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The Influence of Teachers of English
Written Feedback on the Eleventh
Graders' Performance in Writing Skill in
Salfit District / Experimental Study
By
Saeed Mohammad Mosa Abu Zir
Supervisor
Dr. Ahmed Awad

Abstract

This study aimed to discuss "The Influence of Teachers of English
Written Feedback on the Eleventh Graders' Performance in Writing Skill in
Salfit District". To achieve this, the researcher used a writing test. This test
was applied to (60) male and female students from eleventh graders,
divided into two groups, (30) students in each group. The students are from
DeriBallut public school in Salfit .The researcher distributed the writing
pretest on the control and the experimental groups. The same sample was
used to answer the posttest for the same groups after teaching the students
in the experimental group how to get benefit from the written feedback

strategy.

One of the major findings was that students in general had positive
results concerning the improvement of writing skills after using written
feedback . In the light of this finding, the researcher recommended the
extension of applying written feedback for all students in schools. In
addition, textbooks' designers should highlight the inclusion of written

feedback after each writing activity.
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Chapter One
Introduction and Theoretical Background
1.1 Introduction and theoretical background:

English as a foreign language has become an increasing trend in
many different countries across the world and so have learning and
teaching. Teaching English has become an essential issue in our life. In
education, it is very important for teachers to help students speak the
language effectively and to use it regularly. As teachers, we often face
problems when we make our students use and speak the language

effectively and fluently (Mourtaga, 2004).

Actually, most students had some difficulties with their writing. For
example, when the teacher asks them to write something in English, they
feel anxious because they do not have any kind of motivation to express
their writing and most of them are afraid of making mistakes, in term of
accuracy, spelling or dictation. Teaching English especially writing skills is
a complicated task and good teachers know how to deal with this matter by
involving students in fluency works which help them to use the language
by providing effective feedback on their writing performance (Weitzel,

2000).

Generally, providing students with many different tasks, which
would improve their writing skills without giving effective feedback, may

not work.



Many researches in education support the idea that by teaching less
and providing more feedback, teachers can produce greater learning

(Bransford, 2000).

In brief, the term feedback is often used to describe all kinds of
comments including advice, praise, and evaluation. Basically, feedback is
information about how we are doing in our efforts to reach a goal. When
giving feedback on student’s writing performance, teachers should be
extremely cautious about correcting student’s written error. Feedback
generally produces positive results if teachers manage the form the

feedback takes (Mourtaga, 2004).

Truscott (1996) presented some theoretical arguments for the
effectiveness of corrective feedback. He argued that a simple transfer of
information like corrective feedback can only lead to explicit declarative
knowledge, not to the implicit procedural knowledge that is required for
language acquisition. This implicit-explicit dichotomy is to date a

controversial issue within the field of second language acquisition.

Implicit knowledge refers to the unconscious knowledge of a
language that cannot be verbalized, is readily accessible and that is
supposed to allow learners to communicate fluently. Explicit knowledge
refers to the conscious linguistic knowledge that enables learners to
verbalize rules. The controversy concerns the value of explicit knowledge
in itself and the relation between the two types of knowledge. Those

linguists who see a value in explicit knowledge (e.g., Ellis 2012), believe



that explicit knowledge can be used when formulating utterances and when
monitoring one’s language use. Enough planning time is a prerequisite in
this case. Other linguists, like Krashen (1982), presumed the value of
explicit knowledge to be very limited: it can only be used when monitoring,

which requires focus-on-form.

In the error correction debate, (Bruton, 2009) acknowledged the
value of explicit knowledge: “This is precisely the kind of knowledge that
is applicable to L2 writing when students have time to think, plan and
revise”’(Chen 2007, p. 603). He referred to Ellis hypothesis that this
conscious knowledge can be acquired in any order. Truscott's (1996)
second theoretical argument against error correction referred to as the
'readiness problem'. With the readiness problem, Truscott referred to
naturalistic theories concerning developmental readiness (Pienemann,
1989). According to these theories, a learner acquires linguistic structures
in an order corresponding with his internal development. Truscott deduced
that an instructional sequence like CF is only valuable when it is consistent

with this learner-specific order.

Other theoretical insights have led scholars to attribute a more
favorable role to CF in second language acquisition. Since the
communicative approach has become the dominant approach to language
teaching (as opposed to the teaching of isolated linguistic features and
grammar rules), the role that grammar instruction plays has been shifting.

Initially, under the nativist theories, there was no place for the explicit



teaching of grammar in the second language classroom, as learners'
grammatical competence was expected to emerge naturally on the basis of
linguistic information embedded in a communicative context (e.g., Krashen
1982). Nativists regarded first and second language acquisition as largely
similar processes. Recently, however, the consensus is that they do not
fully overlap. For L2 learners, to obtain a native-like competence some
amount of form instruction is required. This has led to a number of recent
pedagogical approaches, in which CF can play a constructive role (Ellis,

2005).

Another theoretical concept that has been associated with CF is
'pushed output'. In spite of Krashen's (1982) position that output is nothing
more than an utterance of linguistic knowledge already acquired,
researchers nowadays recognize output as an important source of
acquisition, drawing on Swain's (1995) Output Hypothesis. Swalin
recognized three roles that output can play for L2-learners: testing
hypotheses, triggering meta-linguistic reflection, and promoting noticing. It
has been argued by several researchers (Swain, 1995) (Han, 2002) that such
output should be accompanied by feedback. Apart from these theoretical
arguments for and against correction, practical arguments also have been
brought up in the error correction debate. The researcher will discuss them

in the next section.



1.2 Statement of the Problem:

The field of education is continuously changing, and so are the
educational studies on different areas such as the art of giving effective
feedback as a means for improving and evaluating English writing skills.
Teachers need to learn how to give both positive and negative feedback

when necessary.

In many cases, teachers provide students with negative feedback
instead of balancing between negative and positive feedback and
sometimes they do not provide feedback at all. This is a matter of fact
which would limit the teacher's role as an educator who teaches and

evaluates his teaching methods.
1.3 Purpose of the study:
This study aimed at achieving the following purposes:

1-  Investigating the influence of applying written feedback on

improving students' writing skills.

2-  Finding out if there were any significant differences in the learners'
performance in writing as a result of applying written feedback in

improving students’ writing skills .
1.4 Questions of the study:

The study tried to answer the following questions:



1. What is the influence of teachers of English written feedback on the
eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit district

(language, cohesion, and content)?

2. Are there any significant statistical differences at (a < 0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback in improving student writing

skills in the pre- test in both groups (experimental and control)?

3. Are there any significant statistical differences at (a < 0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback in improving students' writing

skills between the pre- test and post- test of the control group?

4.  Are there any significant statistical differences at (o < 0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback on improving students'
writing skills between the pre-test and post- test of the experimental

group?

5. Are there any significant statistical differences at (a <0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback on improving students'
writing skills in the post- test of both groups (experimental and

control)?

1.5 Significance of the study:

It is hoped that this study would be beneficial for both students and
teachers as well. For students to improve their writing skill and

performance by using the idea of feedback successfully. For teachers, to



apply this method while teaching writing. The researcher saw this study
significant in the sense that it could help students to develop proficiency
and competency in English and improve their writing performance while

using the language in real life situation.
1.6 Limitations of the Study:

The study covered all the 11th graders in two secondary Boys' and
girls' schools in Deir Ballut. It would also be carried out during the first
semester in the scholastic year 2016-2015. The study examined the

influence of using written feedback on improving the 11th graders’ writing

skills.
1.7 Definitions of Terms:

Writing: is to recognize how to express your own feeling and ideas taking
into account not only grammar, vocabulary and punctuation but also to
comprehend when, why and in what ways we produce language.

