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ABSTRACT  

       Controversy over the value of providing corrective feedback on L2 writing has been 

noteworthy in recent years as a result of Truscott's (1996) claim that it is not only ineffective 

but also harmful and should therefore be abandoned. This was followed by a rejoinder by 

Ferris (1999) which resulted in a growing body of empirical research investigating the value 

of corrective feedback. Contributing to this research base, the present study investigated 

whether the type of feedback (direct or indirect) given to 41 intermediate EFL learners on six 

types of errors (verb tense, noun ending, word choice, sentence structure, article and 

preposition ) resulted in improved accuracy in narrative writing both in the short and long 

term periods. The study found a significant effect for the indirect feedback on accuracy 

improvement in the use of the verb tense, noun ending, sentence structure and article in both 

short and long term periods but no significant effect for word choice (in either time periods) 

and preposition ( in the long term). Although the direct feedback showed a significant effect 

on accuracy level for the use of noun ending, preposition, article and sentence structure in the 

short term, it did not demonstrate any statistical significance in the long term. Moreover, 

there was not any significant effect on verb errors and wrong words in either time periods. 

Finally, the indirect group outperformed the direct group on accuracy improvement for total 

errors. The study also considered the use of avoidance strategy due to the provided corrective 

feedback and found that in spite of the probability of the tendency towards using it, providing 

corrective feedback is still necessary in improving L2 writing accuracy.  

Key words: Student Writing; Corrective Feedback; Linguistic Error;  Accuracy Improvement; 

Avoidance Strategy 



           

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION                                



 
  

2

  
Chapter one 

INTRODUCTION 

   

1.1. Preview 

       Feedback in teaching all subject areas is considered as the crucial factor. It provides any 

information on what the students do as a result of teaching. Therefore it probably bridges the 

gap between teaching and learning by reinforcing correct points and rejecting incorrect ones 

to prevent fossilization. As far as second language teaching is considered, feedback refers to 

any comments or other information that second language learners receive on their learning 

activities and tests. It can be from teachers or other people such as classmates, parents, 

friends and etc ..                                                                                                              

       Teachers are the most prevalent providers of feedback because they evaluate learning 

based on the instruction during teaching period. They confront many situations in which 

learners indicate some sorts of errors in what they have learned. This is the time when the 

teacher provides corrective feedback and uses different strategies to correct errors. Corrective 

feedback is provided for two productive skills which are speaking and writing. Written 

discourse is different from spoken one and the fundamental difference as Penny Ur (1996) 

mentions, is 'between formal, detached discourse and informal, interactive discourse (p. 172). 

Spoken language contains lots of Ellipsis (words are omitted without changing the meaning). 

The grammar of speech is arranged in different way from writing. In formal writing 

grammatical errors are more noticeable. Penny Ur (1996 ) lists the probable reasons for this:                                     

1. Mistakes in spelling or grammar catch the eye and seem to demand to be corrected 

and are very difficult to ignore. 
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2. Students also want their language mistakes to be corrected. 

3. Language mistakes are far more easily and quickly diagnosed and corrected than 

ones of content and organization (p. 170). 

       As a result, grammatical errors call for more attention from second language teachers. It 

is obvious that language teachers spend hours correcting students' writing in different ways. 

They  spend a great deal of time marking, grading, commenting and responding to students' 

written works and on top of this list, for the second language teachers 

 

correcting 

grammatical errors.                                                                                                          

        Over the years, there have been different approaches to error correction. According to 

behaviorists, error would lead to fossilization and classroom drills were designed to help 

learners avoid making mistakes. However the communicative approach has sent a different 

message to the teachers. It asks them to get their students to communicate at all cost. This 

means that teachers should be tolerant to their students' errors.                                                

       However, there is not still a sense of certainty about how best to provide such corrective 

feedbacks. Some educators even believe in abandoning the whole practice of grammar 

correction (Truscott, 1996, 1999, 2007, for example). Truscott (1996, 1999, 2007) argued that 

all forms of error correction of L2 student writing are not only ineffective but also harmful 

and should be abandoned. On the other hand, Ferris (1999) claimed that Truscott's arguments 

were premature and he overlooked some positive research evidence on the effects of 

grammar correction.                                                                                                        

       Today the controversy continues between those who believe in providing feedback on 

students' writing and who do not. This continuing debate is the outcome of the many 

experimental studies on written corrective feedback carried out over the last 20 years.           

