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A Survey of 2™ Year Students’ Frequent English
Writing Errors and the Effects of Participatory Error
Correction Process
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Abstract—The purposes of this study are 1) to study the effects
of participatory error correction process and 2) to find out the
students’ satisfaction of such error correction process. This study is a
Quasi Experimental Research with single group, in which data is
collected 5 times preceding and following 4 experimental studies of
participatory error correction process including providing coded
indirect corrective feedback in the students’ texts with error treatment
activities. Samples include 52 2nd year English Major students,
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Suan Sunandha Rajabhat
University. Tool for experimental study includes the lesson plan of
the course; Reading and Writing English for Academic Purposes I,
and tools for data collection include 5 writing tests of short texts and
a questionnaire. Based on formative evaluation of the students’
writing ability prior to and after each of the 4 experiments, the
research findings disclose the students’ higher scores with statistical
difference at 0.00. Moreover, in terms of the effect size of such
process, it is found that for mean of the students’ scores prior to and
after the 4 experiments; d equals 0.6801, 0.5093, 0.5071, and 0.5296
respectively. It can be concluded that participatory error correction
process enables all of the students to learn equally well and there is
improvement in their ability to write short texts. Finally the students’
overall satisfaction of the participatory error correction process is in
high level (Mean = 4.39, S.D. = 0.76).

Keywords—Coded indirect corrective feedback, participatory
error correction process, error treatment.

|. INTRODUCTION

HE teaching of English in the past mainly focused on

grammar and translation from English to L1 of learners
and vice versa. [1] However, various teaching methodologies
have been improved to enable learners to use English as a tool
for communication as well as for future career, and one of the
most efficient teaching pedagogies employed by English
language teachers around the globe is “Communicative
Language Teaching”. [2] Based on this approach, learners of
English have been exposed to the use of language in various
situations of social contexts using appropriate language
functions for different register, and the integration of 4
language skills has been employed in curriculum development
and classroom instruction. [3] However, in the so-called
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context, writing has
been considered as one of the most challenging skills both for
students and teachers, especially Nonnative English speaking
teachers. [4] That is because a good short text should comprise
not only well organized idea but also grammatically correct
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sentences with correct mechanical elements. Unlike speaking
which focuses on fluency more than accuracy, writing
emphasizes the accuracy of language. That is one reason why
speaking ability is more common and practical to develop in
classroom instruction and non-formal education. In Thailand
some tuk tuk drivers and those in many other careers can use
English to communicate with foreign tourists even though
they don’t know how to write in English. Moreover, EFL
writing instruction has been limited to sentences and
paragraph writing exercises. To develop learners’ writing
skills especially writing short texts, or compositions, it
requires lots of practice in linguistic elements including
grammars, word usages, punctuation, and spelling. Practice in
organizing ideas including outlining, drafting, editing, revising
is, also, necessary.

In the teaching of writing, there is tension generated by
different views of what writing should focus on though so far
these views have major implication on methodology. The
main division can be around product, process, and genre
approach. In many EFL classrooms, the main approach to
writing is still very clearly product oriented, in which the
focus is placed on models and some controlled language
forms, with little if any thought of the way in which texts
function in society. However, only in university level, the
process approach with its focus on the cognitive process of
writing, generating ideas, drafting, getting feedback from
peers and revising is employed. Moreover the genre approach
with its focus on language usage and the understanding of why
texts are produced in the way that they are is, also, employed
in classroom instructions. [5] The second major issue
concerning the teaching of writing is feedback on learners’
written production. Since writing skills are challenging tasks
for EFL learners, the teachers of writing classes continue to be
overwhelmed by the amount of feedback they need to provide.
Although some groups of researchers oppose to error
correction and corrective feedback, some findings of
researchers and educators indicate its efficiency and what is at
best about skepticism about its efficacy. [6] Thus, in the
reality of writing classroom contexts, some teachers believe
they have to provide comprehensive feedback on all errors
found in a student’s text while some choose to provide
feedback on errors relating to the target language or content.
[7] Moreover, this is paralleled by some researches with a
strong focus on feedback on linguistic categories, rather than
on response to content. It is, therefore, found that in EFL
contexts, most feedback on learner writing avoids responding
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to content. [8]

