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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the attitudes of
Iragi intermediate English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners toward improvement
suggestions from their instructors and their performance on process and
compare/contrast writing assignments. Furthermore, the paper examined the influence of
teachers' corrective feedback on the precision, intricacy, and fluency of learners’ writing
in these specific text genres. A quasi-experimental design was utilized, consisting of a
control group and an experimental group. The study was conducted at Al-Kufa
University, chosen for its convenience. To ensure that the participants possessed upper-
intermediate proficiency, sixty third-year TEFL university students (30 male and 30
female) were chosen using the Oxford Quick Placement Test. The study utilized the
“Longman Academic Writing Series 3,” the Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT), a
writing pretest and posttest, a writing rubric and Perception Questionnaire. After
obtaining necessary administrative tasks such as consent forms and permissions, the
participants underwent the OQPT to standardize their proficiency level. Participants
underwent a writing preliminary to set a starting point, and were thereafter divided into
either the experimental or control group. At the end of the study, both groups completed
writing posttests, and the experimental group also provided feedback on their perceptions
of teachers’ corrective feedback. The results indicated a positive and robust relationship
between participants’ perceptions of teachers’ corrective feedback and their performance
in compare/contrast and process writing tasks. This study emphasizes considering
learners’ perceptions of teachers’ corrective feedback. Teachers should use diverse
strategies addressing various writing aspects like accuracy, and fluency. Individual
differences in learners should be accounted for in providing feedback.
Key words: Accuracy, Feedback , Fluency, perceptions,Complexity, Writing Skill.
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Corrective Feedback in Iraqgi Intermediate Writing Courses Text Type, Perception,
Accuracy, Fluency and Complexity in Focus

Introduction

Mastering the skills of reading, writing, listening, and

speaking is crucial for learning English. However, among these
skills, writing poses significant difficulties for English foreign
language learners as it involves translating thoughts into coherent
written texts. As a result, many L2 students and English foreign
language learners struggle with writing, facing challenges such as
selecting appropriate vocabulary, expressing ideas effectively, and
dealing with grammar and syntax issues (Kafipour & Tubin,
2017). The task of choosing the right words and conveying
thoughts clearly in writing is particularly challenging for students.
Additionally, their limited proficiency often leads to errors in
fundamental sentence structures like subject-verb agreement,
pronouns, prepositions, tenses, and articles. Consequently,
students find it hard to effectively communicate their ideas in
written form.

Feedback, as defined by Keg (2023), refers to the information
given by readers to writers to assist in the process of revising their
work. It functions as an invaluable instrument for educators and
learners alike, enabling instructors to appraise the efficacy of their
instruction and appraise the progress of their pupils. For students,
feedback provides ongoing assessment that focuses on progress
rather than grades. In the context of writing, written corrective
feedback addresses errors and weaknesses in content,
organization, and language (Lewis, 2002). Specific Objectives
The aims of this research project were defined to achieve the
following outcomes:
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1. Determine whether views on corrective feedback by Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners influence their achievement in process
and compare/contrast writing.

2. The purpose of this research is to determine how teachers'
corrective feedback influences the compare/contrast and process
writing abilities of intermediate Iraqi EFL learners.

3. In order to evaluate the influence of corrective feedback
provided by instructors on the precision of compare/contrast and
process writing among Iraqi intermediate EFL learners.

4. Conduct an assessment of the resultant effect that corrective
feedback from instructors has on the fluency of process and
compare/contrast writing among Iragi intermediate EFL learners.
5. To examine the influence of corrective feedback from
instructors on the complexity of compare/contrast and process
texts for Iragi intermediate EFL learners.