(Cunningham, 1999).

According to the study, it referred to the ability of the school's

students to write a well-formed paragraph.

Traditional Education: Gauci, (2009) defined the traditional education as

it focuses on teaching , not learning.

According to the study, it referred to any teaching strategy of writing

excluding Feedback.



Feedback: Feedback is information that is given to the learner about his\
her performance at a learning task, usually with the objective of improving

his performance Ur (1991) p.242.

According to the study, it refers to the quality of the students'
performance represented in writing well-formed paragraph after receiving

any form of feedback from the source.
1.8 Summery:

In this chapter, the researcher provided a relevant introduction to the
influence of using written feedback on improving sstudents' writing skills.
Then, the researcher introduced the statement of the problem, purpose of
tthe study ,questions, hypothesis, , significance, limitations of the study,
study design and methodology, instrument of the study and data analysis.

He also supplied a list of definition of terms related to the subject.
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Chapter Two
Literature review
2.1. Introduction:

This chapter deals with the review of related literature. The
researcher presented the available literature which is relevant to the nature
of the study. Furthermore, summaries of results of different studies for
different researchers and linguists in various issues related to written
feedback were given. The researcher divided the chapter into sections

according to their importance to simplify the information discussed.
2.2 Writing Skills:

English language learning has been the focus point of many studies

and researches. These studies highlight various language skills.

Writing skills got low attention of these studies because of the
difficulties related to teaching and learning this skill. Some consider
writing as the most important gift given to human beings. It entails
capability to generate ideas and convert them effective communication

(Wright, 2012).

Furthermore, focusing on the significance of writing as one of the
language skills, choosing accurate and suitable approaches of teaching

writing has gained a basic part (Elbow, 1999).
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Writing is a channel for ideas and feelings ,and despite the fact that
writing skill takes time to develop for the learner; it is still a vital part of

second language learning (Fageeh, 2011).

In this regard, Negari (2011) affirmed that learners find difficulties
while writing in a second language ,and it is represented as the most

problematic language skill for learners to attain in academic setting

It appears that writing instruction is a hard task for teachers and
needs attention since a small number of individuals write freely and hardly

they feel at ease with a formal writing task (Lavelle, 2006).

To develop themselves, learners should not only recognize how to
create specific skills of language such as grammar, pronunciation, or
vocabulary, but they also comprehend when, why and in what ways to

produce language (Cunningham, 1999).

Lavelle (2006) showed and classified three independent phases in
writing: (1) conceptualizing the message, (2) framing the language

representation, and (3) expressing the message.

2.3 Written Feedback:

Feedback is any kind of information that is given to the learner about
his/her performance of a learning task, usually with objective of improving

his performance Ur (1991) p.242 .
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Many researchers studied the importance of feedback in language
teaching and learning especially in writing skills because of the importance
of feedback in improving students’ writing performance. S0 university
teachers, school teachers and other researchers can get benefits from these
studies. Researchers agree that feedback is used to describe all kinds of

comments made after the fact, including advice, praise and evaluation.

Lindsay and Knight (2006) presented important points for both
learners and teachers. Learners should have encouragement and they need
to know when they are making mistakes that might cause other people not
to understand or misunderstand them. Teachers also should grab the
opportunity to praise learners for getting something right , doing something

well, trying hard and showing positive attitude towards learning.

Davies and Pears (2000) mentioned that teachers should not
interrupt activities too often, and they should do so only when many
learners are making the same basic errors, or when errors interfere with
communication. Instead, they should monitor the activity, note common
errors and deal with them after the activity has finished .One way of doing
this is to write significant errors on the board — without saying who made

the error.

Baker and Westrup (2000) gave some tips or instructions for teachers
when a student makes an incorrect sentence; the teacher should correct it
immediately, at least on some occasions. The question is how the teacher is

supposed to correct the student’s errors. Here some tips:
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Repeat the sentence mentioned by the students.
Let the other students help if the first does not know.

Raise your eyebrow or make facial expressions — so that the students

know that something is wrong.

Ur (1991) mentioned that there are some situations where we might
prefer not to correct a learner mistake: in fluency work, for example, when
the learner is in mid-writing, and correcting him would disturb and
discourage more than help. But there are other situations when correction is
likely helpful. In addition, oral corrections are usually provided directly by
the teacher, but they may also be elicited from the learner who made the

mistake, or by another member of the class.

Harmer (1991 ) focused on the way in which we respond to students
when they speak. He mentioned that we need to respond to the content and

not just to the language forms.

llegen (1979) defined feedback form as information about the
correctness, accuracy, or appropriateness of the recipients’ past
performance. As a source of feedback, teachers encode and convey verbal
and non-verbal messages to students either face-to-face or through some

forms of mediation such as written comments.

To conclude, most of the work presented, emphasized good feedback

as an integral part in teaching and learning English writing skills. In
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addition, they showed how teachers are supposed to give effective feedback
to help students improve their writing performance. As for the present
study, it showed that applying feedback had an important role in

developing students' writing skills.
2.4 Types of feedback:

Lyster and Rants (1997) developed an observational scheme which
describes different types of feedback teachers give of errors. They
developed their scheme by observing the different types of corrective
feedback provided during integration in four immersion classrooms with 9-
11 years old students. Their study resulted in the identification of some

feedback types, defined below.

Explicit correction refers to the explicit provision of the correct form.
As the teacher provides the correct form, he or she clearly indicates that

what the student had said was incorrect.

Implicit knowledge refers to the unconscious knowledge of a
language that cannot be verbalized, is readily accessible and that is

supposed to allow learners to communicate fluently

Clarification requests indicate that students' utterance has been
misunderstood by the teacher or the utterance is incorrect in some way and

that a repetition or a reformulation is required.
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Linguistic feedback contains comments, information, or questions
related to the correctness of the students utterance, without explicitly

providing the correct form.

Elicitation refers to at least three techniques that teachers use to
directly elicit the correct form from the students first; teachers elicit
completion of their own utterance. Second, teachers use questions to elicit
correct forms. Third, teachers occasionally ask students to reformulate their

utterance.

Repetition refers to the teacher’s perception of the student’s
erroneous utterance. In most cases, teachers adjust their information so as

to high light the error.

Leki (1990) pointed out that teachers should consistently use a
standard set of clear and direct comments and questions to indicate place
and type of content feedback. These kinds of questions and comments can
be used to create a dialog between the student and the teacher in order to
give both a clearer understanding of how the assignment was and should be
conceived and executed. Furthermore, teachers should familiarize students
with the types of comments that will be used and train students in how to
make use of the comments. Without training in how to use the comments to
improve their writing, students are likely to either ignore the comments,

misunderstand them, or fail to use them constructively .
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2.5 Effects of feedback in second language:

There are many factors that can affect motivation for language
learning among them gender, socioeconomic status, academic achievement,
class size, teaching methods and learning environment. In this study the
concern is teaching methods and particularly teachers' feedback as method
to motivate, encourage and help improve students' writing in second

language.

Many researchers discussed the issue of feedback in second language
writing through different aspects. They studied this subject in various
levels where they shared common opinions and yet diverged with
disagreements as to the efficient method to help their students improve

their writing skills.