In the context of the course; Reading and Writing English
for Academic Purposes II, designed for English major
students, Faculty of Education, Suan Sunandha Rajabhat
University, Bangkok, Thailand; the teaching of writing
focuses on the so called ‘process approach’ with partial genre
approach in terms of the provision of some language in use.
However, due to the large amount of writing errors found in
students’ texts, and the students’ low proficiency in English,
the correction of students’ texts and the provision of corrective
feedback to the students cause such problems as time
consumption, stressful work for teacher and students, and the
inefficiency of classroom instruction. The problems of this
course can be shown as in Fig. 1.

Causes

- Students’ poor grammatical
knowledge

- their unawareness of
writing process

- their lack of participation
in error correction

- their inability to learn from
writing errors

Problem:

Large amount of
errors in students’
texts

Fig. 1 Causes & Problems found in Reading and Writing for
Academic Purposes Il

Fig. 1 shows the problem and its causes found in the course;
Reading and Writing for Academic Purposes 1. The problem
is large amount of errors in students’ texts, most of which are
repeated grammatical errors. This problem includes the
students’ poor grammatical knowledge, their unawareness of
writing process, the lack of participation in error correction
and their inability to learn from writing errors. The solution to
this problem can be placed on the teacher’s corrective
feedback strategy and the students’ involvement in writing
error treatment activities. This research is, therefore,
conducted with the purposes of 1) studying the frequent
writing errors found in the students’ texts in the course;
Reading and Writing English for Academic Purposes Il and,
2) finding out the results of correction of the frequent writing
errors using participatory error correction process; a case of
English major students registering the course; Reading and
Writing English for Academic Purposes 1.

Il. THEORATHICAL BACKGROUND

Theoretical background relating to this research includes;
A. Writing process, B. Corrective feedback, and C. Error
treatment.

A. Writing Process

In terms of process approach of writing, cognitive process
of writing should be prepared for the students in a writing
class. That is to say preparation for students before their
writing task is necessary because before writing students
should know the purpose of writing so that they can plan, and
think of what ideas they would like to express, and to what
extent they need to elaborate their ideas. This kind of process

is called writing process. Writing process can be concluded
into 5 steps as shown in Table I.

TABLE |
WRITING PROCESS
Step Activities Outcome
1. - Gather ideas by identifying points of Outline
Prewriting  discussion
- Classify and prioritize ideas
2. Drafting - Write roughly based on the outline. 1% draft

- Write the main idea sentence and add details
or examples.

- Use simple words and structure to construct
complete sentences.

3. Revising - Reread the 1 draft by yourself or by peerto 1% draft with
find out if the ideas presented in the text are corrective
understood clearly and if there are feedback
grammatical or mechanical errors.

4, Editing - Edit the 1* draft based on feedback provided 1% draft with

in the revising step. error correction
5. Writing - Rewrite 1% draft. Final draft
final draft - Proof read.

Table I represents writing process, which includes 5 steps;
prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and writing final draft.
[0l

However, [10] points out that the traditional writing process
has 2 limitations. Firstly, the time consumed for each step in
writing process above may vary, and secondly the order of
steps can be switched. Since in reality a student who starts
writing by prewriting, outlining, revising, editing and writing
final draft may change his mind while writing his final draft.
In this case, he may change his plan by starting writing 1st
draft again, then revising, editing and writing his final draft. In
some other cases, a student may start writing without planning
in the form of outlining. He may have plan in his mind and
start writing 1st draft expressing the flow of his ideas, and
later on he may revise his plan, and edit his 1st draft bit by bit
until he accomplishes his final draft.

