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ABSTRACT

This study examines the effect of Oral Corrective Feedback
(henceforth, OCF) on the written output of second-year English as a
Foreign Language (henceforth, EFL) students at the University of
Zakho, College of Humanities during the academic year 2024-2025.
The study utilized a pretest and posttest of fifty-seven students who
were divided into an experimental group and a control group. The
experimental group received six types of OCF classified by Lyster
and Ranta (1997) over a ten-week treatment period following the
pretest, while the control group continued with regular classroom

instruction without systematic Corrective Feedback (CF). To assess
student advancement in overall writing quality, the assignments
administered were pre- and post-intervention, and the resulting data
were analyzed utilizing the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 25. A comparison of the posttest results of the
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1. Introduction

Effective writing is an important component of students studying English as a
Foreign Language (EFL), representing linguistic proficiency as well as the capacity
to express their ideas clearly and effectively. Writing accuracy, in particular, has
been widely recognized as a crucial indicator of successful EFL writing
performance, as it reflects learners’ control over grammatical structures, lexical
choices, and sentence formation (Cheng et al., 2022; Lira-Gonzales & Nassaji,
2023; Suzuki et al., 2019).

Writing comprises more than just the knowledge of words and grammatical
structures; it further encompasses the learner’s capacity to structure their ideas
systematically and argue them persuasively—capacities that are highly valuable in
academic and research-related contexts (Hyland, 2003).
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Second-year Kurdish EFL students face persistent difficulties in grammatical
accuracy, sentence organization, cohesion, and overall writing proficiency. Despite
growing attention to OCF in EFL contexts, research exploring its effect on the
written performance of Kurdish students remains limited. In spite of theoretical
agreement on the critical nature of feedback, there exist certain unanswered
practical issues: whether error correction should take place, which errors should or
should not be attended to, and the timing of the most beneficial delivery of
feedback. Regarding classroom communication procedures, form negotiation may
only take place if the initiating action of the correction procedure causes the
students to notice the error (Long, 1996). This step of noticing discrepancies
between the intended form and the target form serves as an essential beginning
toward linguistic correctness (Pica, 1994). Theoretical underpinnings of this study
therefore address the critical part played by OCF regarding enhanced levels of
error detection and writing performance.

1.1 Aims of the Study

This study aims to:

1. Examine the impact of Oral Corrective Feedback on the writing accuracy and
overall writing performance of second-year Kurdish EFL students.

2. Determine the most effective types of Oral Corrective Feedback in improving
students’ writing accuracy and supporting error correction.

3. Identify the role of Oral Corrective Feedback in enriching learners’ error
awareness and their aptitude to self-correct while writing.

1.2 Research Questions
This study is directed by the subsequent research questions, informed by the

literature review and identified gaps:

1. To what extent does systematic Oral Corrective Feedback help second-year
Kurdish EFL students write more accurately and do better?

2. What categories of Oral Corrective Feedback work best to help learners write
more accurately and fix their own mistakes?

3. What effect does Oral Corrective Feedback have on how aware learners are of
their errors and how well they can fix them on their own while writing?
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1.3 Significance of the Study

This study is significant because it highlights the pedagogical value of integrating
OCF into EFL writing instruction. By examining how systematic oral feedback
affects writing accuracy, error awareness, and self-correction, the study provides
evidence-based guidance for educators. The findings are expected to inform
teaching practices that promote both linguistic precision and learner autonomy,
ultimately enhancing students’ overall writing proficiency in EFL contexts.

1.4 Limits of the Study

The study is limited to EFL second year Kurdish students at the University of
Zakho, College of Humanities, and focuses exclusively on the impact of six
specific OCF strategies over a ten-week period of the spring semester. It does not
investigate other variables such as long-term retention of writing skills, the effects
of OCF on other language skills (speaking, listening, reading), or broader
sociocultural factors that might influence student performance.

