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ABSTRACT
The present research investigates the efficiency of corrective feedback on learners` writing performance 
through electronic platforms. 94 Omani English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners were selected based 
on their assessment results. They were randomly assigned into one experimental group and one control 
group, including 47 students. Both groups were pretested by a writing test to collect the required data. 
The experimental group then received the treatment using corrective feedback, whereas the control group 
received only corrective input on the forms and structures of the final draft. A survey was distributed among 
the experimental group’s participants to elicit the students’ attitudes toward corrective feedback. The Mann-
Whitney U test for comparing the control and experimental groups showed a significant difference between 
the mean scores of the two groups. Corrective feedback had a statistically significant effect on EFL learners’ 
writing performance. Besides, the survey findings showed that participants emphasized the importance of 
receiving corrective feedback from their teachers. The current study results can have implications for teachers 
to implement more feedback sessions on students’ writing tasks and other skills equally. 

Keywords: Corrective feedback, computerized course, writing, EFL performance.

INTRODUCTION
Writing skill as a process motivates the learners to think, manage, and then generate ideas in the shape of 
a writing composition for the interactional purposes between the reader and the writer. Thus, a text writer 
should be able to produce the language correctly, organize the created writing well, and deduct the errors 
to avoid misunderstanding by the reader (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Khadawardi, 2020). Some researchers 
(e.g., Banaruee, 2016; Richards & Renandya, 2002) have clearly stated that writing skills can be considered 
one of the most challenging language learning and teaching areas. They also noted that the skills dealing 
with writing tasks are highly complicated if the learner’s level of proficiency is not high. Therefore, the most 
crucial challenge is whether the errors or mistakes in the writing should be ignored or corrected. Banaruee 
and Askari (2016) stated that there is no guarantee of the effectiveness of existing feedback strategies on the 
learners’ skills. They believe that the available literature and findings are not conclusive. The precise point is 
that the written correction feedback has recently received attention from many scholars (Bitchener & Storch, 
2016; Papi et al., 2020). Mendez and Cruz (2012) stated that errors are considered something that must be 
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avoided or prevented. Based on Han’s (2008) words, although correcting errors needs some types of direct 
and evident feedback, corrective feedback is a broad term that provides some general clues and corrections. 
Leki (2001) asserted that implementing corrective feedback on the learners writing by teachers and students 
to fix the issues is a painstaking task in a foreign language (FL) context. One of the reasons for such a 
problem is selecting appropriate strategies for error feedback on writing skills. Most researchers have tried to 
provide and familiarize teachers with suitable existing strategies for giving feedback on learners’ writing. The 
teachers are encouraged to practice the best technique of giving feedback, which helps learners practically 
implement, revise and edit their manuscripts. The learning environment can be considered an important 
factor in selecting the best corrective feedback strategies. 
Whether the role of corrective feedback is discussed theoretically or empirically, the major issue is to 
understand the processes and procedures in a real FL learning class and how these theories are implemented 
authentically on the tasks (Mendez & Cruz, 2012). They also stated that the corrective feedback problems 
are categorized as follows: Firstly, the strategies used for the corrective feedback are inconsistent, ambiguous, 
or ineffective from the teacher’s side (Allwright, 1975; Chaudron, 1977; Long, 1977). Secondly, teachers 
may provide non-systematic random feedback on the tasks (Lyster & Mori, 2006). Thirdly, error acceptance 
may hinder the communication process. Finally, various types of errors made by learners should be marked 
in corrective feedback (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). 
Nassaji (2009) believed that corrective feedback is one of the second language acquisition (SLA) facilitators. 
Thus, corrective feedback has received the attention of various scholars in the past decades. One of the 
significant theories claims that second language (L2) learning happens by providing comprehensible input 
(Panova & Lyster, 2002). According to Ellis (1994), some factors help learners produce native-like utterances 
in learning. They are as follows: firstly, the noticeableness of the type of feedback (Alavi, Voon Foo, Amini, 
2015). Secondly, the noticeable terms of the previous statement must be adequate to assist learners in 
understanding the interlanguage structures of target language features (Schmidt & Frota, 1986).

