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Quy Nhon University, Quy Nhon, Binh Dinh

Dear Editors,

I am writing to submit my response regarding the article titled " The Effects of Teacher Feedback on English Writing Development among Fourth-Year English Majors at Quy Nhon University " which I have previously submitted to your esteemed publication. I sincerely appreciate the time and effort you have dedicated to reviewing my manuscript.

Below is a list of the edits we have made from your editors' comments:

	Reviews
	Respones/Answer

	REVIEWER 1

	

	1. Title - Abstract presentation
The title should be revised and should be consistently mentioned throughout the article.
	Completely replace the old title with the new title: "The Effects of Teacher Feedback on English Writing Development among Fourth-Year English Majors at Quy Nhon University"

	2. -The keywords in the Abstract section should be revised in both grammatical forms and ideas.
	Keywords: teacher feedback, English writing skills, fourth-year English majors, writing development. 


	3. Clarification of research instruments
The questionnaire design should be described in more detail, including the number of items, the types of scales (e.g., Likert scale), and any procedures used to ensure reliability and validity.
	The questionnaire has been updated with more detailed descriptions, including the number of questions, the types of scales (e.g., Likert scales), and the procedures used to ensure reliability and validity.

	4. Data analysis explanation
-The data analysis section should explain more clearly how quantitative data were analyzed (e.g., descriptive statistics, software used) and how qualitative data from focus groups were coded and interpreted.
-Some categories are not logically consistent, and this is a valid point to raise in a review. The problem primarily involves mixing different classifications. (e.g Figure 3)
	The data analysis section has been more clearly explained regarding how quantitative data is analyzed and how qualitative data from focus groups is coded and interpreted. Several categories with inconsistent logic have also been revised.

	5. Interpretation of results
Some findings are presented descriptively but lack deeper interpretation or stronger connections to previous research. The discussion section could be improved by integrating the results with the literature reviewed earlier.
	The section on interpreting the results has been clearly revised.

	6. Consistency of figures and descriptions
Some figures appear to contain inconsistencies between the charts and the textual explanations (e.g., percentages or category labels). These should be checked carefully.
	We carefully rechecked the consistency between all figures and their textual descriptions. Minor discrepancies between percentages and response counts (e.g., in Figure 3) were clarified by explaining that some items allowed multiple responses, which resulted in a total number of responses exceeding the number of participants. In addition, figure captions and textual explanations were revised to ensure that percentages, category labels, and descriptions accurately match the information presented in the charts. The captions were also standardized for clarity and consistency.

	7. Language and editing
The manuscript requires language polishing and proofreading to correct grammar, punctuation, and stylistic issues.
	Language and editing have been checked and revised as requested.

	8. Limitations and future research
Although the study acknowledges its limitations, this section could be expanded to discuss issues such as sampling limitations, the single-institution context, and potential directions for broader future research.
	The section on Limitations and future research has been added.

	REVIEWER 2

	

	However, there seems to be a serious mistake when the author mentions two types of feedbacks (direct vs. indirect feedback) in the literature review (2.1.2) and methodology (3.3).
	The author has added more detailed definitions and classifications in sections 2.1.2 and 3.3 to create consistency with the data analysis in section 4.1.2.1.

	Section 4.2.1 Perceptions and Attitudes: I am wondering WHY "Attitudes" is in here. Are there differences between Perceptions and Attitudes? Why hasn't the term of Attitudes been mentioned so far, but it is discussed in this section?
	The author sincerely appreciates the reviewer’s valuable and insightful comments. To ensure greater consistency and coherence throughout the study, the author has decided to focus exclusively on the aspect of perceptions. Specifically:
· Section 4.2.1 has been renamed as “Students’ Perceptions of Teacher Feedback.”
· All content related to attitudes (e.g., emotional and psychological responses) has been carefully reviewed and removed in order to maintain a clear focus on students’ viewpoints and understanding of different types of feedback.
· The terminology has been consistently revised and aligned across the Research Questions and the Conclusion sections.


	Section 4.2. Discussion should have included relevant studies. The findings of this paper are then compared with ones from other studies to determine whether these aligns with previous ones.
	The author has added a comparison with other studies in section 4.2.

	Section 5. Conclusion needs to end with acknowledgement of the limitations of this study, thereby proposing future research in the field.
	A section titled "Limitations and Future Research" has been added to the end of the Conclusion.

	The Introduction needs to be rewritten in a more concise manner (especially the last three paragraphs.
	The last three paragraphs of the introduction have been shortened.

	Some statements need references to make them more convincing (e.g. paragraph 5 of the Introduction, paragraph 4 of section 2.1.1, paragraph 2 of section 2.1.2.1,  paragraph 2 of section 2.1.2.2.
	Additional references have been incorporated into the specified sections to improve the academic grounding of the discussion.

	Some errors needs to be corrected (e.g. "ON" instead of "IN" in the title, etc.)
	Completely replace the old title with the new title: "The Effects of Teacher Feedback on English Writing Development among Fourth-Year English Majors at Quy Nhon University"

	Need to be consistent in refering to researchers (e.g. using surname instead of full name David Crystal on page 1, etc.)
	“David Crystal” in the Introduction has been revised to “Crystal.”


The representative of the author group would like to express sincere thanks to the detailed feedback and suggestions from the review group. We have noted and revised the article to make it more complete. 
Thank you for your attention and time.
Yours sincerely,
	Nhi
Nguyen Tran Yen Nhi