From the examples of writing process above, the traditional
5-step writing process; planning, drafting, revising, editing,
and writing final draft; seems to be unpractical. Jeremy
Harmer proposes an alternative to prepare students for writing
a short text in the form of “The Process Wheel” of writing as
shown in Fig. 2. [10]

PLANMINC

« &\

(X

FINAL VERSION? EDITING
// L T———

Fig. 2 The Process Wheel

Fig. 2 The Process Wheel of writing shows that writing
process is flexible depending on the purposes of writing, text
types, and the length of texts. It is, therefore, suggested that
the length of time spent in each step of writing may vary.
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Moreover, the starting point may be at different step. A
student may start at planning in mind and write 1st draft, then
think of planning or outlining and then editing or revising and
writing final version. However, writing a well-organized text
requires careful planning, but the step of writing may vary
depending on the writer’s experience in writing.

B. Corrective Feedback

The traditional method of marking students’ writing texts is
using red ink pen to underline or cross out grammatical errors
found in the students’ texts. This may discourage some
students so much that they hate learning writing especially
when teachers give feedback to them because red ink signifies
negative results. [11] Giving feedback to students can be done
in both speaking and writing skills instruction. In writing class
it can be termed as written corrective feedback. [12] Although
there are still controversial issues over the benefit of various
types of written corrective feedback on students’ short term
and long term improvement, some teachers and some students
in EFL writing classes prefer grammar correction using
various types of corrective feedback strategies. [13] Written
corrective feedback can be classified into 3 types;
Reformulation, Direct corrective feedback, and Indirect
corrective feedback.

1) Reformulation is a type of written corrective feedback, in
which teacher corrects all errors in a student’s text using
grammatically correct words and structure. In this way the
student can see his text rewritten by the teacher, and the
corrected texts with grammatically correct language like
that used by native speakers of English but the content of
the text will still be his idea. [14]

2) Direct corrective feedback is a type of written corrective
feedback, in which a teacher marks a student’s text by
identifying errors in the text focusing on the target
language and makes correction by writing the correct
words or phrases over the incorrect ones. Correction is
done only at the errors relating to the target language. [13]

3) Indirect corrective feedback is a type of written corrective
feedback, in which a teacher identifies errors which are
the target language in a student’s text by underlining or
circling the incorrect words but he neither points out error
types nor corrects them. Later when the student gets his
text from the teacher, the student is supposed to think of
error types of the identified words or phrases and try to
correct his own errors. To identify errors in the student’s
text, the teacher may put an X mark in the margin on the
line where there is a grammatical error.

However, indirect corrective feedback can be called ‘coded
indirect corrective feedback’ when a teacher identifies errors
in a student’s text by providing ‘error marking keys’ (WF
meaning Wrong form, S/VV meaning Subject-verb agreement)
over the incorrect words. These keys will enable the student to
recognize type of errors and he can correct his own errors by
applying the correct grammatical rules. [6]

There are also many ways to provide coded indirect
corrective feedback in the students’ texts. First as mentioned
above, the teachers can write error marking keys over the

incorrect words or phrases or write them in the margin on the
line where the errors lie. Moreover, some teachers may write
number over the incorrect words and later at the bottom of the
page he will provide the error marking keys after each number
to indirectly remind the students of the errors. [15]

C. Error Treatment

Error treatment is the activity organized after the teacher
marked the students’ texts and the students receive their texts
with coded indirect corrective feedback from the teacher. This
activity, which can be held in a 5-hour classroom instruction
and outside class, aims at involving students in such activities
as error correction, grammar review, and problem solving.
Writing error treatment can be divided into 5 continuing steps
as follows;

1) Revision of Grammar and Writing Process

This step is like a lead in to prepare students for self and
peer error correction of their own texts. The teacher may point
out example sentences with frequent writing errors, then
motivate the students to think of error types using the keys
provided in the text. Then the teacher helps the students
correct the errors. Sometimes mini lecture on grammar rules
may be required. The duration of this step is about 15 minutes.

