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ABSTRACT
 This study aimed to investigate writing teachers’ strategies in giving feedback and 
their effects on learners’ revisions. Different types of feedback were given to 20 college learners 
majoring in English enrolled in a 16-week Expository and Argumentative Composition, Narrative 
and Descriptive Compositioncourses using a process approach in a Thai university. The learners 
wrote writing task of three different genres (argument, narration and description) with two topics 
for each genre.The research tools consisted of classroom observations and an audio-recorder.  
Error rate reduction means of Þve error categories, percentage, word count, standard deviation 
and t-test were used for data analysis. The total of Þrst and seconddrafts, the Þrst and the later-
topics of writing taskswere compared to see the improvement of student writing (holistic writing, 
targetedlinguistic errors).The results showed that direct non-metalinguistic written correction and 
direct oral corrective feedback named-explicit correction, were used most frequently in teachers’ 
strategies in giving written feedback on learners’ writing.The effect of teachers’ corrective feedback 
on Thai EFL learners’ revision,Paired Sample T-Test revealed a highly signiÞcant improvement in 
thelearners’ holistic writing and reduction of errors in comparing Þrst and last writing, but there 
was no signiÞcant difference in the later topics. The result of error analysis shows that the highest 
error rate was found in sentence structure, followed by wrong word, verb, noun endings, and 
articles, respectively.  
 Key Words :  Teacher feedback, Error correction

Introduction
 Generally, it is very hard to learn 
English effectively for Thai learners in the 
context of using English as a foreign language.  
They lack sufÞcient competence in any of the 
English language skills, especially writing, due 
to the infrequently use of it.  Writing is also 
complex in terms of both teaching and                   
learning.  In EFL composition writing class 
difÞculty is undoubtedly encountered by many 
of these leaners as they are assigned to write 
an essay.  Their difÞculties include selection 
of appropriate words, grammatical forms,             
discourse organization and rhetorical features 

to use in the way they wish to convey the 
meaning, apart from the content of their com-
position.  In a Thai classroom, errors found in 
English written communication are apparent 
among college students.  Thus, grammatical 
rules were carefully taught and error correction 
was a main focus. Hyland (1998) indicates giving 
feedback effectively to students is the main 
concern for any writing teacher. The main  
reason why writing is difÞcult for students 
needs to be clariÞed Þrst in order to give             
effective feedback. Furthermore, it requires 
teachers to deal with errors and mistakes in 
students’ writing. 
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 There are a number of research 
studies on error correction that have been 
done to Þnd out the best approaches for              
improving students’ writing ability by giving 
feedback.  Some scholars of writing believe 
that to give feedback is one of the most              
important methods and strategies of helping 
student writers to improve their written work.  
The students learn by comparing their own 
Þrst drafts with the reformulation that helps 
them more in selecting appropriate words, 
idioms, using correct grammatical forms and 
improving discourse organization in revision.  
To cite some examples, Ferris (2002) suggests 
that teacher feedback tailored to students’ 
linguistic knowledge and experience is one of 
the suggested techniques to solve this                  
problem.  That is to make students learn from 
their errors in order to avoid future errors and 
also to improve their writing skills.  According 
to Ferris (1995), although many things such as 
contrast in form and content, compared to the 
process of writing and the Þnal draft, as well 
as trends in the teaching have changed in 
decades, the roles of the teacher in providing 
feedback to students are still evolving.                   
Effectiveness of providing feedback to students 
to help them improve the accuracy and/or 
ßuency in their writing has been investigated. 
 In addition, Jean Chandler (2003) 
studied the efÞciency of various kinds of error 
feedback for improvement in accuracy and 
ßuency of L2 students writing. The samples 
were Chinese, Korean, Japanese and Taiwan 
students.  Direct correction and simple under-
lining of errors feedback were compared.  

Measures included the change in accuracy of 
both revisions and of subsequent writing, the 
change in ßuency, and the change in holistic 
ratings.  Findings suggested that both direct 
correction and simple underlining of errors 
were signiÞcantly superior to describing the 
type of error, even with underlining, for redu-
cing long-term error.  Direct correction is best 
for producing accurate revisions, and students 
prefer it because it is the fastest and easiest 
way for them as well as the fastest way for 
teachers over several drafts. However, students 
feel that they learn more from self-correction, 
and simple underlining of errors takes less of 
the teacher’s time on the Þrst draft.  Both are 
viable methods depending on other goals.  
Furthermore, Bitchener, Young & Cameron, 
(2005) investigated which types of feedback 
affect students’ writing ability.  Types of feed-
back were given to 53 adult migrant students 
including (1) direct, explicit written feedback 
and student–researcher 5 minute individual 
conferences, and (2) direct, explicit written 
feedback only no corrective feedback on three 
types of error (prepositions, the past simple 
tense, and the deÞnite article).  The study 
found a signiÞcant effect on the combination 
of written and conference feedback on                  
accuracy levels in the use of the past simple 
tense and the deÞnite article in new pieces of 
writing but no overall effect on accuracy                   
improvement for feedback types when the 
three error categories were considered as a 
single group. 
 Another study is Truscott (2007) 
examined how error correction affects learners’ 



