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بحثت هذه الدراسةةةةةةة ية استسة اسةةةةةةللمبة ال لال لحيلايةما اللوةةةةةةحسحسة اليبلهاة لاستسة اسةةةةةةللم ل م لحل   اا ية 
هاة تسةةةةةةةةةةةةةةا  ذل  تحح و يم ذلا اما تهي   اليلايةما اللوةةةةةةةةةةةةةةحسحسة اليبل الثمنسة، ي ثقدرات م ية الكلمبة بملح ة 

ليلاحية الح ة الإنلح زية اح ة أجنبسة يؤث  عح  أدائ م ية الكلمبة ين ي ث دقة اتفمق اليهضةةةها لالفاوا كةةةمر  ية 
طملبًم ين طلال الح ة الإنلح زية اح ة أجنبسة ية يا د خمص ية الا اق لالذين تل الح أعيمرهم  60هذه الدراسةةةةةةةةةةةةةةة 

ذل  يليهعل نا تم تخوةةةةةةةةةسو يليهعة لايدة لحيليهعة  عميًما تم تا  ن ال لال بشةةةةةةةةةبو عشةةةةةةةةةهائة 18-14  ن 
الضةةةةةةةةةةةمب ة اللة ت تحوةةةةةةةةةةةو عح  تاحسيما ين الياحما لين نميسة أخ ل، تم تزليد اليليهعة اللل يبسة بيلايةما 
توةةةةةةةةةحسحسة قسيم يلاحك بيحلهل المبمت ما امنت الخ هة احلل  ية تحح و البسمنما هة توةةةةةةةةةنس  احخ م  اليخلحفة 

لال الح ة الإنلح زية اح ة أجنبسة ية اليليهعل ن الضةةةةةمب ة لاللل يبسةا تم اسةةةةةلخداا اتخلبمر اليبحة اللة ارتكب م ط
لاتخلبمر البادي اليبمكةةةةةة  لليا البسمنما الكيسة ليا ية يم ذلا اما لحل ذاة ال اجاة اللوةةةةةةحسحسة تعث   ذالم ة عح  

ي ك ي  م عح  اليل    الكية: دقة احدا  ية المبة اليلاحي ن نلمئج الكلمبة ية الح ة الثمنسة لحيلاحي ن، لاللة تم اللح
ية الح ةةة الثةةمنسةةةا لأل  ا النلةةمئج أنةةق ين ي ةةث دقةةة الكلةةمبةةة ية اتخلبةةمر الباةةدي اليبةةمكةةةةةةةةةةةةةة ، هنةةم  ي ق جهه ي 

ح ة لإالم ة   ن اليليهعل ن اللل يبسة لالضةةةةةةةةمب ةا نلمئج هذه الدراسةةةةةةةةة ايبن أا تسةةةةةةةةمعد ياحية الح ة الإنلح زية ا
 أجنبسة عح  ي م أيضو لكستسة يسمعدة طلا  م ية يشمكو الكلمبةا

الكلمات المفتاحية: التغذية الراجعة التصححححح،ي،يةغ التغذية الراجعة التصححححح،ي،ية المكتلكةغ ة،ة الكتاكةغ غتعلم  اللغة 

 الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبية

Abstract 

      This study investigates how students respond to written corrective feedback (WCF) 

and how that responded to changes in their second language (L2) writing abilities. This 

study seeks to analyze whether providing EFL learners WCF affects their writing 

performance in term of the subject- verb agreement accuracy. The study included 60 EFL 

students at the age of 14-18 years old. They were divided randomly into two groups. The 
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first one was the control group, which did not get directions from the teacher. Whereas 

the second one was the experimental group, which was given corrective feedback about  

the students' writing. Classifying the different errors made by the EFL students in the 

control and experimental groups was the first procedure in the data analysis. The pre-

test, and immediate post-test were used to collect quantitative data to see if corrective 

feedback had a positive effect on learners’ L2 writing outcomes, which was investigated 

on the quantitative variable: accuracy performance in learners’ L2 writing. The findings 

demonstrated that, in terms of writing accuracy in the immediate posttest, there is a 

substantial and positive difference between the experimental and control groups. The 

results of this study can help EFL teachers better understand how to help their students 

with writing problems. 

