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ABSTRACT

Knowing errors and their sources often aids teachers in error correction processes. The
present study aimed at investigating how the students of General Foundation Program
(GFP) in Oman tend to deal with written error corrections and the related feedback
provided to them. It is also an attempt to examine students’ attitudes and preferences
towards the feedback on their written errors. In doing so, sixty undergraduate students
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were selected as participants of the study. A questionnaire was distributed among the
participants, containing information on a) when the students would prefer to receive the
tfeedback on their written errors, b) who they would prefer to give the feedback, and c)

what type of feedback they would prefer to receive. Findings revealed that the
participants would mostly prefer to receive feedback on their written errors during the
revising stage. In addition, it was highlighted that feedback provided by the teachers
was more popular among the participants as compared to peer or self-corrections.
Finally, results indicated that most of the students would prefer to receive feedback on
all of their written errors, rather than some or none of the errors.

General foundation program
Omani students
Written corrective Feedback
‘Written errors.

Contribution/ Originality: This study is first of its kind in the Omani context which focuses on the students’
preferences towards written error corrections. It investigates students’ attitude and when, how, and to what extent

they would prefer to receive feedback on their written errors.

1. INTRODUCTION

Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) has mostly been regarded as a challenging area of Applied
Linguistics. This is due to the nature of TEFL, which holds a significant deal of complex and inter-related processes
(Guasti, 2017). In other words, language learning does not solely deal with the concept of language; it rather deals
with several cognitive, psychological, cultural and many other processes which may directly or indirectly affect the
learning output (Kramsch & Widdowson, 1998). TEFL has also been diversifying based on various needs of people
in different communities such as those related to economic, social, and technological communication at a global
level (McDonough, Shaw, & Masuhara, 2018). As such, English teachers may be engaged in English as a Foreign
Language (EFL), English for Young Learners (EYL), English as a Second Language (ESL), English for Specific
Purposes (ESP), and other similar areas (McDonough et al., 2013).

General English, being one of the mediums of TEFL, is widely taught at educational institutions of the world.
It mainly consists of four skills (ie, Writing, Speaking, Listening and Reading). As opposed to Reading and

Listening, which are decoding skills, Writing and Speaking are considered as encoding skills in which the learner is
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supposed to create a set of codes for the reader or the hearer of a written or an oral text, respectively (Brown, 2000).
In these encoding skills, which almost cover half of the learning process in both academic and non-academic
contexts, learners are exposed to errors. These errors might belong to different sources such as psychological,
physical and phonological sources, to name but a few. Accordingly, a significant and challenging phenomenon
closely associated with such errors is the correction process and the feedback provided to students.

The issue of Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) has long been investigated among the researchers in the
field. However, the effectiveness of WCF has remained a debating issue. A search into the literature indicates no
agreement among the researchers and scholars as to what type, amount, and way of providing feedback to students
shall be followed (Benson & DeKeyser, 2019). To date, several studies have been conducted to investigate these
issues (e.g., (Bijami, Pandian, & Singh, 2016; Djumingin & Weda, 2019; Eva, McMorrow, Molloy, & Wilson, 2018;
Lee, 2017; Mikulski, Elola, Padial, & Berry, 2019; Mishchenko, 2019; Yang, 2019; Zhong, Yan, & Zou, 2019)).
However, this topic needs to be constantly researched, as contradictory results have been reported in terms of the
effectiveness of WCF.

The importance of these encoding skills (i.e., Speaking and Writing) is known to almost every individual who is
dealing with an academic setting. However, it seems that students get a higher chance of speaking rather than
writing. For instance, in an EFL classroom, students generally interact through the medium of speaking and only
start dealing with writing tasks when they are asked to do so. Therefore, it seems that the Writing skill is somehow
neglected, paid less attention to, and needs to be studied more in various perspectives.

In line with this significance, the present study aimed at investigating how the students of General Foundation
Program (GFP) in Oman tend to deal with written error corrections and the related feedback provided to them. To
this end, we focused on the preferences of GFP students towards their written error feedback process in three
different dimensions. These included: a) during which stage of writing they would prefer to receive the feedback b)

who they would prefer to provide the feedback to, and c¢) what extent the feedback in question would suffice.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Theoretical Considerations
Knowing the nature of errors as well as their sources may aid the teachers in the correction processes. To date,
several classifications of errors have been put forward by researchers and scholars. According to Riazi and Riasati
(2007) there are mainly three types of error correction in an EFL context including a) teacher correction, b) self-
correction, and c) peer correction. Selinker (1972) presented a taxonomy, conceptualizing five sources of errors with
special reference to translated texts, namely, a) transfer of training, b) language transfer, c) strategies of second language
communication, d) strategies of second language learning and e) overgeneralization of the linguistic material.
A quick search into the literature revealed that the primary causes of errors have been divided into three
categories. These included:
a) Intra-lingual/developmental errors attributed to the language being learned, inadequate of the native
language (Dulay & Burt, 1974).

b) Inter-lingual/transfer errors attributed to the native language where the learners’ first language habits
prevent them from acquiring the rules and patterns of the second language (Corder, 1967).

c) Interference errors (or negative transfer) resulting from the negative influence of the mother tongue on the
performance of the target language learners (Lado, 1964).