76
  27  1 (  – ) . . 2559

CHOPHAYOM JOURNAL Vol.27 No.1 (January-June) 2016

ability to write accurately. They concluded 
that correction has a small negative effect on 
learners’ ability to write accurately.  It showed 
that corrective feedback on an assignment 
helps learners reduce their errors on that  
assignment during the revision process.                   
Similarly, he studied error correction, revision, 
and learning. Learners were assigned to write 
a narrative essay in one class and then revised 
their writing during the next class. Half the 
students had their errors and used corrective 
feedback in the revision task while the other 
half did the same task without feedback.                 
Results matched those of previous studies and 
found that the underlining group was                          
signiÞcantly more successful than the control 
group.  One week later, all of the students 
wrote a new narrative to determine short-term 
learning by measuring the change in error rate 
from the Þrst narrative to the second. Thus, 
successful error reduction during revision is not 
a predictor of learning. Improvements made 
during revision are not evidence of improving 
learners’ writing ability (Truscott and Hsu, 2008).
 Based on observing and reviewing 
of the literature, there are signiÞcant                          
communicative problems with college                       
lea rne r s ’  Eng l i sh  wr i t ing ,  inc lud ing                                      
Mahasarakham University learners such as   
inappropriate language use, incomprehensible 
passages, and disorganized text, especially in 
technical education learners.  These problems 
may have been a result of insufÞcient                       
feedback, the teacher’s heavy workload, large 
class sizes, and learners’ low English language 
proÞciency and motivation.  Thus, feedback 

on writing can be selected as a means of hel-
ping learners to make revisions, and it can also 
help learners improve their writing skills.                
Teachers need to be aware of the issues                
surrounding the methods of giving feedback.  
These include the fact that there are different 
types of errors found in EFL writing as well as 
different types of written feedback (e.g. direct 
feedback, coded feedback, and uncoded              
feedback). Teachers also need to Þnd out 
which feedback types are appropriate for the 
treatment of speciÞc types of error, and which 
are appropriate for students at different levels.  
For these reasons, in order to provide a better 
understanding of these issues, the present 
study aims to Þnd out what the effects of 
different types of written feedback from                 
teachers are on learners’ writing, and what 
strategies teachers used in giving feedback for 
revising learners’ written work.  

The Purposes of the Study
 1. To investigate the teachers’ s       
trategies in giving feedback on learners writing.
 2. To investigate the effects of              
teachers’ feedback on learners revision.

Methodology
 Participants

 The participants selected by                  
purposive sampling consisted of nine fourth-
-year and eleven third-year English majors at 
Mahasakham University, divided into two 
classes which; were a) an Expository and                
Argumentative Composition class (nine lear-
ners), an elective course in the second                          
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semester of the academic year 2013 and, b)  
a Narrative and Descriptive Composition                   
(eleven learners), an elective prescribe course 
in the second semester of the academic 2014 
instructed by two writing teachers with doctoral 
degrees in Applied Linguistics and over 7 years’ 
experience in teaching.
 Procedures
 This case study followed a mixed 
approach of quantitative and qualitative              
methods. Both methods were combined to 
obtain a more reliable understanding of the 
study.  Learners in both classes were assigned 
to write Þve writing tasks; two for Argumentative 
Composition class and three for Narrative and 
Descriptive Composition class during the                
course and were given feedback on grammar 
and organization; a) all errors on grammar were 
counted in order to calculate the error rates, 
b) the mean error rates were analyzed, c) the 
results were concluded with discussion and 
suggestions.
 Tools
 The data collection tools used in 
this study were classroom observations, a 
background questionnaire,the calculation of 
each error,an error code and the learners’ 
written works.  It is important to mention that 
the results of this study cannot be generalized 
due to the small number of participants.
 Data Collection
 The data collection was carried out 
in three phases during the course. Each phase 
lasted one week with two weeks between each 
phase. At the end, a sample of writing was 
chosen to give the participants the opportu-