2. Theoretical Framework

Building on the theoretical importance of OCF discussed in the introduction, this
section examines six specific strategies and their effectiveness, particularly in
Kurdish EFL contexts. Within the various forms of CF, the attention that OCF has
attracted as a methodology that can be effectively used during real-time class
interactions cannot go unnoticed. As claimed by Lyster and Ranta (1997), the
application of OCF offers students immediate opportunities to notice and correct
their errors. As further clarified by Ellis (2009), OCF helps students realize their
own discrepancies between the errors made and the target form through immediate
verbal correction, which enables students to enhance error correction
independently.

Second-year Kurdish EFL students at the University of Zakho participated in this
study utilizing an experimental pretest-posttest design, which effectively evaluated
the causal relationship of the treatment on English linguistic performance. The six
OCF strategies, recasts, explicit correction, repetition, clarification requests,
elicitation, and metalinguistic feedback, effectively targeted the experimental
group during the ten-week treatment. The control group received the usual class
routine, allowing comparison of treatment efficiency (Sheen, 2011). This study
evaluated the effects of the treatment on students’ written performance, error
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awareness, and self-correction using different CF strategies (Ellis, 2009; Hyland &
Hyland, 2006).

Recasts slightly embed the correct form within ongoing communication, allowing
students to notice errors without overt correction. By keeping the flow of
conversation natural, this method reduces anxiety and promotes implicit learning,
particularly for students who may be hesitant to take risks (Lyster & Ranta, 1997;
Mackey & Philp, 1998). Building on this indirect approach, explicit correction
provides direct and unambiguous guidance, clearly signaling the correct form and
making it especially effective for students who benefit from metalinguistic
explanations or explicit knowledge of grammatical rules (Ellis et al., 2006; Sheen,
2007).

Along with these methods, repetition helps students notice mistakes by changing
the prosody or intonation of their speech, which makes them correct themselves
and think about what they said. Asking for clarification makes students rephrase
what they said when they don't understand something, which helps them become
more aware of their mistakes and more involved in communication (Long, 1996).
These strategies naturally lead to elicitation, which actively encourages students to
come up with the right form on their own. Elicits boost cognitive processing skills
and reinforce students' capacity to independently correct their own errors by
"requiring students to access and use the knowledge" itself.

Metalinguistic feedback extends the effectiveness of these two strategies by
offering students "cues, explanations, or questions” to help elicit analytical
thinking on the rules involved in the language learning task (Bitchener & Knoch,
2008). By doing this, a student not only becomes aware and repairs an error, he
also becomes aware and internalizes the rule so that he can use it productively in
the future. By combining cognitive, behavioral, and affective engagement, this
comprehensive framework addresses immediate errors, promotes long-term
language development, and equips teachers with useful tools to respond to
students’ individual needs, preferences, and learning styles. summarizes the six
OCEF strategies outlined by Lyster and Ranta (1997).
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Table 1. The six OCF strategies based on Lyster and Ranta (1997)

Technique Description of the techniques

Explicit correction | This is directly correcting the learner's error with a clear indication of what is
wrong (e.g., "You should say 'l go' instead of 'l goed™).

Recasts It reformulates the learner's erroneous utterance into the correct form without
explicitly indicating that an error has been made (e.g., "She doesn't like it").

Elicitation Prompts the learner to self-correct by asking questions or providing cues (e.g.,
"How do we say that in the present tense?").

Metalinguistic Provides comments or hints about the error without directly giving the correct

feedback answer (e.g., "Think about the subject-verb agreement").

Clarification Asks the learner to clarify or repeat their statement when the teacher does not

requests understand (e.g., "Sorry, I didn’t catch that. Can you say it again?").

Repetition Repeats the learner's error with a change in intonation or emphasis to highlight

the mistake (e.g., "She go to school?" with rising intonation).

