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The present study states in the field of teaching EFL students in the process of writing correct
feedback in the classroom, the study was conducted to explore the influence of feedback on
the students’ writing skill and language abilities in grammar. 30 student participants enrolled
in “Advanced Writing” classes were administered to write a short paragraph of their interested
topics for 15 weeks they were given separate note books to write essay, letter and a short paragraph
of any instant situation and were also asked to write eight essays throughout the semester. At
the beginning semester, students were taken pre-test open-ended questionnaire and at end of
the semester were taken post- test, both test involves the students’ method of writing and its
benefits of feedback. The obtained data showed that the students’ language abilities significantly
improved especially in the grammar and vocabulary. The students also reported their satisfaction
in the free-writing method which allowed them to learn more on self-expression and organization

of ideas.
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INTRODUCTION

Writing is considered as a complex skill that requires the learn-
ers’ to learn the syntactic and lexical knowledge of the target
language. While writing in second language, learners find it
difficult to deliver the accurate form of language and they are
not knowing of their errors. The understanding of the distinc-
tion between error and mistake is essential in error analysis.
Mistakes are the slips of the tongue/pen and the learners who
make mistake can identify the mistake and rectify it at any situ-
ation. On the other hand errors are systematic; it will occur re-
peatedly until the learner recognizes the errors and correct them.
The learners use a definite system of language at every
stage of his/her development. Written corrective feedback
provided by the facilitator enables the learner to notice the
gap in their developing L2 systems. Errors committed by
the students help the facilitators understand the current pro-
ficiency level of the students. When Ellis (1981) mentions
about the pedagogical justification of learners’ errors, he
says, “understanding the nature of errors is necessary before
a systematic means of eradicating them...” The facilitator
should make a distinction between the errors which are the
circumstance errors and which reveal his underlying knowl-
edge of the language. Researchers in the field of L2 writing
deal with the question of how the written corrective feedback
facilitates the learners to become an independent writer.
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The objective of the current study focuses on

*  To observe the role of errors in the development of sec-
ond language writing.

» To assess the role of attention in exploring the editing
skill of the learner

* To examine whether the unfocused and direct written
feedback enhances the learner to write coherently.

LITERATURE REVIEW

There has been a controversy among L2 researchers for sev-
eral years whether written corrective feedback is effective
in developing accuracy in students writing. Truscott states
that the corrective feedback on second language learners
written output in unnecessary, ineffective and counterpro-
ductive (Truscott 1996; 2007). Ferris (2002) on the other
hand, emphasizes the effective use of error correction in
writing instruction. She also mention that the written cor-
rective feedback leads the learners to be conscious of their
errors so that they do not commit same type of errors in the
next writing tasks. She argues that well-formed research is
necessary before any conclusions can be drawn about the ef-
fectiveness or ineffectiveness of error correction in improv-
ing students writing. Hulstijn and Schmidt (1994) explains
that in raising the learners awareness of certain linguistic
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features, corrective Feedback enables learners to notice the
gaps between their own interlanguage output and the target
language input (corrective feedback provided by the facili-
tator). Swain (1995) argues that it is necessary to the facil-
itators to observe the second language learners productive
skills. He further states that learners’ output combined with
facilitators’ feedback promotes the learners notice the lin-
guistic features of the target language and it creates aware-
ness towards the gaps and problems in their inter language

Another significant issue regarding error correction
among recent researchers is which type of error correc-
tion is effective in developing fluency in writing. Written
Corrective feedback on L2 learners writing can take differ-
ent forms. The recent researchers have focused on the direct
and indirect corrective feedback method. The predominant
factor which distinguishes these two methods is learners’
involvement in the correction process. Direct or clear feed-
back arises when the facilitator points an error and offers
the correct form, while indirect strategies state to situations
when the facilitator indicates that an error is made but does
not give a correction, thereby leaving the student to diag-
nose and correct it (Bitchener et al. 2005). In Direct writ-
ten corrective feedback, facilitator provides correct form,
i.e. overpass out a pointless word, phrase or morpheme,
put in a missing word or morpheme, and writing the cor-
rect form above or near to the erroneous form (Ferris 2006).
In indirect corrective feedback the facilitator just marks the
errors and asks the learners to edit their errors. Ferris and
Roberts (2001) advocate direct written corrective feedback
is possibly better than indirect written corrective feedback
with writers of low level language proficiency. Moreover
indirect written corrective feedback is not helpful to low
proficient second language learners, since they lack the lin-
guistic competence to self correct their errors (Ferris, 2004;
Hyland, K and Hyland, F 2006).