nity to be acquainted with the feedback and 
revision techniques. The researcher observed 
teachers during both stages and took notes to 
record the teachers’ procedures in class, as 
well as used an audio-recorder to record the 
teacher and learners interaction technique.  
No active role was taken by researcher in any 
of the stages. 
 The Þve writing tasks used for this 
study received from two writing classes as 
follows; writing 1: Argumentative Writing Task 
1 on controversial topic (we’ll brainstorm 
these) and writing 2: Argumentative Writing 
Task 2 on controversial topics (Expository Wri-
ting Task was analyzed because learners were 
assigned in pair work).  Writing 3: Narrative 
Writing Task 1, writing 4: Narrative Writing Task 
2 and writing 5: Descriptive Writing Task 1, 
writing 2: Argumentative essay 1 on controver-
sial topic (we’ll brainstorm these) and writing 
3 : Argumentative essay 2 on controversial 
topics. The teacher conducted a group discus-
sion eliciting information on the topics for the 
writing tasks. After learners Þnished their paper, 
the teacher focused on using the corrective 
feedback technique. The teacher collected all 
of the drafts for analysis.  End comments were 
used to praise the learners’ work and to give 
organization and content suggestions while a 
correction code was used for language                    
suggestions. A correction code was supplied 
to the learners as well. The learners received 
their essays with feedback from the teacher 
and were asked to revise them for a Þnal draft. 
Most of the participants were allowed to Þnish 
their Þrst and Þnal drafts as homework.  
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 Data Analysis

 All Þve essays involved the writing 
of a Þrst draft, and revisions. Errors made by 
students in their writing were coded, categori-
zed, and analyzed. The procedure for analyzing 
data was as follows:
 1. Errors were underlined and given 
a description categorized by the error code. 
These were then counted and organized in the 
chart. 
 2. The researcher calculated the 
error rate based on the result. The error rate 
was calculated using the number of errors 
present in the drafts and each Þnal essay;                 
a measure of errors per 100 words was                    
calculated (total number of errors/total                     
number of words x 100).
 3. Each type of error in all Þve essays 
was counted in order to study the effect of 
repetition of each error type.
 4. Lastly the teacher interview was 
analyzed with the purpose of identifying the 
teacher’s opinions concerning the use of              
feedback and their preference for feedback.  
Also the learner’s preference questionnaires 
were analyzed in order to obtain the students’ 
perceptions and preferences concerning the 
feedback techniques.  

Results
 Analysis of the teachers’ strategies 
in giving feedback on learners’ writing 
 Research Question 1 What are the 
teachers’ strategies in giving feedback on              
learners’ writing?

The result from the analysis of the percentage 
of teacher’s feedback techniques used on 
Argumentative Writing Task revealed that direct 
non-metalinguistic written correction was used 
most in giving written feedback on learners’ 
writing (51.45%), followed by indirect written 
correction (using error code) (24.85%), refor-
mulation, indirect written correction (located) 
(8.58%), indirect metalinguistic written correction 
direct (4.80%), metalinguistic written correction 
and direct written correction (not located) (1.60 
and 0.15 %), respectively. Similar result from 
the analysis of the percentage of feedback 
techniques used on Narrative and Descriptive 
Writing Tasks showed that direct non-metalin-
guistic written correction was used most               
frequently in giving written feedback on                   
learners’ writing (50.45%). Subsequently, after 
receiving written corrective feedback, the            
teacher used oral corrective feedback on Draft 
2 of Argumentative Writing Task 1.  The result 
showed that direct oral corrective feedback 
named explicit correction was used the most 
(46.60 %), followed by explicit correction with 
metalinguistic explanation (39.27 %) this is 
indirect oral feedback type, metalinguistic clue, 
clariÞcation requests and Elicitation (9.95, 3.14 
and 1.05%).  On the other hand, some types 
of oral corrective were not used in giving fe-
edback included didactic recast, conversational 
recasts and repetition.

 Analysis of the Mean Error Rate 
of Each Draft and Subsequent Writing Task
 Research Question 2What are the 
effects of teachers’ feedback on learners’ revision?
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The following Table 1 and Table 2 presented 
the comparison of the mean errorrates                   

calculated in each draft of each writing task.

Table 1 Comparison of Draft 1 and Draft 2 of Argumentative Writing Task 1

** The mean difference is signiÞcant at the 0.01 level.

 The mean error rate of Draft 1 was 
5.56 and the mean error rate of Draft 2 was 
3.40. Showing a reduction in error rate of 2.16; 
indicating that the learners reduced error rates 
and improved grammatical accuracy in Draft 2 

of Argumentative Writing Task1. The t-test, 
which was 9.455, suggested a signiÞcant                  
difference reduction of error rates between 
Draft 1 and Draft 2 at the 0.01 level. 