Currently, there is a research gap in exploring the
combined use of all three CAF measures as indicators of
proficiency, which limits our understanding of how CAF
dimensions vary across different levels of L2 writing proficiency.
As recommended by Polio (2023), further research should be
conducted to measure writing accuracy and fluency (Polio, 2023).
The treatment of errors in writing, specifically the question of
whether they should be corrected or tolerated, is an area of
significant importance. However, there remains uncertainty
regarding the most effective feedback strategy, as existing findings
are inconclusive (Banaruee & Askari, 2016). Teachers employ
various corrective techniques, including recasts, although the
impact of recasts on improving writing performance has not been
extensively investigated (Barrot, 2022; Ellis, 2003; Sheen, 2006).
Studies have demonstrated that detailed remedial feedback can
significantly decrease specific types of errors in writing (Allende,
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2023; Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1995, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001,
Khoshsima & Banaruee, 2017; Rugen, 2010, 2022). However,
there are counterarguments that question the effectiveness of
explicit corrective feedback (Fazio, 2021; Li & Zhu, 2019;
Pienemann, 1998; Semke, 1984; Truscott, 1996, 1999, 2004,
2007, 2009, 2010). Truscott, for instance, argues that
interlanguage development involves complex learning processes,
and a simplistic view of learning that relies on transferring
linguistic knowledge through corrective feedback from teacher to
L2 learners does not yield positive outcomes. Truscott further
suggests that corrective feedback can have detrimental effects on
language learning, including increased anxiety and
discouragement among learners. Consequently, Truscott
advocates for the abandonment of correction, deeming it
ineffective (Truscott, 2010).

Therefore, the current investigation sought to address the
subsequent research inquiries:

RQI. Do Iraqi intermediate EFL learners’ perceptions of teachers’
corrective feedback significantly relate to their compare / contrast
and process writing performance?

RQ2. Does teachers’ corrective feedback significantly affect Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners’ compare / contrast and process writing
performance?

RQ3. Does teachers’ corrective feedback significantly affect Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners’ accuracy when writing compare and
contrast text and process text?

RQ4. Does teachers’ corrective feedback significantly affect Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners’ fluency when writing compare and
contrast text and process text?
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RQ5. Does teachers’ corrective feedback significantly affect Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners’ complexity when writing compare and
contrast and process texts?

Literature Review

Theoretical Background

An investigation into the effectiveness of written corrective
feedback (WCF) became necessary due to the ongoing
disagreement between Truscott and Ferris during the late 1990s.
In 1996, Truscott pushed for the elimination of error correction in
ESL writing applications, arguing that it was unproductive and
potentially harmful. Truscott’s viewpoint was supported by three
main arguments: (i) The dearth of empirical research
substantiating the advantages of error correction for novice
writers, (ii) the neglect of insights gleaned from studies regarding
second language acquisition (SLA) concerning the acquisition of
various linguistic components, and (iii) the practical challenges
associated with providing and receiving WCF, which rendered the
entire endeavor pointless

On the other hand, Ferris (1999) presented a counterargument to
Truscott’s assertions by suggesting that they were premature due
to the limited evidence he provided and the methodological flaws
in existing studies. Ferris pointed out that short-term
investigations focusing on text revision consistently demonstrated
improvements in writing quality as a result of WCF, and students
themselves believed that it contributed to their writing
improvement. However, Ferris acknowledged the validity of some
of Truscott’s concerns, particularly regarding theoretical aspects
and practical challenges. In her concluding remarks, she
underscored the importance of conducting additional study that
comprehensively investigates the efficacy and execution of
written corrective feedback (WCF) in the writing of ESL students.
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Complexity, Accuracy, and Fluency (Writing CAF)

The structures and evaluation criteria employed in oral evaluations
are unusually borrowed from disciplines for instance composition,
rhetoric, or the psychology of writing. Nevertheless, it is crucial to
acknowledge that frameworks such as the interpersonal action
framework (CAF) originate from studies regarding second
language acquisition (SLA). In 2015, the American Association of
Applied Linguistics and the International Language Testing
Association co-hosted a conference session entitled "Revisiting
the Interfaces between SLA and Language Evaluation Research"
to examine the incorporation of SLA knowledge into language
assessment initiatives. Language components for elicitation and
assessment criteria are two examples of areas in which language
testing can support SLA and vice versa, as recognized by Shohamy
(2000). An additional monograph published by Euro SLA in 2010
entitled "Communicative proficiency and linguistic development:
Intersections between SLA and language testing research"
additionally investigated this subject (Barting, Martin, & Vedder,
2010). The Common Assessment Framework (CAF) serves as an
illustrative model of a Service Level Agreement (SLA) framework
that can be applied to enhance the understanding of assessment
outcomes in the domain of language testing. Recent study has
demonstrated its significance in this context (Vedder & Gilabert,
2020).