2) Self and Peer Correction

In this step each student is required to correct his own errors
and later join a group of 5 to help one another to correct their
errors. This activity is aimed at exposing students to problem
solving using collaboration from peers. The discussion about
grammar rules will enable the students to correct their errors,
and this will enrich their writing in the future. [16] The
duration of this step is about 20-30 minutes.

3) 30-Minute-Student-Teacher Private Conference

In this step, a group of 5 students will have private
discussion about the results of self and peer correction. It is
supposed to be a follow up activity to see whether the students
can successfully correct their own errors. If there is any
problem, the explanation from the teachers or students will be
required. The students will then learn of the correct forms of
language with the relevant grammar rules. [13] The duration
of this step may vary.

4) Search / Study / Share

In this step, students are assigned to search grammar rules
with exercises and answer keys from various learning
resources, and they are supposed to study them. After that they
will copy them and be prepared to make mini presentation in
class and post them on the course homepage for further
practice. The aim of this step is to encourage students to learn
more independently outside classroom, and to teach others
through their presentation. Moreover, the use of course
homepage will enable other students to learn and practice by
themselves anytime they like. [17]

5) Web-Board Posting

In this step students are encouraged to share their stories on
the course web-board by posting their corrected texts on the
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course web-board with the purpose of motivating students to
read other texts and give opinions.

I11. RESEARCH DESIGN

This study is a quasi-experimental research with only one
sample group, and data is collected at different period of time
- pre and post experiments to find out samples’ development
of writing ability at different time. The experimental model
can be concluded as in Table I1.

TABLEII
EXPERIMENTAL MODEL

PRETEST  TREAT T TREAT T TREAT T TREAT T

Tl X1 T2 X2 T3 X3 T4 x4 5

Table 1l shows that there are 4 experimental treatments in

this study with 5 tests —

e T1 refers to Pretest.

e T2-T5 refer to formative evaluation after experiments 1-
4.

e T5 refers to summative evaluation at the end of the
experiments.

e X1-4 refersto experimental treatment 1-4.

Samples include 32 second year English Major Students,
Faculty of Education, Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University.
Research tools comprise 1) Lesson Plan of the course and 2) 5
writing tests. Here are details of research tools.

1) Lesson Plan

Since this research focuses on writing skills, the selected
contents for writing and participatory error correction process
are in 4 units, each of which consists of two consecutive 5-
hour class weeks. In this research, the total 4 weeks are
scheduled for the teaching of writing and the 5 tests of
samples’ writing ability followed by the other 4 weeks for the
4 experiments. That is to say after learning reading and writing
in each unit, each sample is asked to write a short text
expressing his/her opinion towards the article read. After that
the experiment of participatory error correction process
including providing coded indirect corrective feedback in the
students’ texts with error treatment is conducted as shown in
Table I1I.

TABLE 111
A CYCLE OF PARTICIPATORY ERROR CORRECTION PROCESS

Step  Instructional Activities Duration
1 Learning how to write 3 hours
- Review writing process
- Review target language
- Practice in pairs or groups
2 Writing short texts (Test) 1 hours
3 Evaluating and providing coded indirect 3-4 hours
corrective feedback in the students’ texts
4 Providing error treatment 5 hours

- Returning the marked texts to the students

- Revision of grammar and writing process

- Self and peer correction

- 30-minute students-teacher private conference
- Search-study-share

- Web-board posting

Table 111 shows a cycle of 4-step participatory error
correction process employed in the lesson plan of the course.
This cycle is designed to conduct in 2 consecutive 5-hour class
weeks, and in this study 4 cycles are conducted in 8 weeks;
week 2-3, 5-6, 11-12 and 14-15. The cycle of error correction
activities comprises 4 steps as follows;

- The teacher teaches or reviews how to write.

- Each student writes a short text of not less than 150 words
giving opinions towards what he has read.

- The teacher corrects the students’ texts using coded
indirect corrective feedback and scores them based on
modified version of the Analytic Scoring Rubric
Checklist adopted from Roebuck. [18] This step is
conducted outside class.