Table 2 Comparison of Draft 1 and Draft 2 of Narrative Writing Task 1

** The mean difference is signiÞcant at the 0.01 level.

 Similarly, the result of comparison 
of Draft 1 and Draft 2 of Narrative Writing Task 
1 showed that the mean error rate of Draft 1 
was 14.70 and the mean error rate of Draft 2 
was 5.85. The mean reduction in error rate was 
8.85; showing that the learners reduced error 
rates and improved grammatical accuracy in 
Draft 2 of Narrative Writing Task1. The t-test, 
which was 9.169, suggested a signiÞcant                   

difference reduction of error rates between 
Draft 1 and Draft 2.Table 1 and 2 indicate that 
the mean of error rates decreased in                             
Argumentative and Narrative Writing Task 1. 
This proved that the learners reduced error 
rates and improved grammatical accuracy in 
the next draft of their writing after receiving 
written and oral corrective feedback.

 N Mean   t-test -tailed) 

Draft 1 9 5.56 
2.16 

 
9.455** .000 

Draft 2 9  2.15 
**

Narrative WT 1 N Mean Mean   t-test -tailed) 

Draft 1 11 14.70 
8.85 

 
9.169** .000 

Draft 2 11 5.85 1.66 
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Table 3 Comparison of Argumentative Writing Task 1 and 2 Mean Error Rates

improved grammatical accuracy 5% in                        
Argumentative Writing Task 2. However, the 
t-test was 0.497 indicating that there was no 
signiÞcant difference between the Argumentative 
Writing Task 1 and 2. This proved that the      
learners only show a small improvement in 
grammatical accuracy in subsequent essay 
after receiving written corrective feedback.

 The result revealed that the mean 
error rate of the Argumentative Writing Task 1 
was 5.56 and the mean error rate of                                
Argumentative Writing Task 2 was 5.23. The 
mean difference in error rate was 0.33; showed 
that the learners reduced error rates in                   
subsequent Writing Task. The percent                          
difference in error rate also indicates that they 

Table 4 Comparison of Narrative Writing Task 1, 2 and Descriptive 1 Mean ErrorRates

 When looking at each genre, it can 
be seen that there were different results               
regarding the improvement of writing quality. 
For Narrative Writing Task, the mean error rate 
of Narrative Writing Task 1 was 14.70 and the 
mean error rate of Narrative Writing Task 2 was 
16.71. The percent difference in error rate was 
-2.01. The t-test was -1.277; indicating that the 
learners performance in reduced in Narrative 
Writing Task 2, but the difference was not            
signiÞcant between the result of Narrative 

Writing Task 1and 2.Conversely, the result  
revealed that the mean error rate of Narrative 
Writing Task 2 was 16.71and the mean error 
rate of Descriptive Writing Task1 was 11.92. The 
mean difference in error rate was 4.79; showing 
that the learners reduced error rates and              
improved grammatical accuracy in the                     
subsequent essay. However, the t-test was 
2.674 and found that there was no signiÞcant 
difference between Narrative Writing Task 2 
andDescriptive Writing Task1.

Writing Task N Mean   t-test -tailed) 

Narrative E1 11 14.70 -2.01  -1.277  

Narrative  E2 11 16.71 
4.79 

6.19 
2.674  

Descriptive E1 11 11.92 4.29 

Writing Task N Mean   t-test -tailed) 

Argumentative E1  9 5.56 
 

 
0.497  

Argumentative E2  9  1.40 
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Table 5 Comparison of Narrative Writing Task 1, 2 and Descriptive 1 Mean Error Rates

 In addition, the result revealed that 
the mean error rate of Narrative Writing Task 
1 and Descriptive Writing Task1 were 14.70 and 
11.92. The mean difference in error rate was 
2.78; showed that the learners reduced error 
rates and improved grammatical accuracy in 
the different genre. The t-test was 2.674 and 
found that there was no signiÞcant difference 
between Narrative Writing Task 2 andDescrip-
tive Writing Task1 at the 0.01 level.
 To sum up, the different mean of 
error rate between drafts and subsequent 
writing tasks tended to decrease; indicating 
that the feedback helps leaners improve             
accuracy in their writing and reduces the                
repetition of the same mistake in revision on 
learners’ writing.  However, the mean of error 
rate of Narrative Writing Task 1 and 2 increased 
slightly; meaning that the number of errors 
made by learners also increased. They were 
not reducing their mistakes! Although the le-
arners reduced their errors and improved 

grammatical accuracy in their writing after re-
ceiving written corrective feedback, some types 
of written corrective feedback had no effect 
on learners’ revision.
 Analysis of Grammatical Error                 
Repetition
 The effects of different types of 
teacher written feedback on the learners’ 
grammatical accuracy in revision were presen-
ted in Table 6. This table presented the results 
of the analysis of descriptive statistics for the 
mean of the Þve errors categories i.e., noun 
ending (NE), article (Art), wrong word (WW), 
verb (V), and sentence structure  (SS) errors  
occurred in Draft 1 and 2 of two genres were 
compared and those of the analysis of Paired 
Samples Test to show the comparison of the 
mean of error  rates found in two genres when 
the  learners received teacher written feedback 
and oral feedback in Draft 2 of Argumentative 
Writing Task.