Keywords: Corrective Feedback, Written Corrective Feedback, Writing Accuracy, EFL 

Learners 

1. Introduction 

     Corrective feedback (CF) is a term used by researchers to refer to negative evidence 

in EFL settings and is commonly utilized with grammar/error correction. This term was 

defined as "any feedback provided to a learner, from any source, that contains evidence 

of learner errors of language form" by Russell and Spada (2006) (p. 134). Here, the only 

feedback that falls under the category of corrective feedback is grammatical form-related 

feedback. 

     One of the most crucial responsibilities of instructors is to provide feedback on 

students' papers so that they may assess their writing abilities and whether the 

pedagogical practices meet the expectations of the students. Corrective feedback helps 

students become more skilled and critical L2 writers by providing them with valuable 

information about their writing performance . 

     According to Ferris (2010), analysis on L2 writing corrective feedback was rare 

before the 1990s due to historical and theoretical trends. Corrective feedback was not 

appreciated in writing teaching at the time, due to Krashen's SLA theory (1981, 1982, 

and 1985). More studies began to focus on language challenges in L2 writing after the 

1990s, proposing the concept that error correction needs to be in context throughout the 

writing process, shedding light on the most common and important errors, and needs to 

focus on each students’ writing needs. 

     Researchers argue whether corrective feedback helps L2 students improve their 

grammatical accuracy in writing. Some scholars argue that corrective feedback is useless 

because it is impractical to provide thorough corrective feedback to all L2 students and 

grammar teacher is detached in language schools (Bruton, 2009; Truscott and Hsu, 2008). 

Kepner (1991) found no discernible effects of feedback on linguistic forms in L2 

university students' writing and came to the conclusion that corrective feedback had little 
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value in helping students write more grammatically correctly. Truscott (1996) refuted the 

existence of a link between L2 learning and error feedback, claiming that error correction 

is ineffectual and damaging to learners’ L2 learning. Error correction "should be 

abandoned," according to him (p. 328). 

     However, several researchers found that corrective feedback for written errors is 

useful. For strengthening L2 students’ abilities to be autonomous to edit their own 

writing, researchers who support grammatical correction also emphasize strategy training 

(Bitchener and Knoch, 2010; De Jong, and Kuiken, 2012, and Ferris, 2010). Russell and 

Spada (2006) conducted a meta-analysis and discovered evidence supporting the value 

of corrective feedback in second language grammar learning. They also confirmed that 

corrective feedback positively impacted L2 acquisition. 

     Based on studies illustrating the impact of corrective feedback, there has been 

significant interest in the potential role that written corrective feedback may play in 

improving the writing accuracy of second language learners. As noted earlier, previous 

studies have provided substantial evidence of the positive effects of written corrective 

feedback on L2 learners’ written performance. Though, not many studies have looked at 

how written corrective feedback affects students' writing accuracy over time. Therefore, 

it would be liked to extend current research and fill the gap by investigating the 

immediate effects of written corrective feedback on EFL learners’ writing accuracy. 

      The results of this research can offer a useful viewpoint on how teachers of languages 

should raise their awareness of the advantages and difficulties of employing corrective 

feedback when students are studying grammar. Specifically, this study provides guidance 

to teachers of English in Iraq on how to more effectively utilize the time variable in form-

focused education. EFL teachers should think carefully about whether to offer suitable 

corrective feedback because it can affect how accurately L2 learners write. 

2. Review of the Related Studies 

     One of the widely accepted definitions of feedback in writing instruction is the 

teachers' comments on the writer's work, which they may use for revision (Keh, 1990). 