Upon examining the scoring rubric for the combined writing
component of the TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language)
exam, it quickly becomes clear that only correctness is explicitly
mentioned, namely in terms of "occasional language errors" and
"errors of usage and/or grammar." Complexity and fluency can be
implicitly inferred or linked to qualities associated with "vague
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presentation” and the incorporation of key concepts from source
texts. Nevertheless, the rubric does not explicitly address
fluency/development or complexity/sophistication. On the other
hand, the criteria for evaluating the autonomous writing section of
the TOEFL exam consist of three main components: accuracy,
incorporation of "well-developed” writing, and the presence of
"syntactic variety," which pertains to complexity. This prompts
inquiries on the significance of CAF (Complexity, Accuracy, and
Fluency) in combined writing assignments and the reliability of
results for these three linguistic characteristics.

Empirical Background

Extensive research has been conducted to examine the
effectiveness and various functions of explicit corrective feedback
(CF) in language learning. Notable studies by researchers such as
Bitchener and Knoch (2008), Chandler (2003), Ferris (2003),
Ferris and Roberts (2001), Khoshsima and Banaruee (2017),
Lalande (1982), Ruegg (2010, 2017), and others have consistently
demonstrated that explicit corrective feedback can effectively
reduce specific types of errors in writing. According to a
classification of corrective feedback by Banaruee and Askari
(2016), all varieties have the potential to be effective when used in
conjunction. Certain scholars, such as Ruegg (2015b) and
Sheppard (1992), have put forth arguments supporting the
effectiveness of content-focused corrections.

In 2009, Philp and Lyster performed a research investigation with
the objective of examining the impact of corrective feedback on
the perception of writing accuracy among French immersion
students in Canada. The study consisted of 30 pupils from eighth
grade who were categorized into two groups: a direct feedback
group and an indirect feedback group. The research project
employed pretests and posttests as assessment instruments to
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measure the participants' sense of writing accuracy. The outcomes
revealed that both forms of corrective feedback yielded a favorable
Impact on the participants' assessment of writing precision, with
the direct feedback cohort exhibiting a marginally superior
enhancement compared to the indirect feedback cohort.
In 2012, Nassaji and Salmani Nodoushan did a study with the
objective of examining the influence of text style on corrective
feedback in writing courses. There were 60 Iranian EFL learners
who participated in the study. They were split into two groups: a
narrative group and an argumentation group. The study employed
pretests and posttests as assessment instruments to measure the
participants' writing correctness. The outcomes demonstrated that
there was no statistically significant distinction between the two
groups in terms of the efficacy of corrective feedback, implying
that corrective feedback is equally beneficial irrespective of the
type of text.
Maleki and Eslami (2013) discovered that learners demonstrated a
reduction in morphological errors in their writing when they
received explicit corrective feedback. This conclusion aligns with
Chandler's (2003) research, which also highlighted the beneficial
effect of explicit corrective feedback on writing correctness
among second language (L2) students. Banaruee et al. (2017)
performed a research investigation which revealed intriguing
results suggesting that learners with different personality
characteristics may require different levels of specificity when it
comes to receiving corrective feedback. Their suggestion is that
using both verbal and implicit feedback is the most effective
approach for giving feedback to extroverted learners.
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Methodology

Participants

The research was carried out at Al-Kufa University. The
participants were upper-intermediate learners, specifically third-
year university students. Their selection was based on their
language proficiency, familiarity with writing requirements,
exposure to different writing tasks, and level of independence in
language learning. The participants had an average age of
approximately 23, with a range of 21 to 25, reflecting the typical
educational trajectory in lIrag. The participants demonstrated
commitment, motivation, and a recognition of the importance of
English for higher education and job prospects. The gender
distribution among participants was representative of the
population, with a higher enrollment of female students in
universities.