LITERATURE REVIEW
An overview of the correction strategies for learners’ writing during an EFL course reveals an evident 
change during the last thirty years. During the 1970s, behaviorism theory was the dominant educational 
context (Brown, 2007). The theory focused on immediate feedback and considered the teachers as those 
who can prevent the occurrences of errors. Lately, the attention to such types of error correction and the 
related ideology of such a matter has been reduced (Ferris, 2003). Lee (1997, 2004) believe that teachers 
are decision-makers to correct errors or not, identify the types of errors, and locate the errors directly or 
indirectly. However, some other scholars (Banaruee & Askari, 2016; Rueg, 2010, 2017, 2018) argue that 
the implementation of direct or indirect feedback from peers or teachers could effectively improve language 
components’ performance. The controversial issue of written feedback has been at the center of arguments 
for the recent 30 years in second language acquisition (SLA) (Reinders & Mohebbi, 2018). Rouhi et al. 
(2020) stated that there is no apparent reason to show an efficient feedback strategy to improve the writing 
performance of language learners. 

Corrective Feedback (CF)
Chaudron (1977) believed that corrective feedback is “any reaction of the teacher which transforms, 
disapprovingly refers to, or demands improvement of the learner utterance” (p. 31). He also stated that 
CF occurs in both comprehension and incomprehension situations. Teachers are beneficial in helping the 
learners understand the meaning and the form of the language through CF. Every teacher can have their 
way of CF, depending on academic qualifications, professional experience, etc. This also causes a diversity of 
CF approaches, either being totally against errors or seeing errors as part of the learning process, which is a 
matter of controversy. Previous studies differ in their conclusion about CF, i.e., some see it as an inefficient 
process (Chun et al., 1982; Chaudron, 1977), while others see it as a very effective one in language learning 
(Asassfeh, 2013; Carroll & Swain, 1993; Ferris, 1997; Ellis et al., 2001a, 2001b; Sampson, 2012). These 
studies find CF as a way to enhance language learning and enrich their interlanguage system. 
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Theoretically, many studies proved the effectiveness of CF in SLA. Schmidt (1990, 2001) proposed the 
Noticing Hypothesis, in which the learners of an L2 should pay full attention to be successful in the learning 
process. This hypothesis favors the role of CF in helping learners become conscious of forms and guiding 
them to pinpoint the differences between L1 and L2. Moreover, Long (1996) updated the Interaction 
Hypothesis and stated that CF plays a role in direct and indirect grammar teaching. This interaction and 
ordinary meaning negotiation patterns from the teacher to the learner and vice versa improve the learners` 
attention to the language input and the production of language output. In addition, Swain (1985, 1995) 
proposed the Output Hypothesis, in which students can learn through CF to produce accurate outcomes. 
CF can highlight related input and turn learners’ attention towards it. 
Rashtchi and Abu Bakar (2019) did a study on some ESL students. They found out that students are 
interested in direct, explicit feedback and expect the teacher to correct as many errors as possible.
The modification of the learner’s output plays a significant role in SLA. As Swain (1995) highlighted, a 
modified outcome, which represents the model language for the learner’s interlanguage, is achieved through 
convenient peer feedback. Lightbown and Spada (1999) discussed that CF is “any indication to the learners 
that their use of the target language is incorrect” (p. 171), which is a type of modified input. External 
feedback or peer feedback, implied or overt feedback, can help learners be aware of the problems they face 
in their language. In the absence of external feedback, learners lose this precious opportunity to test their 
language progress (Swain, 1995). 
Swain (1997) suggested that no feedback means that learners may keep incorrect information and have 
unsolved problems in the language. This does not mean learning will not occur but will be inaccurate. 
Various research studies by some scholars (Boggs, 2019; Hadiyanto, 2019) revealed that exposing students 
to corrective feedback improves writing skills. 
Carroll et al. (1992) tried to distinguish the results of explicit CF on learning morphological generalizations 
in an experimental context. Their study confirmed the effectiveness of the feedback in immensely improving 
learners’ performance in acquiring the language. Carroll and Swain (1993) measured the effects of the various 
kinds of feedback on language acquisition of English learners, and all types of feedback were proven to lead 
to language learning. Overt or direct feedback had the most impact among all the other types of feedback. 
Feedback can positively affect both content and form, as stated by Ferris (1997). She noticed that giving 
feedback on grammar helped learners write more competently. Moreover, in a study carried out by Ferris 
(2002), it was revealed that corrective feedback improved learners’ accuracy in the short run. Participants 
were also found to have a better attitude toward the benefit of input to the extent they sought to review their 
writing independently. Adding to this, Ferris and Roberts (2001) suggested that beginner language learners 
profit from being corrected by their teacher, being guided toward their errors, and being prevented from 
feeling frustrated. They also indicated that indirect feedback incites the learners’ sense of reflection, makes 
them more attentive to the errors they commit, and leads to language retention in the long run. Chandler 
(2003) explains why direct feedback is more efficient in language learning, saying that it is not confusing to 
learners but is more informational and instant. Direct corrective feedback is thus widely seen as the most 
proper type of feedback given to language learners. 