Nicol and MacfarlaneDick (2006) describe feedback as information offered by 

instructors to assist students improve their performance. When students employ the 

intended form incorrectly, they receive correction feedback (Lightbown and Spada, 

2020). Corrective feedback in the current research study is restricted to the teacher's 

corrections of the students' writing in an effort to facilitate their engagement with it and 

enhance their L2 writing performance. In both theoretical and practical aspects, feedback 

is a critical component of L2 teaching and learning. WCF is something that students 

anticipate, and instructors are eager to deliver it to them (Alkhatib, 2015; Ellis, 2010 ,and 

Mubarak, 2013). The history of feedback is described first, followed by a list of distinct 

forms of feedback, with a focus on the qualities, benefits, and limits of each type. The 
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importance of crucial factors in feedback and research is then discussed, with a focus on 

the usefulness of various forms of corrective feedback. 

      There are numerous forms of feedback available. This section includes an 

explanation of the many sorts of feedback as well as some examples. In addition, they 

are described in terms of their traits and limits. The subject of this presentation is about 

WCF, namely the direct and indirect methods. Peer review, teacher-student meetings, 

and reformulation are a few more feedback mechanisms covered . 

      A well-established topic in EFL research is written corrective feedback (WCF) 

(Lizotte, 2001; Chandler, 2003; Mubarak, 2013, and Alkhatib, 2015). The sorts of WCF 

that students liked, their reactions to the instructors' WCF, and the issues that students 

experience with WCF are all investigated in this research. These research are presented 

in chronological order in the following sections. 

      Learners' concerns regarding mistakes in their compositions, as well as their 

perspectives on the ideal approach for teachers to give CF, were the topic of Leki's study 

(1991). To respond to the research questions, a hundred ESL students at universities were 

surveyed. It was noted that students worried far too much about their writing errors. They 

set out to make the fewest possible errors. Their instructors should also focus on 

grammatical faults, they said. Additionally, the students favored a broad WCF approach 

than a narrow one. Explicit error corrections were chosen by over 67 percent of the 

students polled, which was consistent with earlier studies with lower-level learners 

(Mubarak, 2013). 

      Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1994) looked at how writing situations and participants' 

motivation differed between an EFL class and a group of ESL students at a US institution. 

The 247 students were questioned about their feelings regarding their professors' WCF 

and how it influenced their perceptions of text quality and writing processes. The 

majority of subjects expressed worry over grammatical accuracy. They acknowledged 

that occasionally, the corrections made by teachers confused them. The study concluded 

as follows: "The reported response habits of instructors may have a significant impact on 

L2 writers' opinions regarding the relative importance of precise accuracy versus 

meaning transmission, and vice versa" (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994, p. 299). 

      Ferris and Roberts (2001) looked into student preferences when it came to WCF. In 

this investigation, the researchers utilized a questionnaire. According to the findings, 

participants preferred an indirect method of WCF. They recognized language form 

mistake repair as a serious problem that was affecting their job. This research backs up 

Truscott's (1996) assertion that remedial feedback can be harmful to kids rather than 

helpful. Despite this, many students desire and want CF, and many academics and 

professors agree on its worth. Diab's (2005) study, for example, looked at EFL university 

students' perspectives of "what constitutes successful WCF". 
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The majority of classmates attempted to make as few errors as possible in their work. 

Participants stated that a variety of writing difficulties, including those with language 

form, organization, text content, and writing style, should be included in the WCF for 

instructors. They also wanted the teachers to spot the errors and correct them right away. 

      Mubarak (2013) conducted research in Bahrain on L2 writing feedback and 

instructional practices in an EFL setting. He also utilized interviews and questionnaires 

to look at the mindsets of teachers and students about feedback. The study examined the 

effectiveness of two types of written corrective feedback: direct corrective feedback 

(mistakes repaired next to or above the original errors) and indirect corrective feedback 

(mistakes corrected after the original errors have been corrected) (error underlining). 

Even though the participants improved during the trial, the two types of corrective 

feedback were equally successful in improving the participants' writing accuracy, 

grammatical complexity, or lexical complexity. According to his interviews and surveys, 

participants liked direct corrective feedback over indirect corrective feedback. They also 

proved that input was valued and appreciated by both teachers and students. 