Instruments

1. Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT)

To accomplish the aims of the investigation, participants were
carefully selected and organized according to the study’s specific
requirements. To assess their language proficiency, the
researchers administered the OQPT, which is a comprehensive test
designed to evaluate language skills. The OQPT consists of two
sections. The first section includes 40 items that assess various
aspects such as situational understanding, grammar, vocabulary,
pronouns, cloze passages, and prepositions. The second section is
divided into two parts. Based on the scoring level chart provided
by the OQPT, participants who achieved scores ranging from 48
to 54 were categorized as upper-intermediate. This scoring range
served as the criterion for determining the participants’
proficiency level within the study.
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2. Writing Pretest and Posttest

A diagnostic instrument, grounded in the goals and academic
writing component of the IELTS examination, was employed to
appraise the participants' proficiency both prior to and subsequent
to the intervention. Two English educators critically examined
sample previous examinations from the IELTS Cambridge Books
and haphazardly chose prompts from Task 1 and Task 2. The
pretest and posttest adhered to the structure of the IELTS Writing
Module, which comprised two sections. Part | of the task involved
analyzing and describing visual data in the form of a graph, table,
or chart. Participants were asked to use language that focuses on
changes and comparisons. They had a word limit of around 150
words. Part 1l required participants to compose a written response
to an essay prompt, adhering to a maximum word count of 250
words. The task involved articulating their viewpoint on the
assigned subject matter, as outlined in Appendix B. Both the
pretest and posttest were administered with a time limit, requiring
the completion of the entire writing test within one hour. The
pretest was conducted before to the introduction of the program in
December of the 2022-2023 academic year, while the posttest
occurred in March of the same academic year. The experiments
were carried out under identical testing settings. The assessment
instrument employed was derived from writing rubrics, which will
be elaborated upon in following parts.

YYVY | ¥ sl ddas



Asst.Lect. Ameer Salman Lafta &Supervisor/Hossein Barati & Advisor/Azizollah Dabaghi

3. Writing Rubric

The research project utilized the methods employed by
Wigglesworth and Storch (2009) to assess the complexity,
correctness, and fluency of the writing samples. The initial
measurement of each letter's length was determined by utilizing
the computer's word count tool to tally the amount of words. Next,
the letters were analyzed to identify and count the T-units, clauses,
and dependent clauses present in each letter. The identification of
T-units was indicated using forward slashes (e.g., “The utilization
of modern high technology has revolutionized the way we work,
offering numerous benefits to society” //; 1 T-unit, marked by //
and composed of 2 clauses separated by /), as defined by
Wigglesworth and Storch (2009). Finally, the error-free T-units,
clauses, and dependent clauses were tallied. It should be noted that
errors related to capitalization, spelling, and lexical choice were
not taken into account if they did not hinder the overall meaning
(e.g., “sutable” instead of “suitable” and “adressed” instead of
“addressed” in the sentence “During the evolution of this
technology, we have encountered certain challenges and
limitations that need to be addressed for future developments™).
Complexity,ccuracy, and fluency of the writing samples were
assessed using the following measures:

Fluency:

. Average number of words per text

. Average number of T-units per text

. Average number of clauses per text

Accuracy:

. Percentage of error-free T-units

. Percentage of error-free clauses

By utilizing these measures, the research aimed to assess and
compare accuracy, and fluency of the writing samples in the study.
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Complexity:
. Proportion of clauses to T-units
. Proportion of dependent clauses to total clauses

4. Perception Questionnaire

The effectiveness of corrective feedback is influenced by learners’
perceptions, as their beliefs and attitudes towards feedback impact
how they receive, interpret, and utilize it. Learners’ understanding
of the feedback process determines whether they embrace or
disregard it. Research supports the significance of learners’
perceptions in their response to corrective feedback. Feedback is
most effective when it addresses performance gaps and provides
improvement strategies. When learners perceive feedback as
helpful and relevant, they are more likely to engage with it and
make necessary adjustments in their writing. The questionnaire on
perception offers a comprehensive and tailored instrument to
gather data on learners’ perspectives regarding corrective
feedback. By exploring dimensions such as frequency, types,
emotional response, purpose, importance, and effectiveness,
researchers can understand how learners interpret and value the
feedback they receive, shedding light on its relationship with
writing performance. The questionnaire, addressing Iraqi upper-
intermediate EFL learners, consisted of 25 Likert-scale items
across five categories, validated by experts in the field for clarity,
relevance, and appropriateness. Its reliability was established at
0.77. The objective of the survey was to investigate the
relationship between students' perceptions of the corrective
feedback provided by instructors and their achievement in process
and compare/contrast writing. The questionnaire responses are
available in Appendix C.
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5. Pilot Study

The pilot experiment sought to determine the dependability and
accuracy of research tools and intervention program. A group of
15 upper-intermediate EFL university students participated in a
session where they received direct feedback on their writing,
focusing on corrective feedback. They completed a writing test
that served as both the pretest and posttest.