There has been a debate in error correction methodolo-
gy whether it should be focused or unfocused. Most of the
recent research explores the effects of focused written cor-
rective feedback (Bitchener 2008; Sheen 2007; Ellis et al.,
2008). In Focused corrective approach the facilitator targets
only specific types of errors in the learners output, for exam-
ple they focus only the errors in the use of article and leaving
the other types of errors uncorrected. The unfocused correc-
tive feedback approach involves correction of all types of er-
rors in the learners writing and does not concentrate on error
category. It could be argued that focused error correction is
a form of teaching grammar explicitly rather than focus on
form. Focused error correction approach makes the learner
to be inefficient in writing new situation tasks and the learn-
ers failed to transfer their feedback according to the context.

Ferris (2010) suggests that targeting only specific types
of errors is not enough in improving accuracy, so the facilita-
tor should correct the students writing in general. Moreover,
correcting the use of specific grammatical feature and other
errors uncorrected might be confusing the learners and make
them to be unmindful of other lexical and syntactic errors.

With these theoretical insights the present study atten-
tions on the role of direct and unfocused the corrective feed-
back in evolving the learners to write comprehensively.

The corrective feedback is a pedagogical tool and it
serves as an input for the learners. According to the Noticing
Hypothesis, input is not intake for language learning unless
it is observed, that is, consciously registered (Schmidt, 1990;
2001). The Noticing hypothesis states that subliminal SLA is
impossible and it can be happened through conscious attention
that input can be converted into intake. Mackey (2006) inves-
tigates that whether it shows a relationship between noticing
of L2 forms in the corrective feedback and the learners output.
The results of his study reveal that learners who showed extra
noticing developed more than those who showed less notic-
ing. The idea of noticing combines the cognitive notions of
attention and consciousness. While associating the idea of no-
ticing with attention, corrective feedback allows the learners
to identify the gap between what he/she writes and what actu-
ally he/she is required to write in a given context. Conscious
attention is prerequisite for interlanguage development.

METHODOLOGY

Procedure and Participants

The participants of this study are 30 B A program “Advanced
Writing” students of King Saud University, Riyadh.
A Schedule of 45 classes with 50 minutes duration was con-
ducted to improve the writing skill of the students. The stu-
dents are expected to be regular to the course, as it is believed
that the systematic monitoring strengthens their writing.
A free writing task of writing a paragraph on a given topic
was assigned to the students. A Separate notebook was giv-
en to the students to write their everyday task and they were
monitored. In the first 10 minutes classes, students were moti-
vated to write in English on their own. Further, Students were
asked to write the paragraph in a focused and meaningful
way. The remaining time was assigned to provide written cor-
rective feedback to students on their writing and the students
were engaged in interaction with the facilitator regarding the
feedback. Finally the facilitator asked the students to describe
their own perspective of writing for the given topic to explore
the possibilities of various perspectives for the same topic.
This stimulates the learner to think on different contexts and
enable them to write realistic and meaningful written com-
munication. The students were asked to go through the cor-
rections consciously before starting to write on the next topic.
Written corrective feedback provided to the learners in this
study belongs to the category of unfocused, direct and explic-
it (Ferris 2002). The corrected version of the sentence struc-
ture was mentioned near the erroneous form.

Error Gaps Noticed in the Diagnostic Test

The performance in the diagnostic test displayed errors in
sentence formation. Sentences demonstrated both grammat-
ical and lexical errors. A number of fragments of disjointed
sentences were noticed in his writings. The error types noted
are listed below:

1. Organization in writing

Verb tense errors

Missing/unnecessary words and wrong choice of words
Wrong spellings

Rl i
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Student’s Draft

Raining time we (Farmer) have a lot of problems in our
mind and body because of our fear and tension of flood in
our agricultural field. To avoid those things we do it some
meditations, yoga, exercise for our body and mind. Before
raining we know about our crops and plan means we avoid
our tension.

