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Abstract 

 

This study compared four ways of responding to EFL students in writing class 

to study whether they resulted in different outcomes in term of student‟s errors in 

writing. A total of 119 intermediate level students were selected as subjects, including 

students from three English reading and writing classes, and some voluntary 

participants. The students of three English reading and writing classes received three 

different kinds of reviews for their writing: one group received coded corrective 

feedback from the teacher followed by peer to peer feedback and student-teacher 

conference; one group received coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed 

by student-teacher conference only; and one group received feedback of direct written 

correction only.  The group of the voluntary participants served as the control group, 

which received no correction on their grammatical errors in their writing.    

The results showed that the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the 

teacher followed by the student-teacher conference only and the group receiving 

coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by the peer-peer interaction and 

student-teacher conference outperformed the group receiving written correction from 

the teacher and the group receiving no feedback in terms of verb and noun endings in 

their post-review writings.  

In addition, this study reconfirmed that highly rule-governed linguistic 

knowledge, such as noun endings, can be learned; it also revealed that peer interaction 

as well as student-teacher interaction can facilitate this learning.   

 

Keywords: Corrective feedback; Student writing; Linguistic error 

 

    Truscott (1996) claimed that it serves no useful purpose to correct grammatical 

errors that foreign or second language learners have made in their writings.  His 

controversial claim aroused plenty of discussion and debate (Ferris, 1998, 1999, 2002, 

2004; Bitchener, Young & Cameron, 2005).   However, although there may be 
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disagreements as to whether there is enough evidence to prove or disprove Truscott‟s 

point, Truscott insightfully pointed out that the written correction of students‟ 

grammatical errors lacks any supporting comprehensive theory.  So far, the debates 

have focused on teachers correcting students‟ grammatical errors in their writing: a 

way of giving feedback not connected to any L2 (second language) acquisition theory.  

The possibility that there are ways of giving feedback based on the existing L2 

acquisition theories, which can be helpful in reducing students‟ errors in their writings, 

has never been ruled out. Even Truscott (1999) agrees that determining which 

techniques, methods, or approaches lead to long-term or short-term improvements of 

error correction should be the concern of future studies.  Developing ways of giving 

feedback that are in line with various L2 acquisition theories in order to reduce 

students‟ errors in their writings and scientifically scrutinizing the effects of them, 

should be among the concerns of researchers of L2 writing.   

 

Student-teacher conference, peer feedback and related theories 

The student-teacher conference and peer feedback are the two kinds of feedback 

that have been under studied.  The study of Bitchenere et al. (2005) suggested that 

incorporating student-teacher conference into the feedback given to L2 writers can be 

beneficial.  The effects of the combination of direct, explicit, written feedback and 

student-teacher 5-minute individual conferences and direct, explicit, written feedback 

only, and no corrective feedback were compared. They found a significant effect for 

the combination of written and student-researcher conference feedback on the 

accuracy levels of the use of the simple past tense and the definite article, but no 

overall effect on accuracy improvement when the three error categories: the past 

simple tense, the definite article and prepositions, were considered as a single group.  

   Bitchenere et al. (2005) did not associate the student-teacher conference with any 

L2 acquisition theory or any learning theory in general.  However, student-teacher 

conferences can be connected to Vygotsky‟s socio-cultural theory—a theory that has 

yielded the ideas of learning through social interaction and instructional collaborative 

problem-solving.   

Vygotsky believed that what one can mentally attain in the future is far more 

important than one‟s current achievement.  He proposed the notion of zone of 

proximal development (ZPD), which refers to the gap between a learner's current 

development level, as determined by independent problem-solving, and the learner's 

potential level of development as manifested in problem-solving with assistance.  

The ZPD is crucial for identifying each learner's readiness to benefit from instruction 

and, as long as one can be guided effectively regarding his/her ZPD, he/she can 

develop progressively.   
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The educational implication of Vygotsky‟s theory, therefore, involves the idea of 

„scaffolding‟, a term invented by Wood, Bruner and Ross in 1976 to describe tutorial 

interaction between an adult and a child.  The metaphor very well discloses the 

nature of aid provided for children learning how to carry out a task which they could 

not perform alone.  Ways of scaffolding may include: modeling, explaining, 

correcting, and providing clear goals of learning.   