As Richards (1974) has pointed out, occurrence of errors is an essential part of any learning process. Davies and
Pearse (2002) added that errors are among inevitable segments of this complicated process which might be tackled
in different ways. As Kirkgo6z (2010) argued, errors and mistakes are often used interchangeably; however, there are
basic differences among these terms. According to Brown (2000), an error would refer to a deviant structure from

the standard language which manifests the inter-language ability of the learner.
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Within an EFL context, two types of errors have been distinguished by scholars and theorists (e.g., (Brown,
2000; Cohen, 1991; Richards, 1974)). The first type of errors is related to the behaviorist school of thought. In this
regard, teachers and learners are asked to avoid error occurrences as much as possible, so that the probable outcome
would be a perfect language teaching (Brown, 2000). According to this school of thought, consistent exposure of
learners to errors would gradually turn into a habit for them, and therefore, it would show a sign of inadequacy of
teaching methods (Kirkgéz, 2010). The second school of thought, i.e., the cognitivist school, argued that whatever
efforts made by the teachers in an EFL context, errors would eventually occur and this would not necessarily mean
the learner’s failure, rather a progress the learner is making in the language learning system (Kirkgoz, 2010).

Mistakes, however, are defined by Richards (1974) as a type of performance error which in turn would result in
the learner using the language incorrectly. In fact, mistakes are errors which have often become a main part of
learners’ knowledge. Therefore, correction of errors in an EFL context seems to be of utmost importance before
they turn into systematic mistakes.

A search into the literature revealed several tools related to feedback observation of students as well as
teachers. One of the most common questionnaires in taking the students’ feedback in an EFL context is the English
Speaking Attitude Questionnaire (ESAQ). This has been utilized in various studies (Bui & Intaraprasert, 2013;
Canceran & Malenab-Temporal, 2018). The Examinees Feedback Questionnaire has also been used for quite a long

time to collect the feedback of teachers in an EFL context Nevo and Sfez (1985).

2.2. Empirical Background

The question of WCEF, its effectiveness and efficiency have been among debating issues in the realm of second
language (L2) teaching and learning. In other words, the effectiveness of providing feedback to students, the
amount as well as the types of the feedback have remained controversial and are therefore doubted among the
researchers and scholars. In this regard, Benson & DeKeyser (2019) examined 151 essays of ESL students in search
for the potential roles of direct vs. metalinguistic WCF, targeting simple past and present perfect tenses used by
students. The participants were divided into three groups, two of which received explicit feedback, while the control
group received general comments, only. Then, each of the groups was asked to write new essays based on the WCF
provided. Findings of the study revealed that both treatment groups performed better in terms of their essay
writings as compared to the control group which received general comments. This could in turn highlight the
significant role of WCF in improving the students’ writing skill.

Automated Written Corrective Feedback (AWCF) is a notion linked to WCF, where the feedback is provided
automatically in a generic manner. An empirical study on AWCFs was carried out by Ranalli, (2018), in which, 82
ESL students participated. Their participations were in two sequenced developmental writing courses. Findings of
the study indicated that generic feedback would lead into fewer successful error corrections than specific feedback.
In addition, mental efforts were observed to be higher, while ratings of helpfulness and clarity were found to be
lower in terms of generic feedback. According to Ranalli, (2018), in most of his analyses, the course level was not
observed to be a significant factor.

With the advancement of knowledge and technology, online grammar checkers have gained a lot of popularity
among students, as well as those who deal with a foreign language writing task. In line with this popularity, John &
Woll (2020) conducted an empirical study on two well-known online grammar checkers, namely Grammarly and
Virtual Writing Tutor, as well as the Microsoft Word grammar checking function. In doing so, a wide range of
grammatical error types from both authentic ESL compositions and a series of simple sentences generated by the
authors were investigated. The outputs of these grammar checkers were then reviewed in terms of a) the number of
corrections, b) the number of replacement suggested, and c) the number of false/inappropriate alarms. Findings of

John and Woll (2020) indicated that the two online grammar checkers outperformed the Microsoft Word in a

212
© 2020 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved.



International Journal of English Language and Literature Studies, 2020, 9(3): 210-218

number of certain error types, although a higher number of corrections were provided by the latter. In addition, it
was argued that these grammar checkers were not to be trusted in providing WCEF to students.