Written Corrective Feedback

During raining time, we have a lot of problems in our mind
and body because of eur fear and tension of flood i to our
agricultural field. To avoid those things we need to do itseme
meditations, yoga, exercise for our body and mind. Before
raining, if we know about our low area filed and all crops re-
lated to it and-studied-means then we can avoid eur tension.

Table 1. Mean score of performance students writing

skills
Writing Mean score of Mean score
test/task performance students difference
writing skills between the two
Pre-study  Post-study
(Feedback)
Paragraph 10.33% 19.67% 9.34%
Grammar 09.6% 20.4% 10.8%
25.00% -
m Pre-study = post-study (Feedback)
20.40%
20.00% - 19.67%
15.00%
10.33%
10.00% | - 9.60%
5.00% -
0.00%
Paragraph Grammar
Figure 1. Pre-study and Post-Study of paragraph and grammar
writing
25.00% -
= Paragraph s Grammar
20.40%
20.00% - 19.67%
15.00%
10.33%
10.00% - ; 9.60%
5.00% -
0.00% -
Pre-study post-study ~ Mean score difference
(Feedback) between the two.

Figure 2. Mean Score difference between in the two tests

Pre-study and post-study questionnaire was administered
to evaluate their improvement on writing the content com-
prehensively (Table 1).

The mean score of post study students is 19.67% in
Paragraph writing skill, 20.4% in Grammar. The mean score
of Pre- study students is 10.33 % in Paragraph writing skill,
09.6% in Grammar (Figure 1). The score difference between
pre- study and post study students is 9.34% in Paragraph,
10.8% Grammar (Figure 2). The empirical evidence shows
that the post study students in all the tasks of writing have
got comparatively higher score than the pre- study students.
So, the hypothesis proves “the feedback has direct impact on
the achievement of second language skills”.

DISCUSSION

The students were monitored and written corrective feed-
back was given individually on their written data every day.
In the first class the students are asked to write a paragraph
about 250 words on the given topic. The observation of
learners’ errors and the written corrective feedback on their
first draft enabled the facilitator to understand the current
proficiency level of the learners and it makes the learners to
notice their own interlanguage system. The understandings
of learners’ errors allow the facilitator to identify, what needs
to be learned (focus of the instruction) and what is already
stored in the learners’ system (already learned knowledge). It
is observed from the errors committed by the learners on the
first task that most of the students did not have focus on their
writing and they found it difficult to write coherently. There
is no logical connection in their sentences and they had prob-
lem in their language usage. In the subsequent classes, most
of them got a focus on their writing and the errors reduced
considerably. The learners had consciously gone through the
corrections and they started to interact with the facilitator
regarding the errors they committed. In the seventh class,
they started to evaluate the writing of their peers and they
were also able to identify and locate their own errors. At this
stage they showed more interest in finding errors in their
peers’ content and they also tried to provide correct version.
In the eleventh session, they were able to write coherent-
ly and the discourse and linguistic errors started to reduce
considerably. They effectively applied the feedback on their
following writing tasks, even when the thematic content and
context were different.

The current study suggests the facilitator to write the
corrective feedback without categorizing the kind of errors.
This study requires students to review their writing after they
have received feedback on their text. Revision is a cognitive-
ly challenging task for L2 learners, it implicates task defini-
tion, evaluation, strategy selection and alteration of text in
the writing plan, and also the ability of students to analyse
and value the feedback they receive on their writing (Grabe
and Kaplan, 1996). This methodology demands conscious
work on the part of learner to point their errors and correct
them in future writing. Moreover the facilitator needs to be
conscious of the individual factors that help the learners
to revise the content after receiving the written corrective
feedback. Conrad and Goldstein (1999) originate individual
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variation in case study of participants’ readiness and ability
to review their writing after getting a facilitator’s written
commentary, noting that... in order to understand how stu-
dents revise in reply to written feedback, we must look not
only at the nature of the comments themselves, but also.at
individual factors affecting the students. (p. 147).