Despite the growing attention to OCF in EFL contexts, little research has examined
its effect on written outcomes among Kurdish EFL students. This study therefore
investigates how various OCF strategies influence writing accuracy, error
detection, and editing skills, with particular emphasis on the relationship between
oral feedback and written performance.

Regarding the previous studies that have been conducted in this respect, Numerous
investigations have explored the application of OCF within EFL environments,
concentrating on the diverse strategic approaches employed, their efficacy, and the
perspectives of both learners and educators across various educational stages and
cultural contexts.

Al-Azzawi and Al-Barwari (2020) undertook a study to examine the OCF
strategies implemented by EFL instructors in secondary schools situated in Duhok,
within the Kurdistan Region of Irag. This research utilised a descriptive design,
collecting data from EFL teachers through classroom observations and a
questionnaire. The feedback strategies were classified according to Lyster and
Ranta’s (1997) established framework. The results indicated that the recast
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technique was the most frequently utilised strategy, succeeded by explicit
correction; in contrast, elicitation, clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback,
and repetition were employed less often. The study ultimately determined that
instructors demonstrated a preference for implicit feedback strategies, potentially
diminishing opportunities for learner self-repair and uptake.

In their study, Barzani, et al. (2022) examined Kurdish EFL university students’
attitudes and preferences toward OCF. The study used a quantitative research
design, and data were gathered using a structured questionnaire administered to
undergraduate EFL students. Although the study did not explicitly state the use of
Lyster and Ranta’s model, the feedback types investigated corresponded closely to
their classification. The findings indicated that students showed strong preferences
for explicit correction and metalinguistic feedback, while recast was perceived as
unclear. The study also highlighted the vital role of explicit feedback in facilitating
learners’ noticing and understanding of linguistic errors.

Additionally, Qadir and Aziz (2024) carried out a study to explore the use of OCF
strategies by EFL instructors at universities in the Kurdistan Region. The study
followed a quantitative approach, and data were collected through questionnaires
distributed to university instructors. OCF types were analyzed in accordance with
Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) taxonomy. The findings revealed that instructors
predominantly utilised recasts and clarification requests, especially when
correcting grammatical and pronunciation mistakes. Elicitation and metalinguistic
feedback were implemented to foster learner engagement and self-correction;
furthermore, delayed feedback was typically favoured over immediate correction.

Alzeebaree et al. (2025) attempted to identify the attitudes and practices of Kurdish
high school EFL teachers in using OCF. The research used a mixed-methods
paradigm. The study focused on the usage of feedback strategies based on a
category devised by Lyster and Ranta. The findings showed a gap existing in the
perceptions and practices of teachers in applying OCF strategies to a large degree.
The research found a large gap existing in teachers' perceptions and practices
related to the application of OCF strategies.

A study was conducted by Qadir and Bostanci (2023) to analyze the errors made in
writings among Kurdish EFL students. The intention of the study was to examine
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the type of error that is dominant among these students. The study aimed to help
understand the reasons. The data was collected from 57 argumentative essays. The
grammatical, lexical, spelling, and punctuation mistakes were classified. The
results of the study clarified that grammatical mistakes, especially the mistake of
using articles, were dominant, while lexical mistakes were less.

Taken together, these studies underline the consistent writing issues in Kurdish
EFL settings, the discrepancy in applying strategies regarding OCF, and a gap in
knowledge about the effect of OCF on written performance, which justifies the
rationale behind this study.

3. Methodology

3.1 Research Design

The present study has adopted a quantitative approach to examine how OCF
affects the writing skills of Kurdish EFL students. The research used a pretest-
posttest experimental design, including both an experimental group and a control
group. The study had three main parts: a pretest to measure initial writing skills, a
ten-week teaching period where the experimental group received regular OCF, and
a posttest to assess the students' progress. During the treatment phase, the
experimental group practiced OCF in writing and communication tasks, while the
control group received standard instruction without targeted feedback. This design
allows the effect of OCF to be measured while keeping teaching materials, lesson
length, class setting, and test tasks consistent for both groups. According to
Mertens (2019), utilizing a quantitative approach helps capture the breadth of the
topic under investigation.