A good number of studies focus on the issue of feedback through
many different perspectives such as; types, the sources or themes of
feedback, whether language, organization or content and rhetoric.
Researches also deal with teachers' strategies of feedback with the
assumption "that teachers are in favor of correcting learners' errors, but the
heated debate among professionals tends to revolve around what errors

need to be corrected. (Suzan, 2008)

Besides teachers who consider feedback as one of the most important
methods concerning writing tasks, there are many others who tend to feel

that feedback is not considered a necessity. Those who are in favor of
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feedback believe that providing students with frequent corrections of their
errors is a very important part of their roles as instructors, while those who
are opposed believe that feedback might cause a reversed result and even
limit the students' improvement claiming that it is "better to allow the
students to develop their own content " and yet " to step in later with

feedback to reorient the text." (Suzan, 2008)

In the same context, researchers also studied the topic through the
students' perspective in order to explore their preferences for feedback and
to examine the relationship between affective feedback and the process of

writing in second language.

Both the type and the quality of feedback have been studied by
researchers from different but common angles. One important factor is the
type of feedback and its focus on form or content. Researchers express
different views in regarding whether teachers should provide students with
feedback based on the content including the students' ideas and points of
view or should they provide feedback regarding grammar and organization

(Zamel, 1985).

One additional factor examined by researchers is the explicit of
feedback and its effect on the quality of writing. This factor has been
studied regarding to students' preference. (Noden, 1999) presented
researchers' various views in relation to two different kinds of feedback’
explicit versus implicit. Semke (1984) claimed that improving writing

skills is related to writing commentaries or questions and that corrections
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do not increase writing accuracy, writing fluency or general language
proficiency; he claimed that corrections might even cause a negative effect
since students will have to make their own corrections. (Leki, 2001)
concluded that students want and expect their teachers to correct all errors
on their written work because they equate good writing with error-free

writing.

Assessment became one of the key issues in British education from
the late 1980s. Many assertions are made about the importance of
assessment that appear to have gained the status of self-evident truths.
Some of these are: that assessment improves the quality of teaching and

learning, it helps to raise educational standards in schools.

Kuehn & Lingwall (2015) pointed out that it is possible for
assessment to have at least four very different purposes. One of these is to
diagnose pupil’s strengths and weakness in a particular subject or area of
knowledge, a second is to provide pupils with ongoing feedback on their
work in progress, or in a particular task in order to help them do better.
Another purpose is to provide summative statement of what an individual
has achieved in a subject at an end-point in the educational progress. The
fourth purpose of assessment is its use in evaluating schools, teaching

programmers or even individual teachers, and teaching methods.

Kang& Han (2015) mentioned thatWritten corrective feedback has
been subject to increasing attention in recent years, in part because of the

conceptual controversy surrounding, written corrective feedback can lead



20

to greater grammatical accuracy in second language writing, yet its efficacy
IS mediated by a host of variables, including learners' proficiency, the

setting, and the genre of the writing task.
2.6 Error correction debate:

Written feedback or what is known as corrective feedback was the
center of a big argument between applied linguists and teachers of English
language. The opponents of written feedback were led by Truscott (1996)
who published a study titled ‘the case against error correction’, he argued
that corrective feedback should be abandoned based on both theoretical and
practical grounds. Not surprisingly, the radical position Truscott(1996)

took led to controversy.

Al-Ajmi (2015) conducted an experimental study to examine the
effectiveness of providing written corrective feedback (WCF) to Arab
speakers of English on ten uses of English prepositions. Arab speakers
commonly find it difficult to correctly use English prepositions, mainly due
to the differences between the two languages. Examples of prepositions
misuse are “married from,” “die from,” and “kind with.” The WCF
implementation lasted for seven weeks. The statistical results of the
independent samples t-test show the experimental group outperforming the
control group on the target features. The analysis of the questionnaire data
also showed the benefits of WCF for improving preposition use. The

results also had pedagogical implications with regard to WCF.



21

Bitchener & Knoch (2010) presented the findings of a study that
investigated (1) the extent to which written corrective feedback (CF) can
help advanced L2 learners, who already demonstrate a high level of
accuracy in two functional uses of the English article system (the use of ‘a’
for first mention and ‘the’ for subsequent or anaphoric mentions), and (2)
the extent to which there may be a differential effect for different types of
feedback on any observed improvement. Significant differences were found
in the level of accuracy on (1) the immediate post-test piece of writing
between the control group and all three treatment groups; and (2) on the
delayed post-test piece between the control and indirect groups and the two
direct treatment groups. The present study's finding showed the
improvement of studnts' writing skill in the experimental group after

getting benefit from the feedback presented from the teacher.

(Truscott, 2007) study evaluated the question of how error correction
affects learners’ ability to write accurately, combining qualitative analysis
with quantitative meta-analysis of their findings. The study resulted in
some conclusions based on existing research: (a) the best estimate is that
correction has a small negative effect on learners’ ability to write
accurately, and (b) we can be 95% confident that if it has any actual
benefits, they are very small. This analysis is followed by discussion of
factors that have probably biased the findings in favor of correction groups,
the implication being that the conclusions of the meta-analysis probably

underestimate the failure of correction.
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Al Shahrani (2013) examined the WCF provided by three writing
teachers in one Saudi university. The study found that the teachers used the
comprehensive approach of giving WCF. This practice matched the
students’ preferences and the teachers’ beliefs, except for one teacher. The
teachers also focused their WCF on mechanics. However, this practice
neither aligned to the teachers’ beliefs of focusing WCF on vocabulary and
grammar, nor did it match the students’ preferences of focusing WCF on
grammar. Based on the interviews data, it was found that these mismatches
were partially due to the lack of awareness about WCF practices. However,
the mismatches in the extent and type of WCF were mainly because of the
university’s requirements. These requirements also partially resulted in the
lack of communication between the teachers and their students regarding

the use of WCF.

Wang & Dong (2011) conducted experimental study to gain insights
into the efficacy of teacher-guided error correction (EC) practice in
Chinese college students’ English writing. Through comparison of the
experimental group (EG) with the control group (CG), this study revealed
that before EC treatment, no significant difference was found between the
EG and CG in writing fluency, accuracy and writing quality. The
participants in CG even enjoyed better self-editing ability. However, after
12 weeks the EG outperformed the CG, in self-editing ability, in writing
accuracy and in writing quality. Although the two groups showed no

statistical difference in writing fluency, both improved their fluency over
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one semester. This study offers new evidence to support the practice of

teacher-guided error feedback on pedagogical grounds.

Fathman & Whally (1990) found that students in two feedback
groups who received error feedback had significantly fewer grammatical
errors on a revised draft than groups who received only content feedback or
no feedback at all. In a study of university-level Spanish language students,
Frantzen (1995) found that students were able to edit 93% of errors marked
in various linguistic categories during a ten-minute in-class editing session.
Ferris (2002) also found that students were able to edit successfully about

80% of the errors marked by their teachers.

Beuningen (2010) emphasized the role of (written) corrective
feedback (CF) in the process of acquiring a second language (L2) which
has been an issue of considerable controversy among theorists and
researchers alike. Although CF is a widely applied pedagogical tool and its
use finds support in second language acquisition ( SLA) theory, practical

and theoretical objections to its usefulness have been raised

Larson-Hall (2010) differed from the aforementioned studies in the
sense that it investigated indirect feedback. According to such researchers
as Ferris (2002) and Bitchener and Knoch (2010), indirect feedback is
different from direct feedback in that it leaves the learners to diagnose the
errors they have made and correct the errors by themselves. The teacher
only indicates the errors by highlighting them, circling them, coding them,

or underlining them instead of writing down the answers or giving any
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explanations on the errors made. Indirect feedback has been said to be more
superior to direct feedback in that it increases student engagement and
attention to forms and contributes to the assimilation of a feature (Ferris,

2002, p. 52).

