a lot of 

students submitted updated versions of their work based on comments received before the 

exam. The teacher responded to students with more remarks, highlighting my areas of 
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improvement. A follow-up was obviously a component of the procedure, according to the 

teacher, who added, "I checked it directly while being scolded... I have the standard." It reaffirms 

the instructor's commitment to upholding high standards in instruction and implies that 

feedback is given to the students as part of their classes. 

The observation and interview data showed that the implementation of dialogic feedback 

followed three phases with distinct thematic codes. In the preparation phase, the teacher aligned 

tasks with students’ ongoing drafts, such as designing a literature review and research design, 

while fostering a supportive environment through informal seating and personal consultation, 

which reflected the codes of PP-TR, PP-GC, and PP-CE. During the implementation phase, 

feedback was delivered through open-ended questions that encouraged students to explain 

their reasoning and revise their drafts independently (IP-DQ: Dialogic Questioning, IP-CE: 

Clarification of Expectation). Finally, in the follow-up phase, students revised and resubmitted 

their work after feedback, and the teacher provided further comments to reinforce standards 

(FU-RU: Revision Uptake, FU-MP: Monitoring Progress). These findings indicate that dialogic 

feedback was applied in a structured way that combined correction with developmental 

support, encouraging students to engage critically and improve their academic writing 

performance. The follow-up phase showed consistent revision uptake. Many students submitted 

updated drafts after midterm feedback, and the teacher reviewed their work directly, 

emphasizing standards and needed improvements. The coded data (PP-TR, PP-GC, PP-CE, IP-

DQ, IP-CE, FU-RU, FU-MP) confirmed the structured use of dialogic feedback, showing that 

students engaged critically and improved their writing through iterative dialogue. 

Using thematic analysis, five themes emerged from classroom observations and interviews with 

eight students and the teacher. The familiarization and coding process reflected patterns related 

to questioning strategies, individualized instruction, minimal technology use, and varied 

emotional reactions. 

The first theme, Emotional Reaction in Understanding Goals (ER-UG), showed that all students 

received clear instructions and step-by-step guidance, supported by materials on Google Drive 

and explicit session objectives. This aligns with Carless (2018), who emphasizes clarity as 

fundamental to feedback dialogue. 

The second theme, Behavioral Responses in Feedback Discussions (BR-IFD), revealed strong 

interaction. Students engaged in two-way discussions, asked questions, and received counter-

questions using the Socratic method, supporting Steen-Utheim & Wittek (2017) but showing 

more consistent interaction than some earlier findings. 

The third theme, Behavioral Responses in Use of Technology (BR-UT), showed limited reliance 

on digital tools. Only one student reported using Google Docs or Excel, and most feedback was 

conducted face-to-face. This differs from studies highlighting increased use of digital feedback 

tools but aligns with Erkan Er’s (2020) emphasis on direct interaction. 
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The fourth theme, Cognitive Responses in Acting on Feedback (CR-AOF), demonstrated that 

students revised their writing, sought clarification, and received repeated explanations until 

they understood. This supports Adie et al. (2018), highlighting cognitive engagement as central 

to feedback uptake. 

The fifth theme, Dialogic Feedback Perception (DFP), revealed that students viewed feedback as 

helpful and motivating, though some experienced stress, insecurity, or overthinking when the 

feedback was highly detailed. Despite emotional tension, students acknowledged its academic 

benefits and improvement in critical thinking, consistent with Steen-Utheim & Wittek (2017). 

Most students (87.5%) found dialogic feedback motivating, while 12.5% experienced stress. All 

students demonstrated revision uptake and engagement. Document analysis supported these 

findings, showing improved topic focus, structure, and use of literature from midterm to final 

drafts. 

Discussion 

This study explored how dialogic feedback was implemented in an English writing for 

academic purposes class and how students perceived these practices. The findings showed that 

dialogic feedback played a significant role in shaping students' writing development, especially 

through continuous interaction across the preparation, implementation, and follow-up phases. 

This aligns with the study’s original objectives by demonstrating that dialogic feedback not only 

supported students’ academic writing skills but also influenced their emotional, behavioral, and 

cognitive engagement. 

The Implementation of Dialogic Feedback in English Writing for Academic Purposes 

The results revealed that dialogic feedback was implemented through structured phases 

that supported learning, and the Discussion highlights why these features were meaningful. The 

preparation phase showed that the teacher designed tasks aligned with the project-based 

learning method and session goals, including authentic writing assignments and a final proposal 

seminar. Although the teacher did not explicitly state feedback objectives, feedback was always 

tied directly to the writing component discussed that day. This mattered because students could 

immediately link comments to their ongoing drafts, making feedback more purposeful and 

context-based. 

Examples from classroom dialogue, such as the teacher’s discussion with Dn in S8 about 

research justification and the conversation with N about sentence cohesion, illustrate how 

feedback served as a clarification tool rather than evaluation. These interactions show why 

dialogic feedback was effective in this setting: it guided students to recognize gaps in reasoning 

or structure through questioning, not correction. This supports the idea that dialogic feedback 

in this class served as a process of co-construction in meaning-making rather than passive 

reception. 
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The implementation phase demonstrated the significance of open-ended questioning and 

personalized comments. The teacher intentionally adopted a Socratic approach, prompting 

students to think through their choices. Students’ statements such as Student D’s description of 

“direct dialogue, comments to the point with the solutions” show why this method influenced 

their writing: it pushed them to engage metacognitively, interpret writing decisions, and adjust 

based on reasoning rather than memorization. However, proactive students benefited more, 

which suggests that dialogic feedback may not be equally accessible to quieter learners. This 

difference highlights the contextual challenge of dialogic practices: they rely strongly on 

students’ willingness to engage. 