Electronic Feedback (E-Feedback)
At the beginning of the Covid19 pandemic, most institutions shifted their teaching and learning to online 
platforms. The corrective feedback had happened, but in the electronic format, so it can be practical to talk 
about electronic feedback concisely. 
One of the ordinary and familiar types of electronic feedback (e-feedback) is asynchronous feedback. It 
refers to the implementation of online and offline tools, including review features. MS Word, emails, Google 
Docs, and blogs are familiar among all the available platforms. It has been observed that e-feedback positively 
influenced the learners’ perceptions and led to performance improvement (Chang et al., 2018). Some 
scholars (Guardado & Shi, 2007; Razi, 2016) reported that the anonymity feature of some platforms during 
peer feedback was positively analyzed by the students, resulting in honest, critical, and direct feedback. 
Studies regarding peer feedback through online platforms showed improvements in accuracy in grammar 
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(Van Beuningen et al., 2012), students became familiar with various written styles (Ho & Savignon, 2007), 
and it was predicted that global revisions would be provided (Yang, 2011; Guardado & Shi, 2007), critical 
thinking potentials would be promoted (Wu et al., 2015).
 Writing teachers have been using e-feedback asynchronously and synchronously for quite a long time 
(Shintani, 2016; Ene & Upton, 2018). In the synchronous mode, there is immediate feedback when 
both parties are online (Kim, 2010). Concurrently, as the students produce their texts online, the teacher 
monitors them and prepares immediate feedback for the students (Chong, 2019). However, in the case of 
asynchronous feedback, students receive the teacher’s comments after submitting their writing assignments. 
Shang (2017) stated that asynchronous feedback is more effective than the other one (synchronous) in 
facilitating the writing process of complex sentences by an EFL learner. In addition, Ene and Upton (2018) 
confirmed the same statement and believed that asynchronous is more beneficial because of the positive 
reinforcement it reveals. 
Cho (2017) approved that voice chat allowed students to read and engage during the editing and revision 
sessions. Odo and Yi (2014) conducted a case study on using Skype to give feedback. They reported that 
despite the connection problems, students could negotiate and clarify their feedback with the tutor through 
video-conferencing, text messaging, and screen sharing. This type of collaboration engages the students more 
in their work, giving them a sense of agency toward it.
Some researchers (Gass, 2003; Long, 1996) have focused on feedback in recent years. They have stated that 
the corrective feedback strategies can facilitate the development of L2.
Omani students have been engaged in online learning and teaching since the beginning of COVID-19. 
They have been participating in online teaching and assessment. One of those modules was writing. Since 
the mode of the assessment and giving feedback transferred to online platforms, it is worth investigating 
the effect of providing corrective feedback to measure its effectiveness in Omani EFL learning and teaching 
contexts. 
To find out the role of corrective feedback in an EFL context, this study aims to answer the following 
research questions:
RQ1: Does using the corrective feedback have any statistically significant effect on Omani EFL learners’ 
writing performance?
RQ2: What are the perceptions of Omani EFL learners toward the implementation of corrective feedback?
Based on the first research question, the null hypothesis was formulated:
H0: Corrective feedback does not significantly affect Omani EFL learners’ writing performance. 

METHODOLOGY
This study investigated if corrective feedback significantly affects Omani EFL learners` writing skills. This 
section explains the comprehensive procedure, including sampling, instrumentation, data collection, and 
analysis, to find the solution to the research questions.