2.7 Review of Related Literature:

Written feedback has been applied as a writing strategy that meets
the goals of the education system by engaging and challenging students,
developing critical thinking skills, and making students aware of their
interests and preferences. However, there has been limited number of

researches in this field.

Shintani & Suzuki (2014) compared between the effects of two types
of form-focused written feedback—direct corrective feedback (DCF) and
metalinguistic explanation (ME) given to the whole class. The
effectiveness of the DCF proved longer lasting than the ME. Also,
providing opportunity for revision enhanced the effect of the feedback.
Overall, DCF followed by revision proved the most effective type of
feedback. The results suggested that when form-focused written feedback
is directed at two features that vary in saliency and complexity, learners are
likely to focus on the structure that contributes more to the global meaning
of the text. The results also indicated that directly correcting the errors
learners make with respect to a complex syntactical structure is more

beneficial than giving them a metalinguistic explanation.
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Kao (2013) discussed whether teachers should treat students'
grammatical errors in second language writing instruction (Truscott, 2007;
Ferris, 2002). Several meta-analyses have investigated correction effects
(e.g. Russell & Spada, 2006; Truscott, 2007). Their findings, however,
have been conflicting. A recent trend to distinguish specific grammar error
types from one another to evaluate correction effects has attracted much
attention in written feedback literature (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Wright
& Moldawa, 2009). Both direct correction and metalinguistic explanation
have large positive effects on learners' ability to accurately use English
articles in their writings in terms of long-term learning. This suggested that
direct correction may be sufficient for students' acquisition of English

articles.

Ruegg (2015) focused on the relative effects of peer and teacher
feedback on students’ writing ability. The teacher feedback group gained
significantly more in grammar scores than the peer feedback group.
Investigation of the feedback given by peers and the teacher showed that
significantly more of the teacher's feedback related to meaning-level issues
and content. The findings of the study suggest that it may be better for
teachers to provide feedback on grammar and content, while peers provide

feedback on organization and academic style.

Hattie (2007) conducted researches on written feedback (WCF).
However, the question posed here is: Are researchers and L2 writing

teachers now wiser about the efficacy of WCF? The study began with a
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summary of early studies and some of their major shortcomings. The
researcher then examined more recent studies and concluded that, although
many of the shortcomings of earlier research have been largely addressed,

research findings are still inconclusive.

Beuningen, Jong, & Kuiken (2012) shed light on the effect of direct
and indirect comprehensive corrective feedback (CF) on second language
(L2) learners’ written accuracy (N= 268). The study set out to explore the
value of CF as a revising tool as well as its capacity to support long-term
accuracy development. Results showed that both direct and indirect
comprehensive CF led to improved accuracy. Furthermore, a separate
analysis of grammatical and non grammatical error types revealed that only
direct CF resulted in grammatical accuracy gains in new writing and that
pupils’ non grammatical accuracy benefited most from indirect CF.
Moreover, CF did not result in simplified writing when structural
complexity and lexical diversity in students’ new writing were measured.
Our findings suggest that comprehensive CF is a useful educational tool
that teachers can use to help L2 learners improve their written accuracy

over time.

Farrokhi & Sattarpour (2012) presented the outcomes of a study that
explored(1) whether direct written corrective feedback (CF) can help high-
proficient L2 learners, who has already achieved a rather high level of
accuracy in English, improve in the accurate use of two functions of

English articles (the use of ‘a’ for first mention and ‘the’ for subsequent or



27

anaphoric mentions); and (2) whether there are any differential effects in
providing the two different types of direct written CF (focused and
unfocused) on the accurate use of these grammatical forms by these EFL
learners. The statistical analyses indicated that both experimental groups
did better than control group in the post-test, and moreover, focused group
significantly outperformed unfocused one in terms of accurate use of
definite and indefinite English articles. Overall, these results suggested that

focused written CF is more effective than unfocused one.

Farrokhi & Sattarpour (2011) investigated whether direct focused
corrective feedback and direct unfocused corrective feedback caused any
differential effects on the accurate use of English articles by EFL learners
across two different proficiency levels (low and high). The participants
were divided into low and high proficiency levels by administering a
TOEFL test. The statistical analysis indicated that focused group did better
than both unfocused and control groups in terms of accurate use of English
articles in both proficiency levels. Therefore, these results suggested that
unfocused corrective feedback is of limited pedagogical value, whereas
focused corrective feedback promoted learners' grammatical accuracy in L2

writing more effectively.

Ferris (2012) presented a definition to the written corrective
feedback, referred to as ‘written CF’ and also known as ‘grammar
correction’ or ‘error correction’, has been a controversial topic in second

language studies over the past fifteen years. Inspired by John Truscott's
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thought-provoking 1996 essay in Language Learning, many different
researchers have undertaken new programs of investigation, while others

have engaged in scholarly synthesis and argumentation around the topic.

Ellis (2008) investigated the effect of a more focused approach to
error correction. He assigned 49 first year intermediate level Japanese
university students who were taking general classes in English to a focused,
unfocused, or control group respectively. All three groups wrote a new
picture composition for the pre-test and post-test. The treatment was
identical to Sheen (2007). While correcting the learners’ errors, the teacher
targeted only articles in the focused group’s narratives. The control group
had no correction on their errors. They only got a brief general comment
like “Good!” or a question like “What happened then?”” at the end of their
essays. The researchers reported a gain in accuracy in article usage from

the pre-test to the immediate post- test given in Week 6 for both

Rao (2013) examined four experienced teachers' beliefs and practices
in teaching English as a foreign language (EFL) writing .All the teachers
perceived that they integrated product and process elements of writing in
their teaching. However, Three of the four teachers showed consistency
between their beliefs and practices in teaching writing, while the remaining
one's practices were in some cases consistent with his beliefs and in other
cases contradictory. This study indicated that teachers' beliefs and practices
need to be explicitly taken into account in designing and implementing

development programmes for L2 writing teachers.



29

Mubarak (2013) study had the following aims: (1) to investigate the
feedback and teaching practices of L2 writing; (2) to investigate the
effectiveness of two types of written corrective feedback (direct and
indirect corrective feedback) and (3) to investigate teachers’ and students’
beliefs about feedback through interviews and questionnaires. The
following were the most important findings. (1) Classroom observations
showed that there were several problems in the teaching of L2 writing and
feedback methods at the University of Bahrain. (2) The quasi-experimental
study showed that there was no difference in the effectiveness between the
first type of feedback compared to the second. (3) Interviews and
questionnaires showed that the students preferred direct corrective to
indirect corrective feedback (i.e. they preferred it when their errors were

corrected by providing the corrections.

Sun (2013) conducted a study which sought to investigate whether
focused written corrective feedback (WCF) promoted the acquisition of the
German case morphology over the course of a semester. The study found
that the focused group improved significantly in the accuracy of case forms
while the unfocused and the control group did not make any apparent
progress. The results indicated that focused WCF was effective in
improving case accuracy in subjects’ writings in German as a foreign
language (GFL) context. WCF did not negatively affect writing fluency or

students' attitude toward writing.
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Wang, T & Jiang, L. (2014) stated that making errors and receiving
corrective feedback (CF) on them is part of everyday routine. The study
focused on the body of research evidence that came into being after an
extensive debate among SLA and L2-writing researchers for second
language (L2) learners of all ages and levels. The findings were insufficient
to draw any strong conclusions; the answer to the research question
remains open. The results provided useful insights that could be used as

directions for further research.
2.8 Summary:

In conclusion, written feedback meets the goals of the education
system by engaging and challenging students, developing critical thinking
skills, and making students aware of their interests and learning
preferences. The strategy allows for flexibility and hands-on learning that
translates in to increased student motivation. Because written feedback
focuses more on the process than the product, it is easy for the students to
see their accomplishments and develop self-efficacy because their end
product is not being compared to the other students. Application of this
strategy requires time and effort on the part of the teacher. Teachers are
able to address the students’ learning preferences as well as differentiate
instruction to meet student needs. It is appropriate for all students of
different ability levels. Finally, written feedback focuses on the student

learning and engagement, which is the current goal of the educational
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system. When well planned and executed this teaching method enhances

academic achievement.