3.2 Participants

The participants in this study were second-year EFL students who were enrolled in
the English Department at University of Zakho. Two classes were selected through
sampling based on their availability during the semester. One class of 31 students
was randomly designated as the experimental group, while the other class of 26
students was assigned as the control group. The sample consisted of 34 female and
23 male students, and shared similar academic backgrounds, having completed the
same English courses during their first year, which ensured comparability in prior
writing proficiency and linguistic readiness for the study. Moreover, the random
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classes to the experimental and control groups facilitated lessen selection bias and
improved the credibility of the findings. This procedure helped for equal
comparison between groups and enhanced the representativeness of the results
within the study context (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Cohen et al., 2017).

3.3 Data Collection

Data collection was carried out through pretest and posttest writing assessments,
along with observation of the classroom interactions throughout the treatment
period of ten weeks. The pretest required students to write a paragraph of 150
words on the topic "How exercise helps you stay healthy." This topic was parallel
to the departmental writing syllabus and was adapted for assessing content
development, sentence organization, vocabulary range, grammar accuracy, and
mechanics. Both tests were scored using an analytic rubric adapted from Oshima
and Hogue (2006) comprising a five-point scale for each component. The
employment of an established rubric ensured reliability and consistency across
evaluations. By the end of the treatment, participants took the posttest, they were
asked to write a paragraph on “Spending time with family”. The teacher scored the
test using similar rubrics to pre-test for the purpose of writing performance
measurement. The data of pretest and posttest were then put to SPSS in order to
identify gains accredited to the intervention.

3.4 OCF Procedure During Treatment

Writing assignment concerning a favorite place to relax introduced at the
beginning of this educational experiment allowed diagnosing writing samples. This
sequence can be seen as a needs analysis to detect regular grammar, syntax,
vocabulary, and cohesion errors. The teacher could use this information to
selectively administer OCF strategies.

The teacher used recasts and clarification requests during this activity to offer
immediate contextualized feedback while writing and talking. The strategy
involved rewriting deficient grammar-sentence constructions into correct versions
to allow students to pick up grammatical constructions implicitly within meaning-
emergent contexts (Ellis et al., 2006; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Sheen, 2007). The
example grammar sentence “The sound of birds make me happy” can actually be
transformed into a corrected construction like this: “The sound of birds makes me
happy.” This corrected construction slightly points to the grammar issue between
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verbs’ agreement concerning subjects, without directly attacking grammar
knowledge inadequacies.

The purpose of clarification requests is to persuade cognitive involvement with
linguistic constructions (Long, 1996; Ellis et al., 2006). Examples concerning
grammar include “It is an empty and wonderful place, that makes me to relax,”
which required teacher inquiries like this: “Do you mean ‘makes me relax’ without
"to’? Can you say it again?”’

Throughout these lessons, the teacher utilized repair, repetition, metalinguistic
feedback, and clarification requests. Repair helped students correct grammatical
errors and sentence structure on their own by pointing out errors such as those
contained in “The rough sea’s” and correcting them to “The rough seas.” The
teacher repeated grammatical errors with questioning intonation to allow students
to self-correct, which occurred without teacher assistance. Metalinguistic feedback
allowed students to evaluate grammatical rules on which they could base their
writing structure, capitalization, and sentence formation. The teacher asked
clarification requests to allow students to rephrase any grammatically awkward
sentences to improve both grammar and sentence structure (Long, 1996).

With regards to writing, both recast and elicitation strategies were used during
tasks such as “Your Favorite Season,” to increase correct syntax usage while
promoting self-monitoring on the part of the writer. The error “My favorite seasons
1s winter because I am loving it” could thus be recast to “My favorite season is
winter because I love it,” correcting errors regarding pluralization, use of the
article, and correct usage of the verb tense. Elicitation could then allow the writer
to identify such errors on their own.