Writing Task N Mean   t-test -tailed) 

Narrative E1  11 14.70 2.78  2.674  

Descriptive E1 11 11.92 4.29 
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Table 6 Comparison of Each Mean Error Rate in Each Draft of Argumentative and Narrative Writing 
Task 1

** The mean difference is signiÞcant at the 0.01 level.

 Overall, the result of the mean of 
error rate as shown in blankets showed that 
in Draft 1 of Argumentative Writing Task 1and 
Narrative Writing Task 1, the errors mostly 
occurred in sentence structure errors (2.36 and 
6.76), followed by wrong word (1.34 and 3.75), 
verb (0.88 and 2.94), noun ending (0.69 and 
0.63), and article (0.30 and 0.62), respectively. 
After receiving teacher written corrective               
feedback on writing Draft 2 of both Writing 
Tasks, the learners reduced all their errors.  
Mean of the errors in verb, noun, ending, ar-
ticle, wrong word and sentence structure found 
in Draft 2 of Argumentative Writing Task was 
0.39, 0.58, 0.22, 0.72 and 1.49, respectively. 
 For Narrative Writing Task, the mean 
of error rates in verb, noun, ending, article, 

wrong word and sentence structure was                
reduced slightly. It was at 0.64, 0.26, 0.32, 0.62 
and 1.16, respectively. Alsothe result from the 
analysis of Paired Samples Test when receiving 
teacher written corrective feedback showed 
that there was a signiÞcant reduction of error 
rates between Draft 1 and Draft 2 of Narrative 
and Descriptive Writing Task in all errors types.
 Furthermore, the results of the  
effects of different types of teacher written 
feedback on subsequent writing were analyzed 
by comparing draft 1 of all genres. Different 
results were found in Argumentative Writing 
Task 1 and 2 as shown in Table 17, as well as 
Narrative and Descriptive Writing Task as shown 
in Tables 7-9. 

 

Writing Task 
Error 

types 

Mean  Mean  
t-test 

 

(2-tailed) Draft 1 Draft 2 

Argumentative E1 V 0.88 0.97   2.784 .024 

 NE 0.69 0.57 0.58 0.62 1.154 .282 

 Art  0.24 0.22 0.26  .290 

 WW  0.44 0.72  4.280**  

   0.79 1.49 0.76  .002 

 Total       

Narrative E1 V 2.94 1.12 0.97 0.64 6.447** .000 

 NE   0.29 0.26  .007 

 Art 0.62 0.42    .010 

 WW  1.42 1.82 0.62  .000 

  6.76 1.96 2.46 1.16 7.699** .000 

 Total       
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Table 7 Comparison of Each Mean Error Rate in Argumentative Writing Task 1 and 2

 The result from the data analysis 
showed that in Argumentative Writing Task 1 
and 2, the errors mostly occurred in sentence 
structure errors (2.36 and 2.6), followed by 
wrong word (1.34 and 1.44), respectively. After 
receiving teacher written corrective feedback, 
these meant that the learners did not reduce 
their errors. They still repeated the same type 
of mistakes.  
 However, the mean of error rates 
of writing tasks in verb (0.88 and 0.55), noun 
ending (0.69 and 0.34) and article (0. 30 and 
0.28) was reduced a little. After receiving te-

acher written corrective feedback, the learners 
reduced these types of errors.  
 Additionally, the result from the 
analysis of Paired Samples Test when receiving 
teacher written corrective feedback showed 
that there was no signiÞcant difference in both 
of reduction and repetition of error rates in 
Draft 1 of Argumentative Writing Task 1 and 2 
in all errors types.
 Similar results were found in Narra-
tive and Descriptive Writing Task as shown in 
Tables 8-9.