From the previous related studies, the present one is unique in the
sense that, unlike others, who conducted their studies on the college
students or secondary school students, this study has been conducted on the
students of a High Basic School specifically on the eleventh graders to see
if the strategy of written feedback affects this level of students or only the
higher levels at schools or colleges. Additionally, this study is to observe
any improvement on the students’ writing skills in terms of language level,
cohesion and content as opposed to many others whose concerns were
basically on other rubrics such as the vocabulary enrichment, inspiration,

motivation to work within a group work or punctuation.
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Chapter Three
Methodology and Procedures
3.1. Introduction:

The above mentioned chapter found to mention the steps of the
methodology followed while conducting the study. The researcher
introduced the study population, the study sample, and the followed
procedures used in building and describing the instruments of the study. In
this chapter, the researcher also presented the kinds of statistical tests
applied in this research. Moreover; it describes the study variables, the

reliability and the validity of the study instrument.
3.2. Methodology:

Descriptive statistical analysis used to perform the major goal of the
study, and to answer questions of the study. Both descriptive and inferential
statistics were used in this study. Descriptive statistics was used to work
out the standard deviation, mean and standard error of measuring of the
used tests. Cronbach Alpha was used to measure the reliability. In the
inferential statistics, an independent samples t-test was used to compare the

means of both the experimental and the control group at the post-test.
The study was divided into two sets:

1. Experimental set (group): learners that learn writing by getting

benefits from written feedback method.



34

Control set (group): learners that learn writing using the traditional

method.

e The design of the study is as followes:
- CG:0, 010,

- EG: O, X010,

= Control group: CG

- Experimental group: EG

- Writing pre test: O,

- Writing post test: O2

- Treatment: X

3.3 Questions of the study:

This study presented to answer the main question and other related

questions.

1.

What is the influence of teachers of English written feedback on the
eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit district

(language, cohesion, and content)?

Are there any significant statistical differences at (o <0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback in improving student writing

skills in the pre- test in both groups (experimental and control)?
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Are there any significant statistical differences at (a0 < 0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback in improving students' writing

skills between the pre- test and post- test of the control group?

Are there any significant statistical differences at (a0 < 0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback on improving students'
writing skills between the pre-test and post- test of the experimental

group?

Are there any significant statistical differences at (a < 0.05) in the
influence of applying written feedback on improving students'
writing skills in the post- test of both groups (experimental and

control)?

3.4 Hypothesis of the Study:

The main question of the study underlies the following null

hypotheses:

1.

There are no significant statistical differences at (a. <0.05) in the
influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,
cohesion, and content) in the pre test in both groups( control and

experimental).

There are no significant statistical differences at (a <0.05) in the

influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
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graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,
cohesion, and content) between the pre-test and post-test of the

control group.

3. There are no significant statistical differences at (a <0.05) in the
influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,
cohesion, and content) between the pre-test and post-test of the

experimental group.

4.  There are no significant statistical differences at (a <0.05) in the
influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,
cohesion, and content) between the post-test of both groups( control

and experimental).

3.5 Sample of the Study:

The sample of the study included sixty students who were picked by
the reseracher. The research was applied at Salfit public schools. Eleventh
graders' students are represented as the study population. As for the
studysample, the researcher distributed the test to thirty students that were
involved in English lessons that applied written feedback as a method used
in writing skill (the experimental group) ,and to other thirty students who
learned writing using traditional methods. Thus, this study applied on sixty

eleventh graders' learners.
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3.6 Instruments of the Study:

The main instrument of the study is writing test that the researcher

developed for the sake of the study. (see Appendix A)
3.7 Writing Posttest:

The researcher distributed the post test to the students in both groups
(control and experimental) in order to measure the influence of the given
treatment. The writing post test was constructed from writing skill, and the

learners took forty minutes to perform that test. (Appendix A)
3.8 Writing Rating Scale:
The writing test was given to learners.
The writing test consisted of three domains of students’ performance.

- The first aspect is about the influence of written feedback in English

language writing (three) marks.

- The second aspect is about the influence of written feedback in

cohesive writing of English language (three) marks.

- The third aspect is about the influence of written feedback in writing

content of English language (four) marks.
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3.9 Validity of the English writing test:

For making sure that the English writing test is valid, it was checked
by a jury in field of TEFL from some Palestinian universities. (Appendix

B)

The jury accepted the content and the elements of the test generally,

but they suggested some modifications.

3.10 Reliability of the English writing test:

Cronbach alpha was used for discovering the reliability level of the

English language writing test.

Table (1): Alpha Formula of Instrument Reliability

Aspects Marks Reliability coefficient
Languag Three 0.82
Cohesive Three 0.88
Content Four 0.89
Total mark Ten 2.95

Table (1) above indicates that the ranges of reliability were between
(0.82-0.89), and that the total mark was (2.95) that is considered to be

appropriate for the aim of the research.

It also shows that the rate of the reliability coefficients are high, and

this is considered appropriate for aims of the study.
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3.11 Procedure of the study:

There were many steps and procedures that the researcher used and

followed:

1.  The experts in the field of TEFL established the validity and
reliability of the instrument; then the researcher made the
modification after studying and adopting the observations and

suggested ideas.

2.  After having the permission from the university, the researcher took
that permission to the ministry of education which gave the
researcher the permission for collecting information from students
after teaching them and giving them writing test for the sake of the

study.

3. The researcher distributed the copies of the writing test to the
students who in turn were free to answer and complete the wanted

mission. This was in order to have valid results of the study.

During the treatment period, the main topic was given to both
groups, but the experimental group received written feedback, and the
control group didn’t receive written feedback, but taught with traditional

meth.
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3.12 Treatment in the written feedback group:

Mainly, the researcher presented the concept of feedback, then he
distributed some handouts to the learners with written feedback. These
handouts explained the merits of written feedback with some examples of
well constructed feedback, and other examples for badly ones. The idea of

feedback was presented to the learners with some practical examples.

3.13 Variables of the Study:

The study consisted of the following variables:

3.13.1 Independent variables:

Students' scores inwriting.

3.13.2 Dependent Variables:

Using written feedback in teaching writing skills.

3.14 Statistical Analysis:

The Statistical package for social science (SPSS) version 21 was
used for analyzing the data. Different tests and procedures including
means, frequencies, standard deviation, and independent samples t-test
were used. To test the significance of the study hypothesis, p-value was
used in both dimensions less than or equal. Different tests were used to
calculate the teachers' responses on the items. T-Test was also used to test

the hypothesis related to gender.
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3.15 Summary:

In this chapter, the researcher presented many steps which are used
in conducting any study. The researcher presented the study population, the
study sample, the design of the study which used in accepting or refusing
the hypotheses of the study. The researcher also introduced the procedures,

variables and the statistical devices used in the sake of such studies.
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Chapter Four
Results
4.1. Introduction:

The above mentioned chapter shows the findings related to the
research. These results are parted into two main sections. The first one is
related to the findings of the major question of the study. The second

section is connected with the results of the sub-questions of the study.