Participants
A number of 94 Omani EFL students studying at the Foundation Department in an Omani institution was 
the target population of the current study. Depending on the institution’s policy, Omani students have to 
spend approximately one year and a half improving basic knowledge of English, IT, Math, Sciences, etc., 
to move to higher education and start their specialty. This is called Foundation Studies in Oman, and those 
students studying there are called Foundation Students. They spoke Arabic as their first language, and their 
ages ranged from 18 to 19 years old. These students were placed at a pre-intermediate level of proficiency 
based on two methods. The first method was through the college’s placement test, so their results revealed 
that they belonged to the pre-intermediate level. The other way was placing the students who finished the 
elementary level successfully and progressed to the pre-intermediate level based on the required assessments. 
They were randomly divided into experimental and control groups, each including 47 participants.
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Design of the Study
This study enjoys two types of research design. To answer the first research question, experimental research 
was designed in which the population of the study was randomly assigned into two groups: control and 
experimental. Then one pre-post-test research design was carried out. To answer the second research 
question, a qualitative study was implemented to analyze the items of the perception questionnaire. It is 
worth mentioning that the experimental group received feedback weekly-wise on their writing. 

Instruments
Microsoft Teams

To provide feedback for the learners, language teachers use various tools such as Google Docs, Microsoft 
Word, and other online platforms to give video feedback (Chang et al., 2018). Since the beginning of April 
2020, and due to the breakout of COVID-19, Microsoft Teams, as the primary electronic platform, has been 
used to conduct learning and teaching. Microsoft Teams has plenty of practical options, allowing teachers and 
students to give and receive instruction, video, feedback, etc. One of these options is SharePoint. Students 
of the experimental group needed to upload their writing papers on SharePoint, and the teacher gave them 
feedback individually and in the group.

Writing Test as the Pre/Posttests

Before implementing the treatment, a writing pretest was administered to the experimental and control groups 
to assess the students’ initial knowledge of writing skills. The students were instructed to write a 250-word 
essay on the topic provided by the teacher-researcher. To assess the effectiveness of the treatment, a 250-word 
essay was administered as the posttest by the same teacher-researcher. To ensure the validity of these questions 
to be written by the students, two EFL teachers were selected, one internally and the other as an external 
reviewer outside of the current academic institution. They were both locals and ELT professionals, so they 
dominated the cultural concerns that might hinder the students from writing on the selected topics. 

Perception Questionnaire

A questionnaire designed by Leki (1991, cited in Ishii, 2011) was used to determine the participants’ 
perceptions of corrective feedback (see Appendix 1). The original questionnaire had three sections: language 
ability, students’ awareness of feedback importance, and finally, students’ preferences about the teachers’ 
feedback. However, in this study, the section that included 9 questions through a five-point Likert scale 
(Not important at all, not important, neither, important, very important) was adopted from Ishii (2011). It 
should be mentioned that before administering the questionnaire in the main study, a pilot study was carried 
out to find any possible problematic items and estimate the time required to complete the questionnaire. 
Students were given unlimited time, but most completed the questionnaire in less than 15 minutes.

Google Form

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and to take precautionary measures, all the classes were online, so the 
questionnaire was designed on a Google Form in Google Drive, and the link was sent to the students 
through Microsoft Teams. 