Opinion writing was on social media both elicitation and repetition techniques are
used to give feedback. For example, “Many people use Facebooks and Tiktoks”
became ‘“Many people use Facebook and TikTok,” which stressed the value of
pluralizing words appropriately. Writing exercises on argumentative writing like
“should school clothes be required or optional?”” showed how both replication and
elicitation could successfully deal with issues concerning lexical matters and
syntactic complexity.

67




Yo YT plad ¥ s S Vpouadl {YY] aoeell ASLusl pghall S5 dmole Ao

Finally, tasks involving descriptive writing about festivals required the integration
of the whole range of previously discussed OCF strategies such as recast, explicit
correction, and metalinguistic feedback. The errors involving tense, article usage,
pluralization, and prepositions were corrected methodically, and examples include
correcting “In Kurdistan have many special day” to “In Kurdistan, there are many
special days” via metalinguistic questioning.

The control group went through the same activities in writing, but the instruction
provided was traditional with no provision for systematic OCF. This difference
enabled the researcher to test whether or not OCF contributed directly to any
changes in writing performance.

3.5 Data Analysis Procedures

The grades obtained from the pretest and posttest were entered and analyzed using
SPSS version 25. Descriptive statistics, including mean and standard deviation,
were calculated to summarize the writing performance of both experimental and
control groups, providing an overview of central tendencies and variability.
Inferential analysis was conducted using independent-samples t-tests to compare
the performance of the experimental and control groups, and paired-samples t-tests
to examine within-group improvements from pretest to posttest. In order to assess
the level of statistical significance, the t-tests and corresponding p-values were
computed. For determining the statistical differences between pretest and posttest
scores, as well as between groups, p < 0.05 was used as the threshold.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

The participants were informed about the objectives of the study and reassured that
their participation was entirely voluntary, in line with ethical standards for
educational research (Mertens, 2019 as cited in Murad & Malo, 2025). They were
also informed of their right to withdraw from the study at any point without any
consequences. Strict confidentiality was upheld by securely storing the data, with
access limited to the research team to prevent any unauthorized use. Once the
participants realized that their information and data were kept confidential, they
tended to become more supportive and forthcoming in the data they provided. The
study adhered to institutional ethical procedures to guarantee the rights and safety
of every participant.
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4. Results

4.1 Pretest Results

The descriptive statistics on the scores on paragraph writing obtained by both
groups prior to the implementation were calculated to assess their initial writing
proficiency level upon which the investigation is based. The results show that
while the experimental groups scored an average of 4.45 (SD = 1.37) on paragraph
writing, their counterparts scored higher with a mean score of 5.31 (SD = 1.47) on
paragraph writing. The results obtained show that there was a significant difference
between the two groups at pretest, t(56) = 2.30, p = 0.025, indicating that those in
the control group performed slightly better than those in the experimental groups
on paragraph writing initially. The results of pretest of both groups are presented in
Table 2.

Table 2. Pretest Descriptive Statistics and t-test Results

Test Type Group Mean SD t-value p-value
Pre-Test Experimental 4.45 1.37
Pre-Test Control 5.31 1.47 2.30 <0.025

Table 2 represents the pretest reveals that although the two groups' writing skills
were comparatively comparable, the control group's score was marginally higher.
Due to the statistical significance of this tiny discrepancy, it is imperative that the
experimental group get targeted remedial input to balance their initial proficiency
levels.