This chapter introduces the information that was analyzed by using
the SPSS version 21. The information was taken from the study instrument
which was presented in the form of English language writing test.
Basically, the results and conclusions were extracted based on the

outcomes of the analysis.
4.2. Results related to the first question:

What is the iinfluence of teachers of English written feedback on the
eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,

cohesion, and content)?
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Table (2): Eta square test of the influence of teachers of English
written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill

in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content)

aspect df| T Eta Sig. |Influence size| Cohen (d ) for
Squared influence
Language |58(3.610| 0.428 0.001* 0.48 1.12
cohesion |58(4.180| 0.305 | 0.001* 0.436 -0.972
Content |58(5.668| 0.389 | 0.001* 0.59 -1.36
total score [58(6.325| 0.4810 | 0.001* 0.52 -1.23

The concept of statistical significance of the results reflects the
confidence we attach to the results of the differences or relationships
regardless of the size difference or link the size and regardless of how
much trust we have in the results . As observed, Eta square ranging from
(0.3- 0.4) which shows that the treatment presented had an impact on
students' skills in writing. The influence size is determined according to the
(d Cohen value). The value of (d) is larger than (0.8) that shows higher

effect of written feedback on developing students' writing skills.
4.3 Results related to the second question:

Are there any statistical differences at (o < 0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) in the pre

test in both groups (control and experimental)?

To get the answer of such question, independent T-Test was used to

know the differences in the influence of written feedback in developing the
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performance of students from teachers' point of view based on students'

scores as table (3) indicates.

Table (3): Independent T-test for the differences at (a < 0.05) in the
influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,
cohesion, and content) in the pre test in both groups (control and

experimental).

Pre test set M S.D T Signficance

Language cor_1tro| 1.87 0.45 -0.132- 0.895
experimental | 1.88 0.52

Cohesion cor_ltrol 1.95 0.53 0.795 0.430
experimental | 1.85 0.44

Content cor_ltrol 2.40 0.79 1.409 0.164
experimental | 2.13 0.67

Total cor_1tro| 6.22 1.12 1.158 0.251
experimental | 5.87 1.22

Table (3) indicates that there were no significant differences at the
level (o = 0.05) in the influence of teachers of English written feedback on
the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District
(language, cohesion, and content) in the pre test in both groups (control and

experimental). The null hypothesis in these aspects is valid. These results

show that students in the experimental group (m 58, sd = 1.2)
experienced lower writing skills before treatment than students in the
control group (m = 6.22, sd = 1.12). The result indicates that both groups
(the control and the experimental) had equal level in their writing skills

before conducting the method of written feedback.
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4.4 Results related to the third question:

Are there any statistical differences at (o < 0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) between

the pre test and post test of the control group?

To get the answer of such question, independent T-Test was used to
observe the significant differences in the influence of teachers of English
written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in
Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) in the posttest and pretest

in the control group.

Table (4): Independent T-test for the significant differences at (o <
0.05) in the influence of teachers of English written feedback on the
eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District
(language, cohesion, and content) between the pre test and post test of

the control groups.

control group: Test M S.D T Sig.

Language Pre 1.88 0.52 1.135 0.261
Post 1.73 0.50

Cohesion Pre 1.85 0.44 1.128 0.264
Post 1.70 0.58

Content Pre 2.13 0.67 1.088 0.281
Post 1.97 0.51

Total Pre 5.87 1.22 1.442 0.155
Post 5.40 1.29

Table (4) indicates that there are no significant statistical differences

at the level (o = 0.05) in the influence of teachers of English written
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feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit
District (language, cohesion, and content) between the pre test and post test
of the control group. The null hypothesis in these aspects is valid. The test
was presented not to be significant, t (5.8) = 1.442, p < 0.155; These results
show that learners in the control group in the posttest (M = 5.87, SD =
1.22) had higher writing skills using traditional method than did in the pre-
test (M =5.40, SD =1.29). This means that though the traditional method in
writing developed students in writing in the posttest, still the improvement

was not significant or efficient.
4.5 Results related to the fourth question:

Are there any statistical differences at (a. < 0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) between

the pre test and post test of the experimental group?

To get the answer of such question, independent T-Test was used to
observe the differences in the influence of teachers of English written
feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit
District (language, cohesion, and content) in the post test and pre test in the

experimental group.
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Table (5): Independent T-test for the statistical differences at (a < 0.05)
in the influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,

cohesion, and content) between the pre- test and post- test.

Experimental Group | test M S.D T Sig.

Language pre 1.87 0.45 | -2.652- | 0.010
post 2.17 0.42

Cohesion pre 1.95 0.53 | -2.360- | 0.022
post 2.23 0.39

Content pre 2.40 0.79 | -2.041- | 0.046
post 2.77 0.58

Total score pre 6.22 1.12 | -3.744- | 0.001*

post 7.17 .820

Table (5) indicates that there are significant statistical differences at
the level (a. = 0.05) in the influence of teachers of English written feedback
on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District
(language, cohesion, and content) between the pre test and post test of the

experimental group. The null hypothesis in these aspects is not valid.

In order to test the influence of teachers of English written feedback
on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District
(language, cohesion, and content), an independent samples t-test was used.
The test presented to be statistically significant, T = 3.744, p < 0.001; This
result shows that learners in the experimental group in the post test
(M = 7.17; SD = 0.820) experienced higher scores of writing skills
following written feedback than did learners in the pretest (M = 6.22; SD =
1.12; p value = 0.001).
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4.6 Results related to the fifth question:

Are there any statistical differences at (o < 0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) between

the post tests of both groups ( control and experimental)?

To get the answer of such question, independent T-Test was used to
observe the significant differences in the influence of teachers of English
written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in
Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) in the post test in both

groups (experimental and control).

Table (6): Independent T-test for the differences at (a < 0.05) in the
influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,
cohesion, and content) in the post test of both groups (control and

experimental).

Group M S.T T Sig.

Language Experimental 2.17 0.42 3.610 | 0.001*
Control 1.73 0.50

Cohesion Experimental 2.23 0.39 4.180 | 0.001*
Control 1.70 0.58

Content Experimental 2.77 0.58 5.668 | 0.001*
Control 1.97 0.51

Total score Experimental | 7.17 0.82 6.325 | 0.001*
Control 5.40 1.29

Table (6) indicates that there are significant statistical differences at

the level (a = 0.05) in the influence of teachers of English written feedback
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on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District
(language, cohesion, and content) in the post test of both groups( control

and experimental). The null hypothesis in these aspects is not valid.

In order to measure the influence of teachers of English written
feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit
District (language, cohesion, and content), an independent samples t-test
was used. The test was presented to be statistically significant, T = 6.325, p
< 0.001. This result shows that learners in the experimental group (M =
7.17) had higher scores of writing skills using written feedback method

than did learners in the post test for the control group (m = 5.40).

4.7. Summary:

The previous chapter showed the outcomes extracted after the
statistical analysis of the presented study. Many tables were presented and
introduced to show the results. These tables were followed with comments
for each table. Many procedures and devices were used to analyze the

results and to show the effect of the variables of the study.
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Chapter Five
Discussion of the Results, Conclusion, and Recommendations
5.1. Introduction:

The above mentioned chapter contains three sections. The first is
about the findings of the questions and hypotheses of the study according
to study variables. The second is about the conclusions of the study. The
third and final one is about the recommendations that are extracted based

on the study results.

Section one:

5.2. Discussion of the results of the first question:

What is the influence of teachers of English written feedback on the
eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language,

cohesion, and content)?

The study shows that the effect written feedback in the experimental
group was high on students' writing skills. The influence size is decided
based on the value which is higher than (0.8). That shows high effect of

written feedback in developing students' writing skill.