Correction Rubrics

Rubrics are a type of educational tool to assess the weaknesses and strengths of the students, and they 
ensure the objectivity of the marks. Writing rubrics were used in this research to mark the students’ writing. 
Task Achievement, Organization, Grammar, Punctuation/Spelling/Mechanics, and Vocabulary were five 
measurements in which students` papers were marked accordingly. This marking measurement has been 
internally designed, piloted, validated, and implemented officially by the authorities of the aforementioned 
college where the study was run.
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Procedure
The current research was done during the writing module of the fall semester in 2020-2021 for 12 weeks, 
which equals an entire semester at the college. The primary interaction of the class was from the teacher to 
the learners.
Prior to the study, a writing test was administered as the pretest for the experimental and control groups to 
ensure the proficiency homogeneity of participants in writing skills. The participants in both groups were 
asked to write a 250-word essay consisting of introductory, body, and concluding paragraphs based on a 
given topic.
The teacher was responsible for describing the types of writing, the planning stage, and the way to design and 
write paragraphs, topic sentences, and supporting ideas. In the experimental group, these explanations were 
supported by some on-the-spot examples for the students, and later on, the students were given time to ask 
their questions for further clarification.
The writing at the pre-intermediate level of the college should include five body paragraphs. Therefore, 
after the instructions, students of the experimental group had one week to design the related paragraph of 
that session and upload it on SharePoint. Meanwhile, students could ask questions, check their problems, 
and request further academic support from the teacher by communicating through accessible electronic 
platforms. On the other hand, the control group participants were told to submit their writing as a whole 
draft initially, and they received general feedback on form and structure later.
During the weekend, the students in the experimental group received feedback on every piece of writing 
individually. In this case, the teacher could enter the students’ shared folder, open the Word Document file 
of the student, and write his feedback either inside the text or on the right side. Feedback was given based 
on the rubrics, which were in use to mark the students’ papers. On the other hand, in the control group, 
students did not receive individual and specific feedback but general comments on the form and structure 
at the end of the draft. 
As was mentioned earlier, two types of feedback were implemented for this module. The first type was 
individual feedback, where the teacher gave general feedback to the students individually, which motivated 
the participants to look for a solution to their problems. The second type of feedback was within-the-group 
feedback. In this case, the teacher ran an online session through Microsoft Teams. The teacher collected 
all tasks, for example, introductory paragraphs of the uploaded writing in one file, and shared it with the 
students in an online session. In this stage, the teacher gave the participants detailed and explicit feedback. 
The teacher tried to read the paragraphs one by one and analyze the sentences comprehensively based on 
meaning, lexicons, and grammar. The papers were presented anonymously. In this case, some extra time 
was given to the participants to share their ideas and correct existing mistakes or errors cooperatively. The 
logic behind giving online feedback was to provide further explanations for the student’s errors, to give the 
opportunity to the students to reflect more on the errors and ask a question if they could not understand 
the point of error, and it would help the other students to stop similar errors in their future during writing 
sessions. Due to the existing limitations implemented by the institution’s policies, the teacher of the class, 
one of the current study’s researchers, gave feedback on the student’s writing pieces. The second researcher 
was added to the class and also monitored the whole process.
The students received two types of feedback, individual and within-the-group feedback, and were given one 
more week to correct the errors and re-submit the related paragraphs. For comparison of the two drafts, 
students were not allowed to delete or replace the previously uploaded materials, but they should write the 
new paragraph under the previous one. This cycle of correction of errors and mistakes is repeated two times. 
After the experiment, another writing test was administered as the posttest. The participants in both groups 
were asked to write a 250-word essay entailing introductory, body, and concluding paragraphs different 
from one in the pretest. To guarantee the objectivity of scoring, a Ph.D. holder in Applied Linguistics was 
invited to mark the writing of students against the rubrics. He was an external marker and did not have any 
information about the students. Papers were given a code, so the marker measured them blindly. 
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DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
In the current section, the investigation and the explication of the data collected for a period of 12 weeks 
are presented. 
The research’s first question was to find whether corrective feedback had any statistically remarkable effect on 
EFL learners` writing performance. 
Table 1 reveals the descriptive statistics of the pretests and posttests of both groups. 

Table 1. The Descriptive Statistics for the Writing Pre-tests and Post-tests Scores

N Min Max Mean SD

Pre_Exp 47 0 16 12.21 2.702

Post_Exp 47 10 23 18.51 2.789

Pre_Con 47 0 17 12.09 2.992

Post_Con 47 3 19 13.17 2.657

Valid N (listwise) 47

As shown in Table 1, the mean scores of the experimental group are 12.21 and 18.51in pre-post tests, while 
the mean scores for the pretest and posttest of the control group are 12.09 and 13.17, respectively. 
Since the assumption of normality of the data distribution was not met, the gain score comparison was run 
to check the difference between the posttest and pretest administration. 