CONCLUSION

The finding displays that the corrective feedback can be effec-
tive in improving fluency in students writing skill. Direct cor-
rective feedback showed to have a significant long term effort
on writing and it leads to more exact revisions also more accu-
rate presentation on a new writing task (Beuningen et al. 2008).
Even though the learners committed different types of errors in
their initial classes, the error patterns changed over the course
of the study. They started to write on their own and to associ-
ate the outside experience in their writing. Moreover, they can
edit their own content and monitor their writing according to
the contexts that the students’ language abilities significantly
improved especially in the grammar and vocabulary. The study
concludes that corrective feedback facilitates the student skill
to identify the existence of errors and it enables the learner to
express their thoughts in a comprehensible way.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author would like to thank the Deanship of Scientific
Research, College of Arts for funding this work and also
RSSU at King Saud University for their technical support.

REFERENCES

Bitchener, J. (2008). Evidence in Support of Written Cor-
rective Feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing
17(2), 102-118.

Bitchener, et al. (2005). The Effect of Different Types of
Corrective Feedback on ESL Student Writing. Journal
of Second Language Writing 14(3), 227-258.

Conrad, S. M., & Goldstein, L. M. (1999). ESL student revi-
sion after teacher-written comments: Text, contexts, and
individuals. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(2),
147-179.

Ellis et al. (2008). The Effects of Focused and Unfocused
Written Corrective Feedback in an English as a Foreign
Language Context. System 36(3), 353-371.

Ferris, D. (1999). The Case of Grammar Correction in L2
Writing Classes: a response to Truscott (1996). Journal
of Second Language Writing 8(11), 1-11.

Ferris, D. (2002). Treatment of Error in Second Language
Student Writing. Michingan: The University of Michin-
gan Press.

Ferris, D. (2004). The “grammar correction” debate in L2
Writing: Where are we, and where do we go from here?
(and what do we do in the meantime?). Journal of Sec-
ond Language Writing 13 (1), 49-62.

Ferris, D. (2006). Does error feedback help student writ-
ers? New evidence on the short- and long-term effects
of written error correction. In K. Hyland & F. Hyland
(Eds.), Feedback in second language writing: Contexts
and issues. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
(pp-81-104).

Ferris, D. (2010). Second language Writing research and
Written Corrective Feedback in SLA. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition 32(2), 181-201.

Ferris, D & Roberts, B. (2001). Error Feedback in L2 Writ-
ing Classes. How explicit does it need to be? Journal of
Second Language Writing 10(3), 161-184.

Grabe, W. & Kaplan, R. (1996). Theory and Practice of Writ-
ing: An Applied Linguistic Perspective.New York: Long-
man

Hulstijn, J. H. & Schmidt, R. (1994). Guest editors’ intro-
duction (to special issue on consciousness in second lan-
guage learning). AILA Review 11, 5-10.

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback on Second
Language Students’ writing. Language Teaching
39(2), 83-101.

Mackey, A. (2006). Feedback, Noticing and Instructed Sec-
ond Language Learning. Applied Linguistics, 27(3),
405-430.

Schmidt, R. (1990). The Role of Consciousness in Second
Language Learning. Applied Linguistics11(2), 129-158.

Schmidt, R. (2001). Attention. In P. Robinson (Ed.), Cogni-
tion and second language instruction Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press. (pp. 3-32).

Sheen, Y. (2007). The effect of focused written corrective
feedback and language aptitude on ESL learners’ acqui-
sition of articles. TESOL Quarterly 41(2), 255-283

Swain, M. (1995). Three Functions of Output in Second
Language Learning. In G. Cook & B.Seidlhofer (Eds.),
Principle and Practice in Applied Linguistics: Studies in
honor of H. G. Widdowson. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, (pp. 125-144).

Truscott, J. (1996). The Case against Grammar Correction in
L2 Writing Classes. Language Learning 46(2), 327-369.

Truscott, J. (2007). The Effect of Error Correction on Learn-
ers’ Ability to Write Accurately. Journal of Second Lan-
guage Writing 16(4), 255-272.

Van Beuningen, C. G., De Jong, N. H., & Kuiken, F. (2008).
The Effect of Direct and Indirect Corrective Feedback
on L2 Learners’ Written Accuracy. /TL-Review of Ap-
plied Linguistics, 156.279-296.