The questionnaire utilized in the pilot research was disseminated
to the participants, and its stability and consistency were assessed
by administering it again after a brief time lapse. Cronbach's alpha
was utilized to analyze the internal consistency of the
questionnaire, while component analysis was performed to
evaluate its construct validity. The writing exam's dependability
was maintained by employing a test-retest method, using
established prompts from a prior IELTS test, and maintaining a
three-month interval between the pretest and posttest to reduce the
influence of the test itself.

To assess the reliability of the writing test, inter-rater consistency
was examined using the IELTS scoring rubric. Two independent
raters evaluated the essays, and their agreement level was analyzed
to determine inter-rater consistency. The internal consistency
coefficient of .77 indicated a reasonably reliable measure of essay
quality, and there was an 80 percent agreement between the raters,
demonstrating a high level of consensus.

5.1. Experimental Group

Iragi EFL learners in the experimental group received feedback
directly from their teachers. The feedback was supplied in the form
of underlining the erroneous parts of their writing and including
the correction of the errors. This approach aimed to address CAF
issues in the learners’ writing. The experimental group members
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were instructed to revise the paragraphs they had produced and
submit them the following week after receiving the feedback.
They had the opportunity to review the corrections made by their
teachers and incorporate them into their revised versions.

5.2. Control Group

The revision task was likewise completed by participants in the
control group. However, in contrast to the experimental group,
they were not provided with any feedback from their lecturers.
While the control group participants worked on their revisions,
those in the experimental group had the option to look at or review
the corrections made by the teachers. This additional step allowed
the experimental group participants to benefit from the corrections
and use them as a learning resource while revising their
paragraphs. The control group served as a comparison group in the
search. The assessment of the influence of corrective feedback on
the experimental group's writing abilities was conducted by
comparing it to the control group, which did not receive any
criticism. This comparison facilitated an assessment of whether
the feedback given in the experimental group had a substantial
influence on the writing outputs of the participants.

During the twelfth week, both the experimental and control groups
were directed to compose compare/contrast and process writing
posttest texts to evaluate their writing performance after the
intervention. Following the completion of their writing posttests,
all participants of the experimental group completed the
perception questionnaire to assess their opinions of teachers’
corrective feedback. The questionnaire was designed to provide
insights into participants’ perceptions and their connection with
writing performance.
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Data Analysis

To examine the data and answer the five research questions,
descriptive statistics were calculated for each question. In
providing a succinct summary of the data, descriptive statistics
employ metrics including means, standard deviations, and
frequency distributions. These measurements provide valuable
information about the central tendencies and dispersion of the
variables being studied.

Furthermore, a Pearson correlation test was achieved to investigate
the association between participants' impressions of teachers'
corrective feedback and their performance in compare/contrast
and process writing, as mentioned in the initial study question.
Indicating the magnitude and direction of the linear relationship
between two variables, the Pearson correlation coefficient
quantifies. This research enables us to ascertain whether there is a
substantial association between learners' impressions of feedback
and their writing performance.

Moreover, independent samples t-tests were conducted to address
the study inquiries and compare the outcomes of two separate
groups. The independent samples t-test is a statistical test that
analyzes the means of two distinct groups to ascertain whether
there is a noteworthy disparity between them. The goal of this
research is to examine the effect of corrective feedback from
instructors on the writing fluency, accuracy, and efficiency of Iraqi
intermediate EFL students when composing compare/contrast and
process texts.
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Results
Descriptive Results of the OQPT
The participants were administered the Oxford Quick Placement
Test (OQPT) to assess their overall proficiency in English and
confirm that they were at an upper-intermediate level.
Table.1
Results of the EFL

N Valid 60
Missing 0
Mean 50.84
Median 50.76
Std. Deviation 1.282
Range 5
Minimum 48
Maximum 53

According to Table 1, the average score for the EFL was 50.84,
with marks ranging from 48 to 53. Thus, all members were English
as a Foreign Language students at an upper-intermediate level.