      Hyland and Han (2015) are well-known in the realm of written corrective feedback 

research. Their report delves into studies regarding how students engaged with WCF. 

Four students from a Chinese university explored their social, cognitive, and affective 

involvement with teacher WCF in a naturalistic case study. The intricate relationship 

between social and cognitive participation is indicated by the fact that the effectiveness 

of correction varied according on processing level. In all three WCF involvement 

domains examined, individual differences were found. The goals of the learners and the 

interactional context in which WCF was applied may both contribute to the explanation 

of these variations. 

According to Alkhatib's (2015) study, it was discovered that teachers' views and practices 

about the use of WCF were both consistent and inconsistent. On the one hand, instructors' 

ideas and practices were generally similar. However, there were disagreements among 

instructors regarding the use of positive feedback, the source of WCF, and its 

explicitness . 

      The students' choices did not match the methods used by teachers in terms of WCF's 

explicitness, emphasis, and positive feedback giving. Finally, despite of the students 

acknowledged and esteemed professors' WCF, they suffered to understand some of their 

lecturers' discussions. Kurzer (2018) examined  how customized grammatical criticism 

was influenced  by dynamic written corrective feedback (DWCF) in ESL writing lessons. 

The study analysed  DWCF in three stages of progressive ESL writing classes with 325 

participants through  three terms using a quasi- experimental technique. This study 

concluded  that multilingual students who had lessons that contained DWCF as well as 

to constant grammar training enhanced their self-editing abilities and were better able to 
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write grammatically accurate paragraphs than those who took only traditional grammar 

education. Additionally, many sorts of errors were examined. According to the findings, 

DWCF might be an impressive instructional technique for improving linguistic accuracy 

throughout all sorts of mistakes at all levels of language. In their most latest study, Fukuta 

et al. (2019) examined indirect WCF in writing revision. They examined how learners' 

linguistic response is supported by indirect feedback. Forty participants finished a three-

stage writing assignment. After finishing the first draft, they made revisions, either with 

or without changes. Next, the students were directed to write a second draft. The 

compositions were graded on a variety of factors, including grammatical accuracy, 

grammatical complexity, and fluency. According to the data, when teachers believe 

feedback, participants focused more on grammar. When students got feedback, they were 

more successful at fixing errors than when they did not. The participants' fluency 

increased, and their accuracy improved marginally, but there was no change in 

complexity. 

      Suzuki et al. (2019) looked at the connection between the explicitness of written 

corrective feedback (WCF) and the target structural categories on new pieces of writing 

and learners' accuracy revision. For this study, 38 Japanese participants were divided into 

four groups: direct corrective feedback only (DCF), direct corrective feedback plus 

metalinguistic explanation (DCF ME), indirect corrective feedback plus metalinguistic 

explanation (ICF ME), and indirect corrective feedback plus ICF ME. The English 

indefinite article and past perfect tense were the structures that were targeted. Although 

both forms of written corrective feedback helped participants increase the accuracy of 

both target structures in revision, the analysis indicate that neither style of feedback help 

learners enhance the precision of either target structure. There was also a notable 

improvement in past-perfect structure from the first to the second composition. 

Regardless of the type of target structures, students' rewriting for the past perfect was 

significantly impacted by written corrective feedback explicitness, but not on new pieces 

of writing. 

        Ekanayaka and Ellis (2020) looked into the additional effect of having students 

modify their essay using WCF. 91 students from three separate classes were divided into 

three groups and given four weeks to complete three problem-solving writing projects. 

The first group revised their work, with half of the group preserving their corrections 

whilst composing a new task and the other half not. The second group discussed the input 

in pairs and then finished the new assignments without making any changes. The tasks 

were completed by Group 3 without any feedback or chance for revision. The results 

showed that both treatment groups improved their accuracy more than the control group. 