 The notions of ZPD and scaffolding imply that one's development is facilitated 

by social interaction and collaborative problem-solving. Giving feedback through 

student-teacher conferences may very well provide the opportunity for scaffolding 

through the interaction between the teacher and the student, which clarifies the 

confusion that the students experience, and helps students maximize their 

achievements through the social interaction.  

Though Bitchenere et al. (2005) provided an evidence for the effectiveness of 

student-teacher conferencing and that a corresponding learning theory may exist for 

using a student-teacher conference as a way of providing feedback to students‟ writing, 

there may be some disadvantages to it; that is, when the number of students in a class 

is over forty, there may be difficulties in arranging a twenty-minute student-teacher 

conference for each student.   

Peer feedback, another method of social interaction, may be an option that can be 

incorporated into the various feedbacks given in a large class.  Vygotsky‟s original 

notion regarding scaffolding was that the experts provide instructional assistance to 

the novices to facilitate their development.  However, recently, researchers have 

proposed that peer-to-peer interaction may also assist learning.  That is, a novice can 

also simultaneously serve the role of an expert (Tudge, 1990; Wells, 2000).  This 

idea has been applied in second language acquisition.  The possible impact of the 

peer-to-peer interaction in L2 learning has gained increasing attention in recent 

studies (Swain & Lapkin, 2002; Kuiken & Vedder; 2002). 

 In addition to the scaffolding effects that peer feedback may have, based on 

Vygotsky‟s theory, there are two other theories concerning language acquisition that 

would provide the theoretical groundwork for implementing peer feedback in the L2 

writing class with the aim of reducing the grammatical errors of the writers.  

Skehan‟s information Processing Model (Skehan, 1998), together with Swain‟s 

Output Hypothesis (1985, 1995), articulated the importance of noticing and follow-up 

interaction in second language learning.  The possible connection between a 

learners‟ awareness of linguistic forms for input and successful learning has been 

observed and reported in various second language studies (Robinson 1995; Schmidt, 

1990; Skehan, 1998).  Skehan‟s information Processing Model, affirmed the central 

role of noticing in the process of second language learning.  Schmidt (1990) defined 
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noticing as „a conscious attention to input‟.  They contended that receiving and 

processing inputs with a deliberate effort of paying attention to the linguistic forms of 

the inputs results in better learning than receiving inputs without making any efforts in 

noticing linguistic forms of the inputs.   

Swain‟s Output Hypothesis provided a context for noticing to occur.  According 

to Swain‟s Output Hypothesis, output is not just a product of one‟s competency in the 

target language, but it can also be a process through which further second language 

acquisition is promoted.  In generating output, one may need to deliberately look for 

the proper linguistic forms that he/she needs to make his/her expressions, and one‟s 

awareness of the linguistic rules are, therefore, deepened.  Through such an output 

process, one may acquire new linguistic knowledge as well as consolidate existing 

knowledge.   

This process, Swain claimed, may be optimized through collaborative dialogue.  

Collaborative dialogue refers to dialogue in which learners are engaged in negotiating 

meaning and language building (Swain, 1985; 1998).  Teachers may assign tasks to 

students which require them to co-construct outputs.  In order to construct the 

outputs together, students need to verbalize with each other their problems regarding 

meaning, forms and function, and engage each other in an interaction toward 

problem-solving.   Through such a process, the awareness of the linguistic forms to 

be used in the output is believed to be raised through peer interaction, and further L2 

acquisition is expected to be achieved.   

However, though the possible impacts of peer-to-peer interaction in L2 writing 

class on enhancing the learners‟ grammar accuracy are asserted in the theories, not 

many empirical studies are available to verify the actual effects of the designs based 

on the concept of peer-to-peer interaction.  Kuiken and Vedder‟s (2002) experiment 

designed to examine the effect of peer interaction in acquiring knowledge of passive 

forms, serves as one of the few recent evidences showing peer interaction as a 

promising technique for acquiring grammatical knowledge.  More empirical studies 

are needed to test and modify the theories.  Also, in order to accommodate the 

widely varied teaching/learning conditions in different settings, various designs with 

peer interaction in L2 writing class are needed.  A comparison of the effects of 

various designs should also be the concern of L2 writing studies. 