- The students involve in error treatment activities.

2) The 5 Writing Tests

The tests aiming at evaluating the students’ ability in
writing short texts with well-organized idea and correct
grammatical structure are conducted 5 times before and after
the experimental treatments.

For formative evaluation after each experiment, the mean
scores of pre and post tests conducted prior to and after each
experiment are compared to find out the students’
improvement in writing.

For summative evaluation, Test 5 which is summative test
is conducted and compared with Pre-test to find out the
students’ improvement in writing.

Moreover, during the cycle of error correction activities
there is also data collection. Data collection is conducted 5
times after the students take writing tests to find out 1) the
frequent writing error types, and 2) the students’ improvement
in writing short texts. The details of data collection are as
follows;

- The frequent writing error types and examples found in
the students’ texts are recorded and analyzed to find out
the frequent English writing errors.

- The comparison of pre and posttest results taken from
Test 1-5 is analyzed to find out the progress of the
students’ writing ability after each experiment by using t-
test to compare the mean scores and S.D. of the tests in
each cycle, and the effect size [19] or d of t-test is also
analyzed. Moreover, the comparison of the test scores of
Test 1 or pretest and Test 5 or summative test is
conducted to find out the students’ improvement of
writing ability at the end of the course.

IV. RESULTS

The effects of correction of frequent English writing errors
by using participatory error correction process in the contexts
of the course; Reading and Writing for Academic Purposes 2
based on the research purposes are as follows;

1) The effects of participatory error correction process
including providing coded indirect corrective feedback
with error treatment activities will be presented in 2
aspects as follows:
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a) the students’ progress in writing ability based on
formative evaluation
b) the effect size of the students’ progress in writing ability.
In terms of the students’ progress in writing ability based on
formative evaluation, the findings disclose the students’
writing ability is higher after each experiment significantly at
.05 as shown in Table IV.

TABLE IV
THE RESULTS OF FORMATIVE EVALUATION

Experiment n Scores Mean S.D. t
Test 1 52 10 3.73 1.44

Treatment 1 5.62**
Test 2 52 10 4.73 1.50

Treatment 2 6.06**
Test 3 52 10 5.56 1.75

Treatment 3 7.04**
Test 4 52 10 6.42 1.64

Treatment 4 6.02**
Test5 52 10 7.31 1.72

**p 0.01

Table IV shows the results of formative evaluation
including comparing the students’ progress in writing short
texts pre and post experiments in the 1st to 4th cycles of
participatory error correction process.

In treatment 1 of participatory error correction process, the
total scores of test 1 which is pretest are 10 with mean scores
at 3.73 and S.D. at 1.44 while the mean scores of test 2 which
is posttest are higher at 4.73 with S.D. at 1.50. In comparing
the results of test 1 with those of test 2 by using t-test, it is
found that the students’ writing ability after treatment 1 is
higher with significant difference at p = 0.00.

In treatment 2 of participatory error correction process, the
total scores of test 2 which is pretest are 10 with mean scores
at 4.73 and S.D. at 1.50 while the mean scores of test 3 which
is posttest are higher at 5.56 with S.D. at 1.75. In comparing
the results of test 2 with those of test 3 by using t-test, it is
found that the students’ writing ability after treatment 2 is
higher with significant difference at p = 0.00.

In treatment 3 of participatory error correction process, the
total scores of test 3 which is pretest are 10 with mean scores
at 5.56 and S.D. at 1.75 while the mean scores of test 4 which
is posttest are higher at 6.42 with S.D. at 1.64. In comparing
the results of test 3 with those of test 4 by using t-test, it is
found that the students’ writing ability after treatment 3 is
higher with significant difference at p = 0.00.

In treatment 4 of participatory error correction process, the
total scores of test 4 which is pretest are 10 with mean scores
at 6.42 and S.D. at 1.64 while the mean scores of test 5 which
is posttest are higher at 7.31 with S.D. at 1.72. In comparing
the results of test 4 with those of test 5 by using t-test, it is
found that the students’ writing ability after treatment 4 is
higher with significant difference at p = 0.00.