4.2 Posttest Results

The post-test outcomes show a distinct difference between the two groups after ten
weeks of OCF interventions. The experimental group scored an average of 7.03
with a standard deviation of 0.93. On the other hand, the value obtained by the
control group is 5.19 with a standard deviation of 1.45. The difference between
both groups is evident, having been revealed by the independent samples t-test at t
= 5.29, p < 0.001. Table 3 shows the outcome of the posttest of both control and
experimental group.
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Table 3. Posttest Descriptive Statistics and t-test Results

Test Type Group Mean SD t-value | p-value
Post-Test Experimental 7.03 0.93
Post-Test Control 5.19 1.45 5.29 <0.001

The effectiveness of the intervention in enhancing the writing performance of EFL
students in terms of correctness, structure, and clarity is confirmed by the posttest
in Table 3, which shows that the experimental group considerably outperformed
the control group following OCF.

4.3 Comparison of Pretest and Posttest

Figure 1 shows the outcomes of the experimental and control groups' pretest and
posttest results. Similar baseline performance was demonstrated by the
experimental group's somewhat lower pretest score (4.45 vs. 5.31) compared to the
control group. The experimental group's posttest scores improved significantly (M
= 7.03) after the ten-week intervention, while the control group's posttest scores
marginally decreased (M =5.19).

Figure 1. The comparison of results

5.19

Mean Writing Score

Pretest Posttest
Test Type

® Experimental ® Control

5. Discussion

The results reached in the study presented strong proof that the systematic methods
of OCF over a period of ten-week treatment pointedly enriched the writing
performance of second-year Kurdish EFL students. The posttest results showed
that the experimental group achieved higher overall writing performance than the
control group. The performance proposes that OCF not only assists students in
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correcting their mistakes but also solidifies their notions of language forms;
besides, it helps them to apply self-correction in later writing tasks. In this context,
the study obviously addressed the first research question, showing that consistent
combination of OCF in classroom instruction results in measurable improvements
In writing compared to traditional instruction without feedback.

According to the results of the pretest, the control group's writing abilities were
marginally superior to those of the other group at first. This first comparison
supports the claim that the experimental group's posttest gains are due to the OCF
intervention and not to innate skill gaps in the students. The significant
Improvement in the experimental group, which resulted in an average posttest
score of 7.03 as opposed to 5.19 for the control group, demonstrated the value of
feedback through instruction. These results are in line with other studies earlier
provided in the study by Bitchener & Ferris (2012) and Ellis (2009).

An analysis of the six OCF taxonomies showed that each contributed differently to
students’ writing enhancement. Recast technique appeared as closely effective, as
it provided corrected forms superbly without interrupting communication in which
it helped the student and showed them to adopt main grammatical structures,
including consistency, subject—-verb agreement, and word order, and to apply them
independently in later writing tasks. The elicitation process actively involved the
students in the learning process by asking them to generate correct forms by
themselves. The process involved asking the students questions based on the
completeness of the sentence, word selection, punctuation, and syntax. The
elicitation process helps the students to develop metalinguistic awareness, which
allows the students to reflect upon the grammar of the sentence. In repetition and
clarification requests techniques, the student had to analyze the information again
after the instructor repeated the items to highlight the incorrect form. Contrarily,
clarification questions required the learner to actively process the items by asking
them to defend the use of dubious things. Moreover, metalinguistic feedback
allowed for the provision of grammar explanations, rules, or pointers, which
helped the students in identifying the error pattern in the sentence as well as
implementing the same in the future writing tasks thus addressing Research
Question 2. This finding expands on prior Kurdish research (Al-Azzawi & Al-
Barwari, 2020; Qadir & Aziz, 2024), which described teachers’ OCF usage but did
not evaluate its direct effect on students’ writing.
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Students in the experimental group progressively gained self-assurance and
increased their participation. They changed their tasks, raised questions, and
accepted corrections, demonstrating a positive shift in their perspective on writing
practice and error repair. Interaction between peers significantly influenced OCF’s
effectiveness. They constantly engaged in peer discussions, corrections, and helped
each other out with feedback understanding. Social activities such as these
increased understanding of teacher feedback, developed cooperative learning, and
empowered collective problem-solving. For example, students utilized
metalinguistic feedback noticed in a peer’s sentence to correct their writing. This
responds Research Question 3.