 

Different linguistic categories and SLA 

     There is something that should be kept in mind while considering the 

acquisition of the grammatical knowledge of a L2: different linguistic categories may 

belong to different knowledge domains that are acquired through different processes 

and different stages (Truscott, 1996; Bitcherner et al., 2005).  Ferris distinguished 
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“treatable errors” from “untreatable errors” that correspond to different linguistic 

categories (1999).  According to Ferris, the former include errors of verb tense and 

form, subject-verb agreement, article usage, plural and possessive noun endings, and 

sentence fragments.  Since these are rule-governed, the learners can improve their 

output regarding these linguistic categories through learning the related grammatical 

rules.  The “untreatable errors” refer to errors of word choice and unidiomatic 

sentence structure.  L2 learners cannot improve their performance of these linguistic 

categories until they acquire more idiosyncratic knowledge of the target language; this 

will take much longer to acquire than the rule-governed linguistic knowledge for the 

L2 learners.    

     A couple of studies have examined this distinction (Ferris et al., 2000; Ferris & 

Roberts, 2001; Bitcherner et al., 2005).  Though the findings are incongruent, it does 

show that different linguistic categories may represent separate domains of knowledge 

for the learners.  This suggests that linguistic categories should be one of the 

dimensions taken into consideration in the studies of the effectiveness of the various 

instructions designed to improve L2 learners‟ writing.   

  

In sum, it is generally agreed that developing theories-based techniques, 

methods, or approaches and investigating that can lead to improvements of error 

correction should be one of the concerns of L2 studies. Based on the previous studies, 

student-teacher conference and peer interaction, which can be two examples of 

Vygotsky‟s socio-cultural theory as well as Skehan‟s information Processing Model 

and Swain‟s Output Hypothesis are two techniques that may help students improve 

accuracies. Studies also show that linguistic categories should be one of the 

dimensions taken into account while study the effectiveness of the varied instruction 

aiming at reducing errors.  Thus, this study developed two ways of giving feedback 

incorporating the techniques of student-teacher conference and peer interaction.  

These ways of giving feedback were compared with giving direct written corrections 

to students and giving no feedback to students in terms of the post-treatment accuracy 

rates of the students regarding linguistic categories in order to examine whether the 

various ways of responding to student‟s writings resulted in varied students‟ 

performance.   

 

Methodology 

Participants 

A total of 119 students were involved in this study.   96 of them were students 

enrolled in the advanced English reading and writing classes at a university in Taiwan.  

23 of them were voluntary participants in this study.  The voluntary participants were 
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recruited from English reading and writing classes at the same level.  According to 

the results of the English placement test administrated by the international languages 

center of the university, the participants‟ English proficiency levels were between 

400-450 TOEIC scores. 

 

Design 

The students of the English reading and writing class received different kinds of 

feedback for the grammatical mistakes in their writing: 35 students of the advanced 

English reading and writing class received direct written feedback from the teacher 

followed by peer feedback and student-teacher conferences subsequently; the other 

class of 24 students received direct written feedback from the teacher and 

student-teacher conferences only.  Another class that had 37 students received direct 

written correction feedback from the teacher only.  The group of voluntary 

participants, which had 23 students serving as the control group, received no feedback 

on the grammatical errors in their writing.  The researcher/teacher and the TA 

co-taught all four groups.  

The writing classes of the treatment groups as well as the control group met for 

two hours for each meeting once a week.  Each of the participants of the groups 

wrote a first draft on a topic and rewrote the second and the third drafts during the 

following four weeks in the class based on the feedback they received.  On week five, 

a new topic was introduced and the writing process was conducted as in the first 

round.  A total of three rounds of writing process were completed.  Each of the 

participants was asked to write an article on an assigned new topic in class after the 

twelve-week instruction on writing.  The writing process of the control group was 

similar to that of the experimental groups except that they received no feedback on 

their grammatical errors.  The writing assignments of the experimental group, as 

well as the control group, were all descriptive texts.  The first drafts of the first week 

were used as the pre-test and the writings after twelve weeks were used as the 

post-test. 