It can, therefore, be concluded that the effects of
participatory error correction process including providing
coded indirect corrective feedback in the students’ texts with
error treatment activities disclose the higher writing ability of

students with significantly difference at p = 0.00.

TABLEV
THE EFFECT SIZE OF FORMATIVE EVALUATION

Experiment  Scores Mean S.D. d d

Test1 10 3.73 1.42
Treatment 1 0.6801

Test 2 10 4.73 1.50
Treatment 2 0.5093

Test 3 10 5.56 1.75 0.5565
Treatment 3 0.5071

Test4 10 6.42 1.64
Treatment 4 0.5296

Test5 10 7.31 1.72

Table V shows the results of formative evaluation including
comparing the students’ progress in writing short texts pre and
post experiment in the 1st to 4th cycles of error treatment in
terms of effect side; d = 0.6801, 0.5093, 0.5071, and 0.5296
respectively while d = 0.5565. This reflects that the
participatory error correction process including providing
coded indirect corrective feedback in the students’ texts with
error treatment activities in the context of 2™ year students
majoring in English, Faculty of Education, Suan Sunandha
Rajabhat University enables all of the students to learn to
write and have higher ability in writing short texts.

2) Based on the analysis of the students’ satisfaction of
participatory error correction process including providing
coded indirect corrective feedback in the students’ texts
with error treatment activities, the results are shown in
Table VI.

TABLE VI
THE STUDENTS’ SATISFACTION OF PARTICIPATORY ERROR CORRECTION
PROCESS
No. Elements of Level of Satisfaction

Participatory Error Correction Process “Mean  S.D. Result

1 Providing coded indirect corrective 473  0.53 highest
feedback in students’ texts

2 Motivating students to correct their 410 1.01 high
errors

3 Self and peer error correction 438 0.80 high
30-minute students-teacher 485 0.36 highest
private conference

5 Search / Study / Share 4.06 1.07 high

6 Web-board posting 419 0.97 high
TOTAL 439 076 high

Table VI indicates that the overall students’ satisfaction of
participatory error correction process is in high level (mean =
4.39 / S.D. = 0.76). Moreover, in terms of item analysis, it is
found that the elements of participatory error correction
process with the highest level of satisfaction are one of error
correction activities; 30-minute student-teacher private
conference (mean = 4.85/ S.D. = 0.36) followed by providing
coded indirect corrective feedback in students’ texts (mean =
4.73/S.D. =0.53)

V. FINDING AND LIMITATION
The research findings disclose 2 main points; 1) the effects
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of participatory error correction process and 2) the students’

satisfaction of such process.

1) The effects of participatory error correction including
providing coded indirect corrective feedback in students’
texts with error treatment activities can be due to the
following reasons;

Based on the research results, it is found that the students’
writing ability after engaging in participatory error correction
process is higher with significantly difference at 0.05. These
findings prove that participatory error correction process is
beneficial for improving students’ writing accuracy and their
overall writing ability. These findings are in line with the
findings of [21], [22].

There are 4 reasons why participatory error correction
process is efficient.

a) The use of coded indirect corrective feedback in
identifying errors in the students’ texts helps the students
rethink of the grammar rules and challenges them to
correct their own errors. In case the students can
successfully correct their own errors, this cognitive
process of thinking will enrich their grammar knowledge
so that it retains in the long run. Since effective written
communication is the main goal of many L2 and EFL
courses and is a key to achievement in academic
purposes, drawing the students’ attention to mismatches
between the target language writing structures and their
own output would be of great importance. [23]

b) Self and peer correction is one of the activities adopted in
error treatment. It involves the students in a problem-
solving task, a type of task which provokes cognitive
conflict and this activity can promote grammar acquisition
in the long-run. [2] In this way the students will not make
the repeated grammatical errors in their new pieces of
writing and this leads to the reduction of grammatical
errors. This is in line with the findings of. [16]