Hibbert and Foncha (2019) carried out a study on communication skills as well as academic writing and
reading skills of students in South Africa. Through a narrative design, participants were asked to write about their
classroom learning experiences in addition to a needs analysis report. Based on the findings, defamiliarization was
found to be an effective method which enhanced the participants’” abilities in reading and responding to texts in
addition to building self-confidence in their information synthesis ability. The study concluded that the problem-
solving techniques of students could be developed through a community of inquiry framework.

While dealing with essays, students tend to make several mistakes. Nouraey, Cuarteros, and Khemiri (2016)
conducted a study on Omani undergraduate students’ essays to examine errors and mistakes. The study included
fifty writing final examination papers from five different educational levels. Errors were categorized based on the
taxonomy developed by Sattayatham and Ratanapinyowong (2008). A chi-square test was then used, the result of
which revealed statistically significant differences among the frequencies of the students” error types and categories.
The researchers provided detailed explanations on the nature of each error, as well as suggestions to tackle each
error type. Eftekhar and Nouraey (2013) conducted a study to investigate the nature of English translations of
Iranian product labels. In so doing, three-hundred translated labels of home appliances were collected through
purposive sampling and then analyzed. The researchers utilized a model of error analysis conceptualized by
Keshavarz (1992) consisting of three categories of errors namely, a) grammatical errors, b) semantic errors and c)
pragmatic errors. Findings revealed that over half of the labels were erroneous, with grammatical errors being the
most frequent one (i.e., 50% of total errors). Hamouda (2011) aimed at investigating the EFL students’ and teachers’
attitudes and preferences towards written error corrections in the context of Saudi Arabia. The other focus of
Hamouda (2011) was on the difficulties faced by both students and teachers within the feedback processes. Findings
of the study revealed positive attitudes of the participants on written error feedback. However, significant
discrepancies on how the errors had to be corrected were reported among the participants. As an example, students
would opt for an overall correction, whereas most teachers would not. In addition, it was highlighted that students
would mainly prefer teachers’ corrections rather than those done by peer and/or self-corrections. Finally, some
difficulties among the participants were reported and suggestions were provided.

The nature and effects of error feedback in second language writing classes were investigated by Ferris (2006).
The study reviewed the written errors of 92 ESL students, where several errors were extracted out of them. The
study reported a strong relationship among teachers’ error markings and successful student revisions on their essay
drafts. In addition, findings showed that most of the errors marked by the teachers were addressed by the students.
Ferris (2006) also reported that both direct and indirect feedback strategies were addressed successfully in the

students’ revisions. This, in turn, highlighted the significance of feedback and correction.

2.3. Research Questions
In line with the objectives of the present study, the following research questions were posed:
1. When would the students generally prefer to receive feedback on their written errors?
2. Who would the participants prefer to provide feedback?

3. How much of the errors would the participants prefer to be corrected?

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Partictpants
Sixty students (thirty males and thirty females) participated in this study. The participants were selected based

on accidental sampling from those studying General Foundation Program (GFP) in Oman. All participants were
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full-time students aged between 18 and 21, studying their first semester of GFP and their proficiency levels were

determined by a standard placement test prior to course enrollment.

3.2. Instrument

A questionnaire was used in order to collect the data. This questionnaire aimed at collecting information on the
students’ attitudes towards written error corrections. It was adopted from a study carried out by Hamouda (2011)
showing a relatively high level of reliability. In this questionnaire, several different aspects related to students’
attitudes towards the problem of the study were investigated. The questionnaire included ten items which aimed at
delving into the following issues:

e Students’ preferences on when to receive feedback (i.e., at the pre-writing stage, at the drafting stage, at the

revising stage, or at the evaluation stage).

e  Students’ preferences on who to receive the feedback from (i.e., the teachers, the peers, or self-correction)

e  The amount of corrections made (i.e., all errors, some errors, or no corrections at all).

Students were given fifteen minutes of time to answer the questions. The questionnaire was translated into
Arabic, as all students were native Arab speakers (some other nationalities rather than Omani students participated
in this study, yet their native language was Arabic in all cases). This was to minimize the role of any interfering

barrier in data collection (Cohen., Manion, & Morrison, 2011).

3.8. Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaire was distributed among the participants during the second semester of the academic year
2018-2019. The participants were given half an hour to deal with the questionnaire. For each question, there were
choices and participants were asked to choose the item which best represented their opinions. After collecting the

questionnaires, the data were recorded and further analyzed.

3.4. Data Analysis
Results were demonstrated through calculation of the frequency and percentage of each response. In search for
statistically significant differences among the frequencies of students’ responses, the chi-square procedure was

applied. All statistical procedures were carried out using SPSS software (v.25).