The ability to revise before beginning a new writing activity aids the group in making 
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the most progress. Participants who preserved the corrected draft 1 whilst writing a new 

task had a greater add-on influence for editing. 

       The use of modeling as a written corrective feedback approach among EFL students 

was investigated by Luquin & Garca Mayo (2021). The participants were 38 11-12-year-

old children who were divided into two groups: one that got a model (TG, n = 18) and 

another that self-edited their papers (CG, n = 20). TG individuals saw considerably more 

lexical and content-related elements during the comparison stage, according to the 

findings. The TG also included much more discourse- and mechanics-related features in 

the rewriting stage than the CG, as well as a significantly greater number of discursive 

and formal elements in the post-test. 

3. Research Question 

       Does subject-verb agreement accuracy among EFL learners improve immediately 

when they get    written correction feedback? 

4. Methodology 

4.1 Participants 

      The study's participants were 60 EFL students at a private institute in Iraq. They were 

about 14- 18 years old. These students were divided into two groups randomly. One 

group was allocated to the control group, which did not get comments from the teacher. 

The other group was the experimental one, and they were given corrective feedback 

regarding the content of their writing. Based on their Oxford Placement Test results, all 

participants shared the same L1 (Arabic) and the same level of English competence. 

4.2 Instruments 

Oxford Placement Test (OPT) 

         Oxford University Press Language Assessment administers the OPT English 

language test. The purpose of this test was to determine the student's level of language 

proficiency at the beginning of the study. Since OPT took into account every aspect of 

linguistic competency, it could be regarded as a trustworthy proficiency test. Developed 

by Oxford Language University, the OPT has 50 items that cover all aspects of language 

proficiency and is regarded as a trustworthy assessment tool. 

4.3 Procedure 

4.3.1 Writing Task 

        A written text was collected from every student over the course of a month-long 

research period. The following lists the writing text's subject and the task variables: 

Does technology affect our lives? How? Please support your argument with at least three 

reasons. 

• Argumentative essay 

• approximately 300 words in length  

• anticipated duration: 60-90 minutes  
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• Pretest and posttest 

      The diagnostic essay mentioned in previous section was given to all students in week 

one as the pretest. Four days after students received comments from the researchers on 

their initial piece of writing, the immediate post-test was given. 

4.4 Procedure 

     Initially, in order to ensure participant homogeneity, students took the Oxford 

Placement Test (OPT). Then, over the course of a month, we collected two distinct 

writing texts from each student, all of which were time-limited: a diagnostic essay in 

week one (serving as the pretest) and a second draft in Week 2 (serving as the immediate 

posttest). For learners’ errors examination in terms of accuracy, the learners' 60 essays 

were analyzed for the most frequent forms of grammatical problems, which was subject-

verb agreement. 

      After learners completed their first and second tasks, the researchers gave them direct 

feedback in three days, like the following example: The development of computers has 

significantly increased productivity and made it possible to complete many challenging 

jobs that were before unachievable. 

       Teachers provided students three days to edit their work and make any necessary 

adjustments or revisions to the mistakes. Four days after students received feedback from 

the researchers on their initial writing assignment, the post-test (also known as the 

immediate posttest) was given. 

5. Results 

       It has been investigated that whether there was a statistically significant difference 

in writing accuracy over time between the experimental and control groups using the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 25. The descriptive statistics 

with respect to the participants' writing scores in the pretest, and immediate posttest 

scores are shown in Table 1. The internal consistency reliability for the writing test was 

equal to 0.87, which was considered acceptable. 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Experimental and Control Groups' Writing 

Accuracy (N = 60) 

Descriptive stats Pretest  Posttest (immediate) 

 M SD  M SD 

Control (N = 30) 12.80 1.84  13.03 1.93 

Experimental (N = 30) 12.97 2.02  15.07 2.25 

Total (N = 60) 12.88 1.92  14.05 2.32 
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       The research question sought to examine whether written corrective feedback 

has any immediate effect on EFL learners' writing accuracy in terms of subject-verb 

agreement. The data's normality was the main consideration in order to provide an 

answer to this question. Table 2 displays the findings from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

and Shapiro-Wilk tests. The one-sample Shapiro-Wilk and    Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

p-values are shown to be greater than 0.05, indicating that the data were regularly 

distributed. Consequently, the data were statistically analyzed using parametric tests. 