c) A 30-minute-student-teacher private conference is, also,
one of the activities adopted in error treatment. This kind
of corrective feedback strategy is carried out after self and
peer correction with the purposes of following up the
students’ correction, and providing an opportunity for
clarification, instruction and negotiation in small group.
[20]

d) Search / Study / Share activity is a group assignment
requiring the students to search grammar rules they need
to review with examples and exercises, and to study them
by themselves, then share them in class and post them on
the course web-board so that other students can get quick
reference of the grammar points. This activity promotes
independent study and the use of ICT in language
learning.

2) Factors leading to the students’ satisfaction of
participatory error correction process are as follows;

Based on the findings that the students’ overall satisfaction
of such process is in high level, and the elements with highest
level of satisfaction include error treatment activity; 30-minute
students-teacher private conference and providing coded
indirect corrective feedback in students’ texts, these findings

prove that participatory error correction process satisfies the

students’ needs to improve their writing skills. There are 2

factors supporting the students’ satisfaction of participatory

error correction process.

a) Coded indirect corrective feedback can provoke the
students’ thought of grammatical errors, and remind the
students of grammar rules. This helps students correct
their own errors and peers’ errors. Since this kind of task
is challenging and requires the students’ collaboration in
solving problems, it satisfies the students more than
traditional grammar review exercises do.

b) Error treatment activities enable teachers to double check
whether the students can correct their own errors or not. If
there are some errors the students cannot supply the right
answer, some explanation or review of grammar rules will
be required both by the teacher and by the students.
Moreover, such error treatment activity as 30-minute
student-teacher private conference provides chance for
students to ask for clarification of each individual error, to
demonstrate their collaboration to solve problem, and
share their knowledge about grammar rules, and for the
teacher to know the strength and weakness of the
students.

However, the limitation of this research is about the
contents, the duration of the study, and the text types assigned
for students to write. The limitation of contents and the
duration of the study is due to the course content and duration
focusing on both reading and writing skills. That is the reason
why there are only 4 units and 8 inconsecutive weeks in this
study. Moreover, in terms of the limitation of text types, this
research focuses on the students’ ability to write short texts
with not less than 150 words expressing their idea about the
materials they’ve read. That is because it’s too difficult for the
students to write an argumentation composition or a
descriptive story.

V1. CONCLUSION

In order to contribute to the need for further research on the
value of providing written corrective feedback to EFL learners
in writing classes, the present study finds out the results of
correction of frequent English writing errors by using
participatory error correction process including providing
coded indirect corrective feedback in students’ texts and error
treatment. It discloses the improvement of the students’
writing ability and the reduction of the amount of writing
errors in their new pieces of writing as well as the students’
satisfaction on the process. These findings prove that
participatory error correction process including providing
coded indirect corrective feedback with error treatment is
beneficial for the development of the students’ writing ability
in the long-run.

It is advisable that teachers can adopt this kind of error
correction strategy especially coded indirect corrective
feedback in other courses focusing on writing reports or script
for presentation. That is because providing error correction
codes in the students’ texts leads to the students’ cognitive
inflection of the errors identified indirectly by the teachers.

4026



International Journal of Business, Human and Social Sciences
ISSN: 2517-9411
Vol:8, No:12, 2014

Moreover, error treatment activities, such as self and peer
correction and a 30-minute student-teacher conference are
kinds of active learning, in which learners involve in problem
solving activity and discussion group. These kinds of activities
can, therefore, promote learning and the long term effect on
the students’ retention.

Finally, it is believed that the teaching of writing not only
focuses on the steps of teaching writing, but much more
attention should also be placed on efficient strategies to
provide feedback on the students’ production as well as error
treatment. Since these kinds of strategies help promote
learners’ cognitive thinking and active involvement in
learning, it’s worth for teachers and researchers to find out the
best and most efficient way to develop the students’ writing
ability.
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