The writings used as the pre-test and the writings used as the post-test were 

corrected by the teacher/researcher and the teaching assistant who has a master‟s 

degree in English literature.  Each draft of the pre- as well as the post-test of writing 

was reviewed by the teacher/researcher as well as the TA. When there was a 

disagreement concerning the correction, the teacher/researcher and the TA would 

discuss it to reach a mutual consent in their final decision.  The errors were counted 

according to the five error categories described by Ferris & Roberts (2001): verb tense, 

noun ending, article, expression and sentence structure.  The variance of errors of the 

pretest and the posttest due to factors other than the treatments was controlled by the 
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normalization of the numbers of errors and careful selection of the topics and the 

genre of the writing tasks served as the pretest and the posttest.   The normalization 

procedure suggested by Biber, D., Conrad, S., & Reppen, R. was adopted to normalize 

the pre-test scores and the post-test scores to control the variance of the numbers of 

errors due to the length of the texts(1998).  And, in order to control the degree of 

difficulty of the writing tasks, the genre of the pretest and posttest is the same— both 

of the tasks are of narrative nature.  The topics are also similar; the topic for the 

pretest is “My winter break” and the topic for the posttest is “How did I spend the 

prolonged weekend”.  

 

Statistical Analysis 

     The statistical analysis used to analyze the quantitative data includes 

„descriptives‟ (means, and standard deviations), ANOVA (to assess the difference 

across the four groups before the treatments) and ANCOVA (to assess differences 

across the four groups after the treatments).  

 

Results 

1. The results of the quantitative analysis: 

ANOVA was performed to compare the differences between the four groups 

before the treatments. The results showed that there were significant differences 

between the four groups in terms of noun endings, articles and sentence structures. 

The details are displayed in Table 1. 

Table 1  

ANOVA of the Numbers of Total Errors of the Four Groups before Treatments 

Source  SS df MS F 

Total Scores 

of pretest 

Between 

groups 

186.61 3 62.20 3.35* 

 Within 

groups 

2133.80 115 18.55  

 Total 2320.41 118   

Verb Between 

groups 

.94 3 .31 .25 

 Within 

groups 

142.35 115 1.23  

 Total 143.29 118   

Noun Between 

groups 

94.94 3 31.64 28.25*** 

 Within 

groups 

128.80 115 1.12  

 Total 223.74 118   

Article Between 

groups 

17.85 3 7.58 7.58*** 

 Within 90.21 115   
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groups 

 Total 108.07 118   

Expression Between 

groups 

6.38 3 5.95 .88 

 Within 

groups 

277.91 115 .78  

 Total 284.29 118   

Structure Between 

groups 

46.01 3 15.33 16.42*** 

 Within 

groups 

107.42 115 .93  

 Total 153.44 118   

*P< .05  **P<. 01  ***P<.000 

 

Since the four groups were not homogeneous groups before the treatments, 

ANCOVA would be the proper statistical analysis tool for analyzing the possible 

effects of the treatments.  However, the statistical analysis of ANCOVA assumes 

homogeneity of the within regression coefficient, the tests for which were performed 

first.  The results showed that homogeneity of the within regression coefficient was 

not rejected in this case: homogeneity of the within regression coefficient was not 

rejected when the dependent variable was verb tense (F=.27, p>.05); homogeneity of 

the within regression coefficient was not rejected when the dependent variable was 

noun ending (F=.82, p>.05); homogeneity of the within regression coefficient was not 

rejected when the dependent variable was article (F=.57, p>.05); homogeneity of the 

with-in regression coefficient was not rejected when the dependent variable was 

expression. (F=.28, p>.05); homogeneity of the within regression coefficient was not 

rejected when the dependent variable was sentence structure (F=.93, p>.05). 

ANCOVA was performed following the tests of homogeneity of the with-in regression 

coefficient.  

Table 2 to Table 7 showed the results of ANCOVA. The results showed that there 

was a significant difference among the four groups after the treatments; Group 1and 

Group 2 outperformed Group 3 and Group 4. The details are displayed in Table 2.  

Table 2  

  The Comparison of Total Numbers of Errors of the Four Groups after Treatments 

Source SS df 

Mean 

Square F 

Post Hoc 

comparison 

pretest 1229.04 1 1229.04 153.89 G3>G1, G3>G2 

posttest 216.55 3   72.18   9.03** G4>G1, G4>G2 

Error 910.44 114    7.98   

**P<.01 

G1: the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by peer editing and 

student-teacher conference 
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G2: the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by student-teacher 

conference 

G3: the group receiving no feedback 

G4: the group receiving teacher‟s written correction only 

Concerning the different linguistic categories of the errors, the study found the 

four groups varied in terms of verb tense and noun endings after the treatments. Group 

1 and Group 2 both did better on verb tense than either Group 3 or Group 4 after the 

treatments. No significant difference was found between Group 1 and Group2, nor 

was there difference between Group 3 and Group4.  