These results show that systematic OCF helps students to acquire linguistic
knowledge by promoting internalization and monitoring, verifying that systematic
OCF is an effective tool to optimize writing proficiency. The additive effect of
combining multiple OCF strategies allowed students to take advantage of both
implicit and explicit approaches to second language acquisition and writing
proficiency. Repeating and clarification requests helped to boost students’ attention
and cognitive processes. According to Lyster & Ranta (1997), the best way to
support both rapid and consistent language development is to use a variety of
feedback formats.

From a pedagogical perspective, this research points to EFL teachers incorporating
a methodical and interactive approach to error correction. A strategic integration of
different OCF approaches can both remedy immediate and habitual errors and
enhance metacognition and autonomy. The provision of feedback scaffolding
within a positive and collaborative environment can both optimize correction
processing and minimize anxiety. Extended feedback interventions are more ideal
because they have allowed ample opportunities to work with correction exercises,
master rules, and make improvements to writing.

Finally, the results confirm previous empirical studies on CF. Following Ellis’
(2009) view that feedback on noticing, self-correction, and metalinguistic
reflection leads to increased writing proficiency, and similar to Bitchener & Ferris’
(2012) and Lyster & Ranta’s (1997) studies, this study shows how these aspects
will increase EFL writing proficiency. Additionally, it contributes experimental
evidence in the Kurdish EFL context, filling the gap left by prior studies that
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focused on teacher practices, student perceptions, or error analyses rather than
intervention outcomes. Despite this study’s evidence of systematic OCF, the
timeframe is satisfactory but may not fully measure long-term retention after the
post-test is complete. Future studies can evaluate delayed post-tests to test long-
term retention. The emphasis on feedback being oral can be complemented by
studies focusing on written feedback. Future studies can measure these factors to
gain more insight into how OCF affects students’ psychological aspects.

6. Conclusion

The study concludes that the impact of OCF on the written output. The positive
impacts of the systematic feedback method through the application of the six
strategies enhanced the grammatical accuracy, sentence formation, lexical
expression, and overall written quality of the students of the experimental group,
and these aspects were found to be statistically significant when compared to the
control group.

The feedback practices each contributed differently to the students’ development.
Participants were given instantaneous corrective opportunities through recasts and
clarification requests, which aided them in identifying and obtaining the
appropriate type of feedback. While explicit correction and metalinguistic
feedback assisted participants in reflecting and considering grammar and writing
rules, elicitation and repetitions enabled individuals to privately observe and rectify
their own errors. The practices enhanced students’ capacity to adjust themselves
and enhanced metalinguistic knowledge, which is important for enhancing writing
skills.

Nevertheless, with such positive outcomes, there are a few aspects that are not
ideal concerning the research study. Firstly, the intervention program lasted for
only ten weeks and was implemented with a small homogeneous sample of
second-year Kurdish EFL students at a specific university.

7. Recommendations

Future research directions on the impact of OCF on the writing skills of the
students can be conducted to examine the sustained influence of OCF. Moreover,
further research can also examine the effect of different levels of linguistic skills to
determine whether or not different levels are benefiting comparatively from the use
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of the OCF. Future research can also be conducted to examine the effectiveness of
OCF on different genres of writing, such as argumentative, narrative, and
descriptive writing. It would be imperative to consider the effect of different
psychological parameters, such as the motivation level and anxiety level of the
students, to obtain an overall picture.

8. Pedagogical Implications
The results obtained in this study have implications for ELT practice as follows:

1. EFL teachers can use systematic OCF strategies to enhance the grammatical
accuracy and quality of EFL students' writings.

2. One-way OCF may contribute to autonomy is that it allows learners to self-
correct.
3. A combination of several OCF techniques used in classroom instruction
enables learners to absorb language rules and apply these rules independently in
future writing activities.

3. Offering structured as well as engaging feedback in student writing activities
can positively impact students in terms of their engagement.
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