Results of the Pretest

Before the commencement of the intervention, each participant
underwent an initial assessment to ascertain that they all possessed
an equivalent degree of writing proficiency and precision.
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Table 2

A Description of the Pretest's Outcomes

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

ANW Contrt?l 30 154.57 2.572 470
Experimental 30 155.11 2.843 519
Control 30 9.02 1.184 216

ANTU Experimental 30 9.48 .944 172

ANC Control 30 18.16 1.285 235
Experimental 30 18.20 1.677 .306

PCTU Control 30 1.990 1415 .0258
Experimental 30 2.022 1417 .0259

PDC Control 30 .301 .0410 .0075
Experimental 30 .303 .0427 .0078
Control 30 31.97 6.884 1.257

0,

PEFTU% Experimental 30 32.39 8.103 1.479

Control 30 41.28 2.875 525
0,
PEFC% Experimental 30 41.38 3.049 557
o Control 30 16.79 2.779 507

Writing .

Experimental 30 17.59 2.428 443

Table 2 displays the average scores and standard deviations of all
variables on the pretest. The individuals in both groups shown
similarities in terms of all characteristics pertaining to correctness,
fluency, and overall writing quality. In order to determine whether
these variations in the average scores were statistically significant,
we conducted independent samples t-tests.

Answering Research Question One

The initial research question aimed to identify the correlation
between participants’ impressions of teachers' corrective
comments and their performance in compare/contrast and process
writing. In order to achieve this objective, the findings of the
questionnaire and the writing posttest were taken into account for
the experimental group.
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Table 3

A Descriptive Analysis of the Writing Posttest and the Perceptions
of the Participants

Mean Std. Deviation N
Writing 22.47 2.460 30
Perceptions 3.110 .9557 30

Table 3 displays the average score and variability of the writing
posttest (mean = 22.47, standard deviation = 2.46) as well as the
participants' perceptions (mean = 3.11, standard deviation = .96)
in the experimental group. The Pearson Correlation test was
conducted to examine the association between these two variables.
Table 4

Results of the Pearson Correlation test

Writing Perceptions
Pearson Correlation 1 786"
Writing Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 30 30
Pearson Correlation 786" 1
Perceptions Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 30 30

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Consistent with Table 4 outcomes of the Pearson Correlation test
were statistically significant (r =.79, p <.001) because the r value
was positive and the p value lower than .05. Furthermore, the
correlation between these variables was highly significant, as
shown by a r value of 0.7. Hence, the way in which participants
perceive professors' corrective comments has a substantial
correlation with their achievement in compare/contrast and
process writing.
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Answering Research Question Two

The second type of inquiry sought to ascertain whether the
provision of corrective feedback by instructors has a substantial
Impact on the achievement of compare/contrast and process
writing among lragi intermediate EFL learners. To accomplish
this, the writing post-test outcomes of the experimental group and
the control group were compared.

Table 5

Descriptive Results of the Writing Posttest

Groups N Mean  Std. Deviation Std. Error
Mean

Writing  Control 30 18.80 2.734 499

Posttest Experimental 30 2247  2.460 449

The data for the writing posttest provide the mean and standard
deviation of the experimental group (M = 22.47, SD = 2.46), as
well as the control group (M = 18.80, SD = 2.73). These values are
presented in Table 5. Upon analyzing the writing posttest data, it
Is evident that the experimental group individuals outperformed
their peer group in comparison. To ensure that this difference was
also statistically significant, the independent samples t-test was
conducted.
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Table 6
The outcomes of the T-test on Independent Samples for the Writing
Posttest

Levene’s Test
for Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of Variances

95%

Sig. Confidence
F Sig. t df (2- Difl\lfleerz:ce S:?f.elrzerr:?:re Interval of the
tailed) Difference
Lower Upper

Equal
variances .218  .642 54;61 58 .000 -3.667 671 -5.011 -2.323

... assumed '
Writing

Posttest vaIEr?al;acles
not 5.461 57.363 .000 -3.667 671 -5.011 -2.322

assumed

The outcomes of the writing posttest t-test for independent
samples were deemed statistically significant (t (58) = -5.46, p
<.001), as indicated in Table 6. This conclusion was reached due
to the p-value being less than 0.05. This indicated that there was a
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the
experimental group and the control group. The performance of
Iraqi intermediate EFL learners in compare/contrast and process
writing is thus significantly impacted by the corrective feedback
provided by their instructors.