 

 

Table 2. Tests of Normality 
Variables Kolmogorov-Smirnovb   Shapiro-Wilk  

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Experimental 

group 

.176 30 .180 .954 30 .210 

Control 

group 

.162 30 .440 .962 30 .348 

 

        An independent samples t-test was primarily used to compare the pretest scores of 

the two groups in order to see if there were any differences between them before the 

study started. Table 3 below presents the results in tabular form. 

Table 3. Results of the Independent Samples T-test of Writing Accuracy in Both 

Groups' Pretest (N = 60) 

Inferential stats Pretest      

 M SD  df t p-value 

Control group 12.80 1.84  58 -.333 .740 

Experimental group 12.97 2.02     

 

       Table 3 shows that the two groups were not statistically different at the outset 

of the study. Subsequently, an independent samples t-test was run to compare the 

means of the two groups in terms of the immediate posttest scores. The inferential 

statistics related to the experimental and control groups' immediate posttest, which 

was graded in terms of writing accuracy, are presented in the table 4 below 
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Table 4. Results of the Independent Samples T-test of Writing Accuracy in both 

Groups' Immediate Posttest (N = 60) 

 

Inferential stats Posttest (immediate)     

 M SD  df t p-value 

Control group 13.03 1.93  58 -3.742 .000 

Experimental group 15.07 2.25     

 

       The table shows that, in terms of writing accuracy in the immediate posttest, 

there is a significant and positive difference between the experimental and control 

groups. Overall, the experimental group L2 learners outperformed their control 

group counterparts in terms of the writing accuracy in the immediate posttest. 

In addition, results of repeated measures ANOVA from pretest to the immediate 

posttest revealed that the written corrective feedback had a statistically significant 

within-subjects effect ((F1, 58) = 17.41, p = .000) and between-subjects effect ((F1, 

58) = 3256.740, p = .000) on the experimental groups' writing accuracy across time. 

Thus, the answer to the research question is affirmative with a large effect size. 

Figure 1 shows more. 
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Figure 1. Profile Plots of the Estimated Marginal Means from Pretest to Immediate 

Posttest 

 

6. Discussion and Conclusion 

      The purpose of the study was to find out if the written corrective feedback had any 

immediate impact on the subject-verb agreement and writing correctness of EFL learners 

in the experimental and control groups. The response to this purpose  was in the 

affirmative. Results of the present study  with respect to the first research question are in 

agreement with those of Suzuki et al. (2019) who confirmed that written corrective 

feedback improved the target structures accuracy from the first to the new writing task. 

However, the results were only valid for the specific target structures, namely past 

perfect, under study, but not for other types. Other scholars such as Ellis et al. (2008) and 

Farrokhi & Sattarpour (2012) also found similar results. 

     Regarding the first research question, our findings, however, run counter to those of 

Sheen (2007) and Bitchener (2008), who discovered that metalinguistic feedback was 

more advantageous in the delayed posttest but that there were no appreciable differences 

between direct and metalinguistic feedback in the immediate posttest. 

    In the field of teaching foreign languages, the primary focus areas are usually 

grammar, writing, reading, and vocabulary. In this way, the lack of research in this field 

might be attributed to the spoken component of language acquisition that requires exact 

and perfect pronunciation. From the discussion above, it is clear that CF worked well in 

helping students ridding with the recurring mistakes in the pronunciation of challenging 

terms. In order for students to pronounce words accurately, teachers need to provide them 

with clear instructions, correct any errors they make, and provide enough feedback. 

Despite the fact that it is significantly more challenging to make firm conclusions about 
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the role of different types of written corrective feedback, the findings of this study can 

aid and direct EFL teachers in providing instruction to students on how to deal with 

writing issues. 
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