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 demonstrates the findings under each question and their relative frequencies:

Table-1. Frequency and percentage of responses by the participants.
Item Sub-Item fof Responses | Percent
Pre-Writing Stage 3 5
Students preference on when to give feedback }I{)raftllng Stage 21 35
evising Stage 24 40
Evaluation Stage 12 20
Students preference on who to do the corrections 'PI)‘eachers 39 65
eers 15 25
Self-Correction 6 10
All Errors 42 70
The amount of corrections made by the instructors Some Errors 12 20
No Corrections at 6 10
All

Regarding the students’ preferences on when to give the feedback, most of the participants agreed that the

revising stage would be the most proper time (f=24/40%). This was the stage during which the students were
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about to proceed to the final write-up, just after the drafting stage. In addition, the finding indicated that the
drafting stage also seemed to be appropriate for the students to get feedback (f=21/35%). The evaluation and pre-
writing stages (f=12/20% and 3/5% respectively) were the least popular stages for the students to receive feedback
on their writing tasks.

Most of the students would prefer to receive feedback from their teachers (f=23/39%). Some of the participants
believed that peers could also give proper feedback to them regarding their writing tasks and errors (f=15/25%).
The least appropriate correction belonged to self-correction by the students (f=6/10%).

In addition, most of the participants (f=42/70%) agreed that it would be better to receive feedback on all of
their written errors. The other students believed that correction on some errors would suffice (f=12/20%). Finally,
a few students (f=6/10%) argued they would not need any corrections on their written errors at all.

In search for statistically significant differences among the frequencies of the responses provided by the

participants, a chi-square test was applied. The results of this test are shown in Table 2.

Table-2. Chi-square test on the participants’ responses.
Item Sub-Item Chi-Square | df. p
Pre-Writing Stage
Drafting Stage
Revising Stage
Evaluation Stage
Teachers
Peers 29.100 2 | 0.0001
Self-Correction
All Errors
Some Errors 37.200 2 | 0.0001
No Corrections at All

Students Preference on When to Give Feedback 18.000 3 | 0.0004

Students Preference on Who to Do the Corrections

The Amount of Corrections Made by the Instructors

Results of the chi-square test revealed statistically significant differences among the frequencies of responses to
each sub-item (p<0.05 for all three categories, as shown in Table 2.

Findings of the present work supported the results of Ferris (2006). In fact, Ferris (2006) highlighted the
significance of feedback and correction on the errors of students with special reference to writing skill. It was
reported that various strategies were utilized by the students and both direct and indirect feedback strategies were
found to be useful for the students, as nearly all corrections were reported to be addressed by the students (Ferris,
2006).

The questionnaire used in the present work was based on Hamouda (2011) study. This questionnaire was
similar to the framework conceptualized by Riazi and Riasati (2007). In both error correction taxonomies, three
types of feedback were distinguished. These included a) teacher’s feedback, b) self-feedback and c) peer feedback.
Findings of the present work supported the results of Hamouda (2011) in two different ways. First, in both studies,
the participants preferred teachers’ feedback over the other two feedback categories. Second, the participants
preferred an overall correction, rather than partial or no corrections at all.

Investigating several different aspects related to the four main skills in language learning has always been an
area of interest to many linguists, researchers and scholars. Accordingly, the findings of the present study could
have a significant impact on the optimization of one of the skills in question, namely, the Writing Skill. In other
words, through putting the findings of the present work into consideration, the learners and teachers would be
acquainted with the most frequent writing error correction tendencies in Oman. Several researchers have already
tried to investigate the issue of written error correction and its related feedback (e.g.,Chiang, 2004; Diab, 2005;
Ferris, 2006; Ferris., 2003; Green & Oxford, 1995)). However, based on the literature, the Omani EFL context has

not been much investigated for this particular issue. The use of error analysis and appropriate corrective techniques
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may aid in the effective learning of English (Kern, 2000). This, in turn, would be helpful in improving Omani EFL

contexts, both for the students as well as for the teachers.

5. CONCLUSION

The present work aimed at reviewing the students’ attitudes, responses and preferences towards the written
error corrections in an Omani EFL context. Findings revealed that the revising stage was the most popular stage to
receive feedback on written errors among the participants. This would possibly show the preference of the
participants to revise their written tasks before actually doing them.

In addition, it was highlighted that students would prefer to receive the feedback from their teachers, rather
than peer and/or self-corrections. Previous studies have highlighted that peer-correction would sometimes affect
the student’s behavioral traits (e.g., self-confidence), as well as their trust in their peers in case of wrong or
inappropriate corrections (Nouraey et al., 2016).

Finding also revealed that most of the students would prefer to receive feedback on all their written errors. All
in all, findings of the present work would possibly shed light upon the students’ written errors and how they would
opt for corrections. The findings might be useful to teachers, students and researchers in the field of EFL. However,

as stated earlier, a lot more needs to be done in terms of WCF and its effectiveness among the students.
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