Table 2. The Result of the Test of Normality for Checking the Normal Data Distribution Assumption

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Pre_Exp .157 47 .006 .835 47 .000

Post_Exp .110 47 .200 .950 47 .043

Pre_Con .148 47 .011 .898 47 .001

Post_Con .155 47 .006 .923 47 .004

The Kolmogoro-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality show the abnormal distribution of the data for 
the two groups (P <.05). Therefore, as mentioned above, the gain score comparison, which is the difference 
between the posttest and the pretest, was taken into account and is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for the Gain Scores of the Control and Experimental Groups

N Min Max Mean SD V

Con_Gainscores 47 -1.00 3.00 1.085 .802 .645

Exp_Gainscore 47 .00 15.00 6.297 3.236 10.475

Valid N (listwise) 47

The mean and standard deviation of the control and the experimental groups are 1.08, .80, and 6.29, 3.23, 
respectively. Table 4 below shows the result of normality testing for selecting the appropriate inferential test.
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Table 4. The Results of Normality Test the Control and Experimental Groups

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Con_Gainscores .288 47 .000 .850 47 .000

Exp_Gainscore .165 47 .002 .947 47 .032

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality show the abnormal distribution of the data 
for the two sets (P < .05). Thus, the Mann-Whitney U test can be a suitable option to compare the means of 
both groups. The result of this test is released in Table 5.

Table 5. The Result of the Mann-Whitney U Test for the Comparison of the Control and Experimental 
Groups

Scores

Mann-Whitney U 200.000

Z -6.957

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000

As Table 5 above shows, there was a notable distinction between the mean scores of the two groups, U = 
200, p < .05. Therefore, the researchers confidentially rejected the null hypothesis, i.e., using the corrective 
feedback had a statistically remarkable impact on Omani EFL learners` writing performance. 

Table 6. The Reliability between the Pretest and Posttest of Writing 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items

.77 2

The reliability of the pretest and the posttest was checked for 47 participants by calculating the Cronbach’s 
Alpha. As can be seen in Table 6, the test enjoyed a high-reliability index (R= .77). 
In order to find whether there was an agreement between the two raters, the inter-rater reliability was 
calculated. 

Table 7. The Inter-Rater Reliability for the Two Raters in a Pilot Study

Title N of Raters N of Participants R Sig
Writing 2 47 .89 .000

Table 7 above shows the result of the inter-rater reliability between the two raters and 47 participants in a 
pilot study. As can be seen, there was a perfect agreement, based on Landis and Koch’s (1977) classification, 
between the two raters of the research, R = .89, P < .01. 
To find the participants` perceptions toward the implementation of the written feedback in second research 
question, a questionnaire was distributed, and the following results were revealed respectively:
The first question investigated the percentage of students reading and checking their writing after the teacher 
gave it back to them. 44.4 % of the participants stated that they always checked it. 33.3% of students 
selected the option sometimes, and 22.2% of students chose usually. In this question, two options of not 
very often and never, were not selected by any of the participants. It means that most of the students reflect 
on their writings after receiving feedback.
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The second question sought to find more details about the participants` intentions in checking teacher’s 
feedback and correction. 77.8% of the participants selected the option always. 11.1% selected usually and 
the same percentage for sometimes. The answers show that almost all students carefully check the teacher’s 
comments and corrections.
For the third question, which measured the importance of having few errors in English learning written 
work, 66.7% stated that it was very important, while 33.3% said it was important. The findings indicate that 
all students like to write as correctly as possible.
The fourth question dealt with the importance of highlighting the grammatical errors by teachers regarding 
the students’ point of view. 66.7% selected very important, 22.2% important, and 11.1% selected the option 
neither. It means that most students need to have correction feedback dealing with their grammatical errors.
The fifth question elicited the participants` responses based on highlighting spelling errors by the teacher. 
66.7% considered it as very important, 22.2% said neither of them, and 11.1% selected the option important. 
The answers show that for most students, it was important to receive comments about the spelling errors in 
their writings.
The sixth question investigated the importance of vocabulary errors given by the teacher. 55.6% of the 
participants considered it as very important, 22.2% selected important, and 11.1% chose the options neither 
and not important. It means that most students enjoy receiving corrective feedback on vocabulary errors.
In the seventh question, the responses of the students on punctuation errors given by the teacher were 
elicited accordingly. 55.6% of the participants stated that it was very important. 33.3% selected important, 
and 11.1% chose the option neither. The answers indicate the importance of punctuation errors and their 
effect on the students’ writing.
The eighth research question concerned the structural errors, which the teacher highlighted. 66.7% of the 
participants stated the importance of it. 22.2% said it was important, while 11.1% selected neither. The 
students’ opinions about this question show that structural errors play a significant role in students ̀  writing.
Finally, question nine focused on the importance of receiving feedback based on the writing content. 44.4% 
considered it as very important, 33.3% important, and 22.2% stated neither. More than two-thirds of the 
students considered the errors in the content of their written work.