Table 8 Comparison of Each Mean Error Rate in Narrative Writing Task 1 and 2 

** The mean difference is signiÞcant at the 0.01 level.

Error 

types 

Mean   Mean  
t-test -tailed) 

Narrative E1 Narrative E2 

V 2.94 1.12  1.88 -  .712 

NE    1.29 -  .025 

Art 0.62 0.42 2.28  -4.049** .002 

WW  1.42 4.54 2.12 -1.216 .252 

 6.76 1.96 5.26   2.460  

Total       

Error  

types 

Mean  Mean  
t-test 

 

(2-tailed) Argumentative E1 Argumentative E2 

V 0.88 0.97 0.55 0.46   .294 

NE 0.69 0.57  0. 20  1.567 .156 

Art  0.24 0.28 0.27  0.272  

WW  0.44 1.44 0.48 -   

  0.79 2.61 0.84 -1.084  

Total       



84
  27  1 (  – ) . . 2559

CHOPHAYOM JOURNAL Vol.27 No.1 (January-June) 2016

 The result from the comparison of 
mean error rate showed that in Narrative                
Writing Task 1 and 2, the errors occurring              
commonly repeatedly were in sentence               
structure (6.76). , but after receiving teacher 
written corrective feedback, this error reduced. 
Conversely, the mean of error rates of both 
Writing Tasks followed by wrong word (3.75and 
4.54), verb (2.94 and 3.10), noun ending (0.63 
and 1.53) and article (0. 62 and 2.28),                            
respectively, was increased considerably. After 
receiving teacher written corrective feedback, 

the learners did not reduce their errors, and 
they also still repeated the same types of 
mistakes in wrong word, verb, noun ending  
and especially article error in Narrative Writing 
Task 2.  
 As well, the result from the analysis 
of Paired Samples Test when receiving teacher 
written corrective feedback showed that             
there was no a signiÞcant reduction of error 
rates in  Draft 1 of  Narrative Writing Task 2 in 
the four error types with exception of the  
article error. 

Table 9 Comparison of Each Mean Error Rate in Narrative and Descriptive Writing Task 1 

**The mean difference is signiÞcant at the 0.01 level.

 When compared the result of mean 
error rates in Narrative Writing Task 1 and              
Descriptive Writing Task 1 found that the lear-
ners could reduce some types of error; sen-
tence structure errors (6.76 and 3.82), followed 
by wrong word (3.75 and 3.38) and verb (2.94 
and 1.80), respectively, but there were some 
noun ending (0.63 and 1.02) and article (0. 62 

and 1.91) errors found in Descriptive Writing 
Task 1. The analysis of Paired Samples Test 
when receiving teacher written corrective            
feedback showed that there was also no                 
signiÞcant reduction of error rates in Draft 1 of 
Descriptive Writing Task 1 in noun ending,  
article and wrong word errors types.

Error  

types 

Mean  Mean  
t-test -tailed) 

Narrative E1 Descriptive E1 

V 2.94 1.12 1.80 1.15   .008 

NE   1.02 0.69 -1.574 .146 

Art 0.62 0.42 1.91  -2.894 .016 

WW  1.42  1.71  0.752 .469 

 6.76 1.96  1.57  4.990** .001 

Total       
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In conclusion, Tables 6-9 displayed the mean 
error rates of each type of error made in Þve 
writing tasks, in order to study the effect of 
repetition of each error. The type of error which 
occurred most frequently in the Þve writing 
tasks was sentence structure error, followed 
by wrong word, verb, noun ending and                      
article, respectively. The learners showed a 
remarkable improvement in Draft 2 of                
Argumentative Writing Task 1, Narrative Writing 
Task 1and Descriptive Writing Task 1. This 
means that most learners could reduce the 
amount of repetition of the same mistakes at 
the end of the course. The mean differences 
between Þve Writing Tasks indicated that the 
learners made less improvement than Draft 1 
and Draft 2 of Argumentative Writing Task 1 
and Narrative Writing Task 1and even increased 
their errors in Þve categories of error in the 
subsequent writing task.  

Conclusion 
 1. Direct non-metalinguistic written 
correction was used most frequently for                
teachers’ strategies in giving written feedback 
on learners’ writing.  Additionally, after                     
receiving written corrective feedback, learners 
received oral corrective feedback. The type of 
direct oral corrective feedback named explicit 
correction was used most repeatedly. 
 2. Teachers’ feedback effect on 
learners’ revision was as follow; 
  a. The effect on the learners’ 
improvement of writingin grammatical                      
accuracy