That meant that written feedback as a teaching method has
significantly improved learner's writing skills. These results supported

some of previous studies mentioned in previous chapters in literature
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review which shows that written feedback has a positive effect ,and
applying such method could enhance second language skills in writing
such as Brown (2007), Bruton (2009). The results also agreed with some
results mentioned by Eliss (2012), Hattie (2007), Peshghadam &
Ghanezadeh (2006), which state that written feedback develop the students’

writing skills while teaching second language skills.

The findings of this research are in harmony with different studies
such as Negare (2011); Cheen (2007), Peshgadam & Ghanezadeh (2006),
Cheen (2007), Rao (2007).The presented study indicted that the learners in
the experimental group who received written feedback outperformed the
learners in the control group who followed traditional approach. This
result is in harmony with the results of the research conducted by Cheen
(2007) confirming that method of feedback leads to the improvement of

language proficiency.

The result of the present study is also in consistent with some
previous findings such as studies conducted by Farrokhi and Sattarpour
(2012) on the influence of written feedback strategy in writing classes,
Ojima (2006) study regarding the influence of written feedback, and
Sharple (1993) research on the influence of computer-based written
feedback as astrategy for middle school students. The results of such
studies showed that written feedback as a method was useful and beneficial

in developing learners’ writing skills.
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Furthermore, the outcomes of the presented study are in harmony
with some results such as the study conducted by Rao (2007) on the
influence of such strategies such as written feedback and brainstorming in
developing writing skill. Rao (2007) showed that such strategies improve
students’ abilities and enables them to create ideas and organize them.
However, the findings of the present study is in contrast to some studies
done by Truscott (1996) and Al-Sharawneh (2012). Truscott was one of the
opponents of written feedback, and this was clear in his study "The case
against error correction”. Moreover, Al-Sharawneh (2012) pointed out that
traditional techniques in teaching writing skills of the English language

were beneficial and influencial.

5.3. Discussion of results related to the second question:

Are there statistical differences at (o <0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) in the pre

test in both groups (control and experimental)?

To get the answer of such question , T-Test was used to observe the
significant differences in the influence of written feedback in developing

students' performances in writing skills.

The findings indicated that there were no significant statistical
differences at the level (a = 0.05) in the influence of written feedback in

developing students' performances in writing in Language, cohesive and
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content. The null hypotheses in these aspects is valid. The result indicated
that students in the experimental group (M = 5,8 SD = 1,2) had lower
scores in writing skills in the pre-test before applying written feedback

than did learners in the control group (M =6,2,SD = 1,2).

This result indicated that the two groups (control and experimental)
were equal in their writing skills before applying the method of written

feedback.
5.4. Discussion of Results Related to the third Question:

Are there statistical differences at (o <0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) between

the pre test and post test of the control group?

To get the answer of such question, T-Test was used to get the
significant differences in the influence of teachers of English written
feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit
District (language, cohesion, and content) in the post test in the control

group?

The findings showed that there were no significant statistical
differences at the level (o = 0.05) in the influence of written feedback in
developing students' performance in writing in language, cohesion and

content. The null hypothesess in these aspects is valid.
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The results presented to be not statistically significant because
t =1.1442, p < 0.155. The result indicated that learners in the post test (M
= 5.40, SD = 1.29) had higher writing skills marks using traditional method
than did learners in the pretest (M = 5.87, SD = 1.22), so this improvement

was not statistically significant.

The result support previous studies such as AL Sharawneh (2012)
who explained that traditional methods of developing writing skills proved
to be beneficial. Learners have to know how to organize their ideas before
turning them into writing; they have to confirm that teaching grammar is
influential in the sense that learners sometimes leave some instruction in
composing writing. Indeed, the best conclusion presented by Mourtaga
(2004) that traditional grammar instructions were the most unproductive

technique of developing writing skills.

Those traditional strategies of teaching writing skills were explained
by different studies such as a study by Khalil (2002) who declared that
most of the mistakes made by the non-native speakers of the Arab learners
are in writing especially in sentence formation, usage and mechanics of
writing. However, some methods of teaching writing such as written
feedback reduces the non-native speakers' mistakes concerning language,

sentence formation and usage.
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5.5. Discussion of Results Related to the fourth Question:

Are there statistical differences at (o <0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) between

the pre test and post test of the experimental group?

To get the answer of such a question, independent T-Test was used
to figure out the significant differences in the influence of teachers of
English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance in writing
skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) in the post test in

the experimental groups?

The findings showed that there were significant statistical differences
at the level (a = 0.05) in the influence of written feedback in developing
students' performance in writing in language, cohesion and content. The

null hypothesis in these aspects is not valid.

These results showed that learners in the experimental group (M =
7,17) had higher scores of writing skills using written feedback than did
learners in the pretest (M = 6.22).

This result also was in agreement with Peshgadam and Ghanezadeh
(2006), Wang & Hiang (2014) study which showed that the learners in the
experimental group outperformed the students in the control group in terms
of writing and organizing paragraphs or essays. Also, the findings of the
study showed that written feedback could be influential for affective in

improving writing skills. This development could be understood as new



58

knowledge is built when learners set connections between knowledge
learned, previous experiences, and the context where they find themselves.
(Bransford, 2000), and Chen (2007) proposed that written feedback is a
useful learning technique consistent with constructivism theory in the
sense that it helps learners construct new ideas and thoughts for the coming

sessions.

The findings of the presented study indicated that written feedback
has positive an impact on learners’ writing which is in harmony with what
was found by Negari (2011); Cheen (2007), Peshgadam & Ghanezadeh
(2006), Rao (2007).

However, the outcomes of the presented study were in contrast to
some studies done by Truscott (1996) and Al-Sharawneh (2012). Truscott
was one of the opponents of written feedback, and this was clear in his
study "The case against error correction™. Moreover, Al-Sharawneh (2012)
declared that traditional techniques of teaching English language writing

skills were useful and beneficial.
5.6. Discussion of results related to the fifth question:

Are there statistical differences at (oo <0.05) in the influence of
teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh graders' performance
in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion, and content) between

the post test of both groups (control and experimental)?

Independent T-Test was used to obtain the significant differences in

the influence of teachers of English written feedback on the eleventh
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graders' performance in writing skill in Salfit District (language, cohesion,

and content) in the post test in both groups ( experimental and control)?

The findings showed that there were significant statistical differences
at the level (a = 0.05) in the influence of written feedback on improving
students' performance in writing in language, cohesive, content, and total

scores. The null hypothesis in these domains is not valid.

The results showed that learners in the experimental group (M=7.17)
had higher scores in the test that involved applying written feedback than

did learners in the post test for the control group (M = 5.40).

It was observed from the findings of the results that the pre-test
scores showed that most students had low scores in English writing test.
The Posttest showed that students in the experimental group have
developed which proved that written feedback has a positive impact on

improving writing skills.

The result is in agreement with some studies conducted by
Peshgadam & Ghanezadeh (2006) whose study revealed that learners who
are taught by written feedback method exceed the other learners in terms

organizing and associating thoughts and ideas.

This result also is in harmony with some of the previous researches
such as studies conducted by Sheen (2007), Ojima (2006). The results of
these studies proved that written feedback method was beneficial and

useful in developing students' writing abilities.
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Section Two:

5.7 Conclusion:

The present research studied the influence of written feedback on
improving learners’ writing skills. The findings of the study found out that
the students in the experimental group who were taught using written
feedback improved their writing skills more than the learners in the control
group who were taught with traditional teaching method. In other words,
the learners in the experimental group attained significant improvement

moving from pre-test to pos-ttest.