Answering Research Question Three

The third research inquiry sought to establish whether the
corrective feedback provided by teachers has a substantial impact
on the accuracy of compare and contrast texts and process texts
written by Iragi intermediate EFL learners. In order to accomplish
this, the variables pertaining to writing accuracy for the
experimental and control groups were compared.
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Table 7

Descriptive Results of the Writing Accuracy Posttest

Groups N Mean  Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
Control 30 36.97 6.941 1.267

PEFTU%

U% Experimental 30 42.40  8.097 1.478

PEFCY% Contr<_JI 30 48.23  2.837 518

Experimental 30 56.33  3.066 .560

Table 7 indicates the mean score and standard deviation of the
control group (M = 36.97, SD = 6.94) and the experimental group
(M = 42.40, SD = 8.10) for PEFTU and the mean score and
standard deviation of the control group (M =48.23, SD =2.83) and
the experimental group (M = 56.33, SD = 3.07) for PEFC on the
writing accuracy posttest. It is clear that the participants in the
experimental group performed better than the participants in the
control group on the writing accuracy posttest. Nevertheless, a t-
test on independent samples was conducted to ascertain whether
or not this distinction was statistically significant.
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Table 8

Outcomes of the Writing Accuracy Posttest Independent Samples
T Test

Levene’s Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidence
= Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Inte_rval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
“Lower Upper
Equal
variances  .676 414 -2791 58 .007 -5.433 1.947 -9.331  -1.536
assumed

PEFTU%  Equal
variances
not
assumed
Equal
variances  .067 797
assumed
PEFC%  Equal
variances -
not 10.621
assumed

-2.791 56.675 .007 -5.433 1.947 -9.333 -1.534

10.621 58 .000 -8.100 .763 -9.627 -6.573

57.652 .000 -8.100 763 -9.627 -6.573

Table 8 displays that the outcomes of the independent samples t-
test for PEFTU (t (58) = -2.79, p = .007) and for PEFC (t (58) = -
10.62, p < .001) were statistically significant because the p values
were lower than .05. Hence, statistical significance was observed
in the differences between the mean ratings of the experimental
group and the control group. Conclusively, teachers’ corrective
feedback significantly affects Iraqi intermediate EFL learners’
accuracy when writing compare and contrast text and process text.

Answering Research Question Four

The fourth investigation sought to determine whether the
corrective feedback provided by instructors has a significant
impact on the writing fluency of Iragi intermediate EFL learners
when composing process texts and compare and contrast texts. In
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order to accomplish this, the efficacy of the writing fluency
variables in the experimental and control groups were compared.

Table 9

Descriptive Results of the Writing Fluency Posttest

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean

ANW Contr(_JI 30 204.47 2.583 472
Experimental 30 249.90  2.893 528
Control 30 10.00 1531 .280

ANTU Experimental 30 12.47 1.074 196

ANC Control 30 22.13 1.279 234
Experimental 30 27.20 1.730 316

Table 9 presents the mean and standard deviation of the writing
fluency posttest scores for the following groups: the control group
(M =204.47, SD = 2.58) and the experimental group (M = 249.90,
SD = 2.89) for ANW, the control group (M = 10.00, SD = 1.53)
and the experimental group (M = 12.47, SD = 1.07) for ANTU;
and the control group (M = 22.13, SD = 1.28) and the experimental
group (M = 27.20, SD = 1.73) for ANC. On the writing fluency
posttest, it is evident that the experimental group participants
outperformed the control group participants. Nevertheless, a t-test
on independent samples was conducted to ascertain whether or not
this distinction was statistically significant.
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Table 10
The outcomes of the T-test on independent samples for the Writing
Fluency Posttest

Levene’s Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidence
E Sig. ¢ df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Intgrval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
Lower  Upper
Equal
variances  1.157 .286 j 58 .000 -45.433 .708 -46.851 -44.016
64.166
assumed
ANW Equal
variances -
not 64.166 57.270  .000 -45.433 .708 -46.851 -44.016
assumed
Equal
variances  1.531 221 -7.223 58 .000 -2.467 342 -3.150 -1.783
assumed
ANTU  Equal
e 7223 51979 000  -2467 342  -3152 -1.781
assumed
Equal
variances  2.766 102 . 58 .000 -5.067 .393 -5.853  -4.280
12.897
assumed
ANC  Equal
variances -
not 12,897 53.416 .000 -5.067 .393 -5.854  -4.279
assumed