  To assess the results of the 
learners’ improvement in grammatical                    
accuracy on revision among  the  Þve writing 
tasks focus centered on Þve error categories 
(verb, noun ending, article, wrong word, and 
sentence structure).  It was found that after 
written and oral feedback, there was a                          
signiÞcant difference in error rate reduction on 
Draft 2.  It was revealed that overall the error  
rates found  between Draft 1 and 2 of two 
genres of writing were reduced  signiÞcantly in 
all categories, indicating that the learners’ 
grammatical accuracy improved.  Finally, when 
Draft 1 of different writing tasks were compa-
red, it was found that there was a signiÞcant 
difference in the later topics of Argumentative, 
Narrative and Descriptive writing tasks, the 
mean error rate was slightly higher than that 
for the Þrst topic for those tasks. However, 
comparing Draft 1 of  Narrative writing task 2 
to Descriptive writing task 1, it  was  found  that  
learners were able to reduce their error rate,  
there  was  also  no signiÞcant difference in 
different genre writing tasks.
  b. The effect on the learners’ 
improvement of writingin organizations and 
ideas 
  When draft 1 and draft 2 of 
different writing tasks were compared, it was 
found that learners were able to revise all 
their organization and idea errors in the later 
topics and the next draft of Argumentative, 
Narrative and Descriptive writing tasks.                       
However, there was only a few total number 
of giving feedback.  Most oral and written 
corrective feedbacks used frequently for               
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teachers’ strategies in giving feedback on              
learners’ writing were direct corrective feed-
back type.

Discussions
 1. The teachers’ strategies in  
giving feedback on learners’ writing
 The result from the analysis of the 
percentage of teacher’s feedback techniques 
used on Argumentative, Narrative and                         
Descriptive writing tasks revealed that direct 
non-metalinguistic written correction was used 
the most in giving written feedback on learners’ 
writing, followed by indirect written correction 
(using error code).  After receiving written  
corrective feedback the teachers then                       
followed-up with oral corrective feedback on 
Draft 2 of Argumentative Writing Task 1.  It was 
found that direct oral corrective feedback 
referred to as explicit correction was used the 
most regularly, followed by explicit correction 
with metalinguistic explanation.  There was a 
signiÞcant difference in error rate reduction on 
Draft 2.  It was revealed that overall the error  
rates found  between Draft 1 and 2 of two 
genres of writing were reduced  signiÞcantly in 
all categories, indicating that the learners’ 
grammatical accuracy improved.  Both teachers 
prefer direct corrective feedback.  This  tied in 
with  Chandler’s  (2003)  conclusion  that  
direct  feedback  or correction by the teacher 
was the best of the four methods (correction, 
underlining and description,  description,  and  
underlining)  used,  as  measured  by  changes  
in  accuracy of the  student  writing.  The  

superiority of  direct  feedback cooperate other 
methods is that  the students  can  correct 
signiÞcantly  more  of  their  errors  on  revisions  
with  this  method  than  either  coded  or 
uncoded feedback and might be due to the 
fact that it is “the fastest and the easiest way 
for them to revise”.  
 Also, the results were supported by 
Sheen, Wright, and Moldawa (2009), their              
Þnding found that a direct-only correction 
performed much better in language analytic 
ability. However,  language analytic ability was 
more  strongly  related to acquisition in the  
direct  metalinguistic group  than  in  the              
direct-only  group.  The  results  showed  that 
written  CF targeting a single  linguistic                      
feature improved learners’ accuracy,                        
especially when  metalinguistic feedback  was 
provided and  the learners had  high  language 
analytic ability. Ferris  (1997) also valued               
teacher  feedback  followed  by  students’  
revision stating, “when  changes (whether  
minimal  or  substantial)  were made,  they 
overwhelmingly tended  to improve the               
students’ paper” .
 2. The effects of teachers’ feedback 
on learners’ revision;
 Regarding  the  results  of  the   
improvement of  grammatical accuracy,  
there was a signiÞcant reduction of  error  rates  
between Draft 1 and 2  all  two  writing  tasks 
of two genres. These errors reduced signiÞcantly 
after receiving teachers’ feedback of any                    
type. These Þnding were supported by the 
conclusion  of  some  previously  conducted  
research  which  valued  the  pattern  of                
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teacher’s  error  correction  followed by                
learners’  revision stating  that writing                          
accuracy could improve,  especially  when  
learners are required to revise or rewrite their 
papers after  receiving  teachers’  feedback 
(Ferris, 1995 and Ferris, 2002).  A number of 
other studies also gathered empirical                           
evidence suggestions improvements support 
when the students revise their paper after  
receiving  error  feedback (Fathman and                
Whalley,  1990;  Ferris,  1997;  Chandler,  2000;  
Ferris  et  al,  2000;  Ferris  and Roberts,  2001).  
Furthermore, the results substantiate earlier 
Þndings by Aschwell (2000), Chandler (2003) 
and Fathman and Whalley (1990) who found 
that to increase accuracy in student writing, 
teachers should give error feedback, followed 
up by students making revisions. Thus, it       
might  be  concluded  from  this  study  that  
the  grammatical accuracy  improved                           
signiÞcantly  because  these  students  were  
given  teacher  written feedback and then 
required to correct their own errors over the 
16-week period. The Þndings also showed that 
on revision, errors were reduced the most 
when the learners received direct and indirect 
written correction followed by oral feedback. 
The  results  of  the  analysis  of  the  learners’  
writing  errors  illustrated  that  the learners  
made  the commonest  errors  in  sentence 
structure, followed  by wrong word, verb, noun 
endings, and articles,  respectively. It was also 
observed that  they were  more  successful  
in  correcting  errors  in verbs,  than other error 
category; wrong word  and sentence structure, 
noun endings and articles, which  supported  