The follow-up phase showed that students revised their drafts and made visible 

improvements in structure, clarity, and critical organization. This is significant because it 

demonstrates feedback uptake, showing that dialogic exchanges were not isolated moments but 

part of a continuous learning cycle. Students’ comments such as F stating that feedback was 

“explained repeatedly until I understood” show why the iterative process helped deepen 

comprehension. The teacher’s note that students who engaged more were “better but also more 

stressed” demonstrates that dialogic feedback carries emotional weight, which can support 

improvement but also create pressure. This duality is important because it highlights both the 

benefits and emotional demands of dialogic feedback. 

Document analysis supported the significance of this process: students’ drafts showed clear 

improvement, indicating not only understanding but also behavioral action. Therefore, 

implementation of dialogic feedback in this class met the research objectives by uncovering a 

feedback process that was interactive, reflective, and improvement-oriented, even though 

challenges remained with student participation and emotional readiness. 

A notable point is that students’ cultural respect for authority influenced how feedback was 

received. Even within a dialogic approach, some students accepted teacher comments without 

negotiation. This difference suggests that cultural context shapes the interaction, meaning 

dialogic feedback may function differently across learning environments. 

Students’ Perception of Dialogic Feedback 

Students’ perceptions demonstrated why dialogic feedback was valued and how it shaped 

their learning. Students felt more involved when assignments were discussed regularly, showing 

that dialogic feedback supported engagement, consistent with project-based learning 

expectations. They also indicated that clear focus and guidelines such as materials on Google 

Drive—helped them understand the purpose of each task and anticipate feedback, reducing 

uncertainty. 

The environment established by the teacher contributed to students’ perceptions. Students 

described the class as respectful and inclusive, enabling active exchange of ideas. For example, 

student A noted “two-way discussion with the teacher and frequent exchange of opinions,” 

showing that dialogic feedback supported confidence and participation. However, several 

students still felt pressured during discussions, demonstrating that emotional responses were 
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part of the feedback experience. The significance of this finding is that emotional readiness 

influences how deeply students engage with dialogic feedback. 

During implementation, students appreciated interactive questioning, perceiving the 

teacher as a guide rather than an evaluator. This perception is important because it explains why 

they were willing to revise their work: they felt supported rather than judged. Students also 

showed cognitive engagement by asking for clarification, reconsidering topics, and revising 

structure. Their behaviors recording feedback, bringing annotated drafts, and sharing writing 

samples highlight why dialogic feedback worked effectively in this class: it encouraged students 

to take responsibility for their improvement. 

In the follow-up phase, students applied feedback by revising drafts, identifying weaknesses, 

and improving argumentation. Student F’s statement that explanations were repeated until they 

understood shows that dialogic feedback helped clarify writing concepts more deeply than 

written comments alone. This demonstrates how dialogic practices strengthened 

comprehension and supported higher-order thinking. Overall, students perceived dialogic 

feedback as constructive, supportive, and academically useful. Although some experienced 

stress, they still viewed the process as essential to improving their writing skills. These 

perceptions relate directly to the research questions by revealing why dialogic feedback was 

impactful and how it shaped students’ emotional and cognitive engagement with writing. 

Conclusion 

This study sought to investigate the application of dialogic feedback and how students view 

its usage in an English writing for academic purposes class. The primary aim of the study was to 

explore both the instructional practices of dialogic feedback and students’ responses to its 

implementation within an Indonesian EFL context. The research focused on understanding not 

only how dialogic feedback was carried out in the classroom but also how it influenced students 

emotionally, cognitively, and behaviorally. The findings demonstrate that while dialogic 

feedback aligns with international theories of equal participation, in practice, cultural respect 

for authority shapes how learners engage with teachers’ feedback. These insights suggest that 

dialogic feedback models must be adapted to local contexts rather than applied uniformly across 

different educational cultures. 

In terms of practice, the study offers feasible classroom strategies such as aligning tasks with 

students’ drafts, using open-ended questioning, and providing ongoing follow-up support. These 

strategies can help teachers implement dialogic feedback in a structured and supportive 

manner. Overall, the conclusion addresses the research aim and questions by demonstrating 

that dialogic feedback, when implemented consistently and responsively, can enhance students’ 

academic writing development while also fostering engagement and reflective learning. 

 

Limitation of the Study 

Although dialogic feedback was shown to be effective, student engagement varied depending on 

their willingness to approach the teacher. This indicates that dialogic feedback may not equally 



Exploring Dialogic Feedback Practices in English Writing for Academic Purposes 

 

│ 187 

Jurnal Ilmiah Lingua Idea — Vol 16, No 02 2025 

benefit all students, particularly those who are less confident or hesitant to initiate interaction. 

Additionally, the findings are context-specific and based on a limited number of participants, 

which may affect the generalizability of the results. 
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