Written feedback as an approach seems to be beneficial and
influential based on the classroom settings. It was possibly turned out that

many studies support method of written feedback .

It can be inferred that the provision of direct correction is sufficient
for students’ accurate use of English articles. Contradictory to other
assumption that that written feedback has a small harmful impact on
students’ ability to write accurately; it is concluded that when feedback is
targeted at a specified error type, feedback has a large beneficial effect on

students’ long-term learning.

Most importantly, the written feedback is with respect should not be
random; it should focus on providing the leaner with simple rules for

practice that can also be applied.
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The result obtained in this study is different also from other
contradictory studies in that the question of whether feedback affects
learning has been narrowed down. Those conflicting studies worried that
focusing on issues in the feedback such as error types leads to a Present-
Practice-Produce exercise, and questioned whether focused feedback may

be less practical in a classroom.

Finally, as the findings of the current study suggests that written
feedback is more fruitful and beneficial in improving learners’ writing in
English .1t is observed that generating written feedback is also an approach

that needs thinking and joining the ideas in mind.

Consequently teaching with written feedback is an important factor
of the teaching curriculum to help learners improve their skills especially

writing skills.
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Section Three:

5.8 Recommendations:

Having the outcomes of the study, the researcher presented the

following recommendations
For Learners:

Learners should get benefit from the comments provided from the
teachers as forms of feedback because they help them organize their ideas

and develop their writing skill.
For teachers of English:

1. Teachers should encourage learners how to get benefits from the

comments provided based on their work in writing skill.

2. Teachers ought to use written feedback method in their classes, since
it improves students' performance in writing skills , and it helps the

students to be self- dependent.

3. Teachers ought to move step by step with the development of the

students and to give enough attention for the weak students.
For the Ministry of Education:

4, The Ministry of Education ought to give more attention to writing

skills by involving methods like written feedback in the syllabuses.
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5. Counselors in the ministry of education ought to organize training
courses and sessions to train teachers on how to apply such

techniques of writing while teaching writing
Recommendations for Further Studies:

6. To conduct more studies related to the topic and studies in different

field and environment.

7. To do other related researches related to the influential role of

using written feedback in other skills

8. To conduct other studies related to the problems of using the method

of written feedback in schools.

Q. To conduct Studies to correct other error types for the future.
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Appendixes

Appendix A

Writing a paragraph
Grade 11
English for Palestine
Writing a paragraph consists of different parts:
1-  Topic sentence which introduces the main idea.
2-  (Supporting details): the body of the paragraph.
3-  Conclusion: (closing sentence) restates the main idea.

Sample: Look at the following example of a paragraph about
"How to be fit and healthy."

Being fit and healthy plays an important role in our life. It
isn’t an easy job to get fit and healthy, so you have to work harder
and harder by doing and following some tips. We can follow some
regular exercises that we should do daily. Also, we should have
enough sleep in order to give our body stored energy that can be
used for other activities. Concerning food, we should focus on the
healthy food such as fruits and fresh vegetables. Moreover, we
ought to stay away from the junk food which is useless to our
bodies.

In brief, prevention is better than cure, so the choice is in our
hands to be prevented from diseases by being always fit and
healthy.

Activity:

Write a well form paragraph (70-80) words about "How to be
fit and healthy". Make sure that you do decent planning, and follow
the writing process (first draft, editing and publishing). This
planning will make up an important part of the final mark.
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Appendix B

The validation committee (original copy)

Activity:

Write a well form paragraph (70-80) words about "How to be fit
and healthy". Make sure that you do decent planning, and follow the
writing process (first draft, editing and publishing). This planning will

make up an important part of the final mark.
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Appendix C
Names and ranks

The Validation Committee for the English language writing test

Dr .Bilal Hamamreh, lecturer, An-Najah National University

Dr. Mohammad Hamdan , lecturer , An-Najah National University

Amjad Sameer Issa , lecturer , College of Hisham Hijjawi

Lubna Rabi, English Advisor, Salfit District.

Duaa Naif Aboura, TA at ELC, The Arab American University

Tayseer Salameh, lecturer ,Al-Quds Open University

Ahkam Hassan Assaf, lecturer, The Arab American University.

Mazoz Subaih, Advisor, Salfit District

Amal Marabaa, TA, at ELC, Arab American University.

Mohammad Abu Shamah, Advisor, Salfit District

Maher Sobhi, Advisor, South Nablus District
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Appendix D

Sample of a student's piece of writing(Pre-tests)
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Appendix E

Sample of a teachers written feedback
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Appendix F

Samples of students’ piece of writing (post —tests)
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Appendix G

Permission from the ministry of education
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Appendix H: Permission from Deir Ballut Secondary Boys' School
Appendix |
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pol I A s L
State of Palestine Fealasald dlgas
Ministry of Education

T Salfi owlailly o2l G5l

Directorate of Education — it 235ilan — aalatll 43 301 &

Deir Ballut Secondary Girls' School A ;:]‘l ﬁ:ﬁ :’;‘:
NO. 13 pigd
Date: BVEPY (JaY) gl VYAl
(13030) siamgh oy (13112042): 3N o300 SRRR YRR FLAEN PN

/.»51/ dogs H° ‘J‘I
Slest gadan o ") ) gwge et daan” (el OT Ll byl s Sl Aege 3] eSS
Sl3y pY oA A=Y v e oY1 ) Ladll (8 te (B Gl S Je st Ty S
(Ol Lef b Al 2y SalS”
"The Influence of Teachers of English Written Feedback on the Eleventh

Graders' performance in Writing Skill in Salfit District".
il debie 3 LS Blge § e 3l Laalt Al o3l e Cnalalt e Radil) By SL1 dart ) e T

By Sanralll 5 s ool iyl 15
:__/,f’” Zl—‘)-lL\ 5}.\.‘ @i,?

et Dolln Secondary Gl Schoot Dei Ballef Tef 092990008 -3 %A% 8 B Aok pons it




dgihsl 7 ladl) daala
Ldad) cslaafyal) 4406

A5ty Aall) alea (pe Aadial) 4 gical) Aapll) daal)
Ahia B LU §lga A pde galadl diall (Db gld o
Al Al [ il

Aas)

JJ’J*‘WJAW*"“

Uass daal .3

lla) galiny b ealal) Ao o Jpuaall Yiaind dag kYl oda cuadd
condil Ayibgh 7 ladl) daala 8 Lilad) bl A0 Ayilady) dadl) (a0
2016



Loalas¥) A5l alea ¢ dadiall 4, gial) dag)l) Ll i
Ahaia b LS §)lga B pde galadl diall O e o
Tnd A | il
s

BSI T PEVTY I VKT P

o

il

Uase daal .2
Laildl

Clgal) ot 8 A sl aall) Al alaial A Al dulall o2a Caags
S LA Alastialy Gandl W8 (mpal) 13 Gl . de galall Caoall Akl gal A

Ayl g ddalia ¢ofic seaa o (pedse pde galall Caall e e 60 e Buda

A A i Gy aldl ol LS Al iy (in) DU ciloslacdl oLl Aty
2 e ey i Ay 038 ) o) Bgatl Ao sendll Al e A5l xal
b Sl Analyl Al A il Aol 8 a1 smg il 8 ¢ LaaY dilesal

sl Ll ol LS Cljlea (e

2 5Sall Ayl A3sl) Al Gl (S Caall) eyl Ayl il e gaa S
o eyl i Appal) € anaan e, ella] 28LaY . polaal) 8 Gl aues e

S e S de Sl Amal) 4830 Al (el





