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TEACHER WRITTEN FEEDBACK/ ERROR CORRECTION/ REVISION 

 

   This study aimed to investigate the effects of teacher written feedback on 

content and on form, namely content, direct, coded, and uncoded feedback on the 

student writing quality, grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency. The feedback was 

given to 81 EFL major students enrolled in a 16-week process approach writing 

course in a Thai university. The students wrote paragraphs of three different genres 

(narration, description, and comparison/contrast) on nine topics, three topics and three 

drafts for each genre. For every first draft (Draft 1), each student was given feedback 

on content only and for the second draft (Draft 2) feedback on form, focusing on five 

error categories, i.e., verb, noun ending, article, wrong word, and sentence structure. 

The first topic of each genre received direct feedback, the second coded feedback, and 

the third uncoded feedback. Using the given feedback, the students revised their 

writing. The pre- and post-tests of paragraph writing and a total of 1,458 second drafts 

(Draft 2) and final drafts (Draft 3) were compared using three methods of measurement 

to see improvement. The students’ writing quality was measured against the TOEFL 

writing scoring guide, error rate reduction means of five error categories were used to 

measure grammatical accuracy, and word count was used to determine writing 

fluency. Three separate questionnaires were also used to obtain the students’ 
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background information, their revision strategies when utilizing different feedback 

types, and their attitudes towards, comprehension of, attention to, and problems 

regarding these feedback. In-depth interviews with 12 students with different 

proficiency levels were conducted. 

A comparison of the pre- and post-test scores revealed a significant 

improvement of writing quality, grammatical accuracy, and writing fluency. Of all 

nine writing assignments, overall there was an increase in the writing quality scores in 

the last writing assignment. Drafts 2 and 3 of all writing assignments in all genres 

compared, it was found that overall the error rates were reduced significantly on 

revision, the most after direct feedback followed by coded and uncoded feedback, 

respectively. Draft 3 was longer than Draft 2 in all nine writing assignments, five with 

a statistically significant improvement, showing writing fluency.  

Wrong word errors were most frequently made among five error types, 

followed by sentence structure, verb, noun endings, and articles, respectively. The 

students were more successful in correcting errors in the ‘‘treatable’’ category (verbs, 

noun endings, and articles) than the ‘‘untreatable’’ one (wrong word and sentence 

structure). Revision strategies were employed most frequently after uncoded feedback, 

followed by coded, and direct feedback, respectively. The students had positive 

attitudes towards all feedback types and revision. They found teacher feedback, course 

content, and the revising activity helped them improve their writing.  
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