The outcome variables of the independent samples t-test for ANC
(t (58) =-12.90, p <.001), ANW (t (64.16, p <.001), and ANTU (t
(58) = -7.22, p <.001) were deemed statistically significant, as
indicated by the p values being less than 0.05 (Table 10). Hence,
statistical significance was observed in the differences between the
experimental group's and control group's mean scores. Thus, the
corrective feedback provided by instructors has a substantial
impact on the writing fluency of Iragi intermediate EFL learners
in the domains of comparison and contrast and process texts.
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Discussion and Conclusion

Discussion Addressing the First Research Question

The principal aim of the research was to investigate the correlation
between participants' perceptions of the corrective feedback
offered by their instructors and their performance in process and
contrast writing. To investigate this matter, an analysis was
conducted on the writing posttest and questionnaire responses of
the experimental group. A significant relationship was found
between participants' perceptions of corrective feedback provided
by teachers and their performance in compare/contrast and process
writing, as determined by the Pearson Correlation test.

Discussion Addressing the Second Research Question

The second research inquiry aimed to ascertain whether the
corrective feedback provided by instructors has a substantial
influence on the process and compare/contrast writing abilities of
Iraqi intermediate English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners.
In order to examine this, a comparison was made between the
writing posttest scores of the experimental group and the control
group. A t-test on independent samples was performed, and the
results indicated that there was a statistically significant disparity
in the average scores of the two groups. Thus, it can be concluded
that the compare/contrast and process writing abilities of Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners are significantly impacted by the
corrective feedback provided by their instructors.
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Discussion Addressing the Third Research Question

The third research inquiry sought to ascertain whether the
provision of corrective feedback by instructors has a substantial
influence on the precision of writing among lragi intermediate
EFL learners when composing process and compare and contrast
texts. In order to examine this, a comparison was made between
the writing accuracy of the experimental group and that of the
control group. According to the results of the independent samples
t-test for the writing accuracy posttest, corrective feedback from
instructors has a significant impact on the writing accuracy of
process and compare and contrast texts among Iragi intermediate
EFL learners.

Discussion Addressing the Fourth Research Question

The fourth research inquiry sought to ascertain whether corrective
feedback provided by teachers has a substantial influence on the
writing fluency of Iragi intermediate EFL learners. The outcomes
point to that both delayed and frequent feedback did not resulted
in enhanced accuracy in the students' written work. This finding
suggests the presence of a ceiling effect for students at that
particular level. Nonetheless, prompt feedback did increase their
writing fluency.

Conclusion

The primary objective of this research was to examine the
correlation between the way in which Iragi intermediate EFL
learners regarded the corrective feedback provided by their
instructors and their proficiency in composing compare/contrast
and process texts. Furthermore, the study aimed to investigate the
effects of corrective feedback provided by instructors on the
caliber and fluidity of writing in the specified text formats.
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A significant correlation was found between participants'
perceptions of corrective feedback provided by instructors and
their performance in process and compare/contrast writing. This
suggests that learners’ perceptions of feedback play a crucial role
in their ability to effectively produce these types of texts.
Furthermore, the study demonstrated that teachers’ corrective
feedback significantly influenced the performance of Iraqi
intermediate EFL learners in compare/contrast and process
writing. The learners' proficiency in these particular text
categories was significantly improved through the feedback given
by the instructors. This finding underscores the criticality of
corrective feedback in the development of writing abilities.
Furthermore, the research results revealed that the provision of
corrective feedback by instructors had a noteworthy influence on
the precision of writing among lragi intermediate EFL learners
when composing process and compare/contrast texts. This implies
that the input given by instructors was pivotal in enhancing the
linguistic precision of students' written work.

Additionally, the study found that teachers’ corrective feedback
significantly influenced the fluency of Iragi intermediate EFL
learners when writing compare/contrast and process texts. The
feedback interventions provided by teachers contributed to
enhancing learners’ writing fluency in these specific text types.
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