Ferris  and  Roberts’  (2001)  claim  that  the  
students  can  correct  their treatable errors 
more successfully  as compared with the 
untreatable errors.
 The  comparison  between Drafts  
1  and  2   among  the  Þve  writing  tasks 
showed that a  positive  effect  on ßuency  
was achieved initially.  The comparison                   
between Drafts 1 and 2 of the Þnal two writing 
tasks, results revealed that overall there was 
a signiÞcant improvement of writing at the end 
of the semester. This  might possibly be due 
to the fact that  when  the  learners  learned  
more  from their  errors,  teacher correction,  
revision  activity, and from  practicing their 
writing  over a period  of  time  (16  weeks):  
learners felt  more  conÞdent  to  write  even  
more challenging genres. The results                           
corresponded to  the  positive effects  of             
teacher written feedback  on  ßuency                        
reported  in  Robb  et  al’s  (1986)  research  
on  Japanese  EFL students  and  Chandler’s  
(2003)  investigation  of  Hispanic,  Asian,  and  
South  East Asian students. However, there 
was no statistically signiÞcant difference of 
writing improvement on subsequent essays. 
The t-test indicated that there was no signiÞ-
cant difference at 0.01 level. The average 
number of error rate in Argumentative writing 
task 1 and 2 was 5.6 and 5.23, as well as                
Narrative writing task 1and 2 was 14.70 and 
16.71. These Þndings partially conÞrm those 
of Truscott, 1996 that having student correct 
errors is ineffective and it also discourages 
many students to write accuracy.  It could be 
said that teachers’ feedback cannot be consi-
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dered as an all-purpose treatment to prevent 
repetition of the same mistakes. In the case 
where learners were to be given corrections 
for a stage they had not yet reached, such 
correction might not be effective. It does not 
seem that this teachers’ feedback affected 
accuracy.  Furthermore, learners can                             
reduce all types of error in Narrative 2 to               
Descriptive 1, but t-test showed no signiÞcant 
improvement in writing accuracy. The number 
of error rates decrease only slightly; it is                  
assumed that this was because the topic for 
the later task was considered decreasingly 
difÞcult and their submissions were shorter 
and easier. The  levels of  difÞculty of  different 
genres  was  pointed  by  Weigle  (2002)                    
as  stating  “…  discourse  mode makes a dif-
ference  in  performance  –  narrative  and  
description  are  often  seen  as  cognitively 
easier  and  lend  themselves  to  less  complex  
than  do  exposition…”  (p. 100).  
 In  conclusion,  teachers’  written  
feedback  of  any  type  has  a  demonstrably 
positive effect on learners’  grammatical                
accuracy.  For  writing quality on  grammatical 
accuracy, with changing  learners’ original  
writing tasks,  teacher  feedback   seemed to  
have  a  positive  effect (as  measured  by  Þve 
error  categories), and  writing  ßuency (as 
measured  by word count), it was  found to 
be  signiÞcant as a beneÞt. In  addition,  the 
present study reßected a positive view of the 
provision of teacher feedback in  which it   
seems likely that assigning learners to  rewrite 
and  correct their  written work after  receiving  

teachers’ written  feedback  “not  only  will  
improve  the  quality  of  writing  under  im-
mediate consideration  but  will  also  cause  
writers to become more aware  of and               
attentive  to patterns of  errors” (Ferris  2002, 
p. 26).   In this study, teacher written feedback 
played a critical role in the improvement of 
Thai EFL learners’ revision.  The  method of  
using teachers’  written  feedback  followed  
by  learners’  revision  is  a  way  to  draw  
students’ attention to their writing and learn 
from their errors.
 Recommendations for Further 
Studies
 1. Replication of the present study 
in other universities both in the same and 
different regions of Thailand. 
 2. Replication of the present study 
with different genres of writing.
 3. Investigation of speciÞc or other 
types of teacher feedback or other techniques 
that could help EFL student improve their 
writing skills.
 4. Replication of the present study 
with foreign writing teacher. There should be 
a comparative study in teaching writing based 
on the teachers’ strategies in giving feedback 
to learners who study composition with                   
foreign and Thai writing teacher both in the 
same and other universities in Thailand.
 5.  Investigation of the methods of 
teacher feedback in speciÞc type of error which 
occurred repeatedly with effective revising 
strategy training.
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