What is almost clear is that language learners desire CF on their writing and report that they 
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expect and want their instructors to provide them with feedback and believe that it is 

necessary in improving writing skill. However, Truscott (1996) believes that teachers should 

not provide it even though their students ask for it.                                                             

       The usefulness of teacher feedback in writing is a subject of lively debate. As Lee (1998) 

has noted attitudes toward error correction evolves from the strict avoidance of errors and 

quick and direct correction as harmful and unnecessary in the late 1960s, and to a more 

critical view of the need and value of error correction in 1970s, 1980s. After many years of 

conducting different research on CF, it is not worthy to discuss about having or not having it, 

but when to have it, how to have it, how often to have it and the other questions as to how 

carry it out. Providing students with CF becomes more acceptable when writing is considered 

as a process not just as a product. In this model of writing, providing CF at the revision stage 

is one of the necessities.                                                                                                    

        The ability to write well is not naturally acquired. It is learned as a set of practical and 

learned experience. Writing also involves composing, which implies the ability to tell the 

information. The introduction of process approach in writing helps the students to understand 

better the process of writing and this approach eventually helps the students to build their 

own strategies in writing, As stated by Flower (1981), by using process approach in writing, 

students will have much time to discover their reading strategies and to consider feedback 

from teachers. As stated by Zamel (1983) 'By studying what it is our students do in their 

writing, we can learn from them what they still need to be taught'. That is one major reason 

why teachers' feedback is crucial in helping students to improve their writing.   

       This study will then attempt to explore the impact of two kinds of CF (i.e. direct and 

indirect) on intermediate student writing accuracy both in the short and long term periods. It 

will also compensate for the students' use of avoidance strategy by providing them with two 
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different posttests which are a writing task as well as a test on grammatical errors they made 

on the pretest.                                                                                                                  

1.2. Statement of the problem: 

       Two factors are considered in teaching writing: methodology and teacher. Considering 

teachers' role, feedback provision is one of the instruction's components. Although Teachers 

do give feedback to the students, their feedback on the form and content are often vague, 

contradictory, unsystematic and inconsistent. This leads to various reactions by students 

including confusion, frustration and inattention the comments. There is a growing body of 

literature on the impact of CF on students' writing skill, but the controversy has not ended. 

Some believe the present studies ' that exist are limited in both research design and sample 

size' (Ferris, 1997, p. 316). 

       A central issue, when correcting written work of the students, is deciding how to correct 

errors. Despite the findings of related studies, many teachers still tend to respond to their 

students' written works by using the traditional method of correcting all grammatical errors in 

a piece of  written work. They impose themselves as authorities and make comments. 

Similarly, Zamel (1985) has criticized the responding behaviors of ESL/EFL teachers on the 

grounds that ESL/EFL writing teachers misread student texts, are inconsistent in their 

reactions, make arbitrary corrections, write contradictory comments, provide vague 

prescriptions, impose abstract rules and standards, respond to text as fixed and final products, 

and rarely make content-specific comments or offer specific strategies for revising the text 

(p.86).                                                                                                                                            
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1.3. Objectives of the study  

       The effectiveness of corrective feedback (CF) has always been a matter of controversy ( 

Truscott 1996, 1997, 2007, and Ferris, 1999, 2001). One position is that CF only leads to L2 

explicit knowledge (not implicit knowledge) and as a result has only a very limited effect on 

learners writing. An alternative position believes that CF leads to the development of 

implicit knowledge (either directly or indirectly) and thus will have a noticeable effect on the 

accuracy of learners writing. Researchers need to know whether it helps students to improve 

written accuracy over time. But, at present, there is no clear answer, because past research 

has failed to provide clear evidence of the effectiveness of written CF (see Ferris, 2004; 

Guenette, 2007; Wei, 2008).                                                                                             

       As a result, the overall objective of this study is to investigate the probable effects of 

written CF on EFL learners acquisition of grammar at intermediate level. To achieve this 

goal, the specific research objectives are to:                                                                        

1. Explore the short and long term effects of direct feedback on six targeted 

grammatical errors.                                                                                        

2. Explore the short and long term effects of indirect feedback on six targeted 

grammatical errors.                                                                                          

3. Evaluate the role of avoidance strategy as a response to the provided feedback.      

       As it is mentioned above, the present study will investigate whether the distinction 

between indirect (implicit) and direct (explicit) written CF can account for the effect CF has 

on writing accuracy by considering the probable effects of such feedbacks on six linguistic 

categories to investigate whether the type of feedback on six types of errors will result in 

improved accuracy in new pieces of writing. It will also explore the role of avoidance 

strategy which is one of the opponents' reasons for not providing it.                                        