DISCUSSION 
The current study aimed to determine the effect of corrective feedback on Omani EFL students’ writing 
performance via electronic platforms. 
The results of the first research question are consistent with the results of some studies (Bitchener & Knoch, 
2008; Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1995, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Khoshsima & Banaruee, 2017; Lalande, 
1982; Ruegg, 2010, 2017) which revealed positive effects of corrective feedback on learners’ performance. 
Banaruee and Askari (2016) stated that every corrective strategy is considered essential and can be implemented 
simultaneously. In another study, Maleki and Eslami (2013) found that the employment of corrective feedback 
effectively reduces morphological errors in students’ writing. These findings are in line with the study carried 
out by Chandler (2003), who confirmed the positive effect of corrective feedback during learning. 
However, the current study results are against the findings of Ghasemi et al. (2021). They were working on 
the writing performance of some Iranian EFL learners in the presence and absence of feedback and found 
out that there is no advantage in giving immediate feedback on writing or marking errors. Lee (2019) also 
stated that less corrective feedback outweighs more exposure to it.
After participating in the survey regarding the students’ perception of corrective feedback, participants 
showed that such feedback was essential and fundamental for their learning and will help them improve 
their performance in a writing course and in all other skills they claimed. 
The results above are in line with some other studies. For example, Loewen et al. (2009) stated that Arabic 
and Chinese learners had positive attitudes toward error correction. Schulz (1996) also stated that most 
participants had a positive attitude toward implementing corrective feedback. Listiani’s (2017) findings 
showed that 94% of the learners had positive perceptions of corrective feedback. 
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CONCLUSION
Based on the results, the posttest scores of the students in the experimental group were positively and 
remarkably distinguishable from their pretest scores. On the other hand, the control group results in the 
pretest and posttest did not reveal any notable differences. Therefore, it can be stated that corrective feedback 
can play a vital role in writing tasks. 
The study can have some implications for language teachers. As observed in the result section of the current 
study, the learners benefited from implementing corrective feedback, so teachers are encouraged to use 
similar strategies more often. 
Considering this study, some suggestions can be made for other researchers to study this area further. 

• To generalize the findings of this study, further research should be carried out with a bigger sample 
population in Oman by targeting various academic institutions and the students who are studying at 
Foundation Departments. 

• The focus of the study was on writing skills, while further research can be conducted with the other 
receptive and productive main skills as well as subskills because students experienced online learning 
on all the modules, so it will be interesting if the investigation on all the skills could be implemented.

• The target community of this study was pre-intermediate students, while more studies can be 
conducted with various levels of language proficiency from elementary to advanced students.

• Since the number of students is increasing in online classes, there might not be enough time for 
the teacher to explain every paper of the student in detail. In this case, a study can be conducted to 
measure the level of students’ autonomy after the treatment.

• Since the study focused on the impact of teacher’s feedback on the writing performance of Omani 
EFL students, then further research could be more insightful if the effects of peer feedback could be 
measured accordingly. 
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APPENDIX 
How often do you read over your composition again when your teacher returns it to you?
Do you check your teacher’s comments and corrections carefully?
How important is it to you to have as few errors in English as possible in your written work?
How important is it to you for your English teacher to point out grammatical errors in your written work?
How important is it to you for your English teacher to point out your spelling errors in your written work?
How important is it to you for your English teacher to point out errors in vocabulary choice in your written 
work?
How important is it to you for your English teacher to point out punctuation errors in your written work?
How important is it to you for your English teacher to point out your errors in structure in your written 
work?
How important is it to you for your English teacher to point out your errors in content in your written work?