Table 3 shows the details of the comparison of the numbers of errors on verb 

tense. 

Table 3 

The Comparison of the Numbers of Errors on Verb Tense of the Four Groups after 

Treatments 

Source SS df 

Mean 

Square F 

Post Hoc 

comparison 

pretest 42.26 1 42.26 70.53 G3>G1, G3>G2 

posttest 105.44 3 35.15 53.59** G4>G1, G4>G2 

Error 74.77 114 .65   

**P<.01 

G1: the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by peer editing and 

student-teacher conference 

G2: the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by student-teacher 

conference 

G3: the group receiving no feedback 

G4: the group receiving teacher‟s written correction only 

 

 Group 1 and Group 2 also did better on noun endings than either Group 3 or 

Group 4 after the treatments. Table 4 shows the details of the comparison of the 

numbers of errors on noun endings after the treatments. And, there were no difference 

between Group 1 and Group2, nor was there difference between Group 3 and Group4.  

Table 4 

The Comparison of the Number of Errors of Noun Endings of the Four Groups 

after Treatments 

Source SS df 

Mean 

Square F 

Post Hoc 

comparison 

pretest 14.09 1 14.09 33.29 G3>G1, G3>G2 

posttest 53.92 3 17.97 42.47** G4>G1, G4>G2 

Error 48.24 114    

**P<.01 

G1: the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by peer editing and 
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student-teacher conference 

G2: the group receiving coded corrective feedback from the teacher followed by student-teacher 

conference 

G3: the group receiving no feedback 

G4: the group receiving teacher‟s written correction only 

 

     The results show that there were no difference among the four groups in terms 

of errors on articles, expressions and sentence structures.  The study found no 

significant difference among the four groups after the treatments on article. The 

details are shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 

The Comparison of the Number of Errors of Article of the Four Groups after 

Treatments 

Source SS df Mean Square F 

pretest 55.06 1 55.06 84.99 

posttest 1.51 3 .50   .78 

Error 73.85 114 .64  

The results indicate that there was no significant difference among the post-test scores 

of the four groups on the errors in expression. The details are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 

The Comparison of the Number of Errors in Expression of the Four Groups after 

Treatments 

Source SS df Mean Square F 

pretest 114.44 1 114.44 70.24 

posttest 2.64 3    .88   .54 

Error 185.71 114   1.62  

Also, no significant difference was found among the four groups in terms of the 

number of errors in sentence structure after the treatments.  Table 7 shows the 

details. 

Table 7 

The Comparison of the Number of Errors in Sentence Structure of the Four Groups 

after Treatments 

Source SS df Mean Square F 

pretest 58.38 1 58.38 118.12 

posttest 3.86 3  1.28   2.60 

Error 56.35 114   .49  

 

Table 8 shows the descriptive statistics of the four groups after the treatments. Most 

of the errors belong to the category of expression, which may not be improved in a 

short time. 
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Table 8 

   The Numbers, Means and S.D. of the Four Groups after Treatments 

Linguistic 

categories  

Group N Mean S.D 

Total 1 35 11.11 4.19 

 2 24 11.30 4.78 

 3 23 15.78 4.10 

 4 37 15.96 4.22 

 Total 119 13.56 4.87 

Verb 1 35 1.10 .92 

 2 24 1.24 1.00 

 3 23 3.02 1.08 

 4 37 3.08 1.08 

 Total 119 2.11 1.39 

Noun 1 35 .70 .69 

 2 24 .73 .72 

 3 23 1.86 .73 

 4 37 1.91 .78 

 Total 119 1.30 .93 

Article 1 35 2.61 1.13 

 2 24 2.83 1.13 

 3 23 3.07 .90 

 4 37 3.19 1.01 

 Total 119 2.92 1.07 

Expression 1 35 4.79 1.78 

 2 24 4.77 2.02 

 3 23 4.58 1.09 

 4 37 4.97 1.40 

 Total 119 4.80 1.60 

Structure 1 35 1.93 .98 

 2 24 2.07 1.10 

 3 23 3.23 .90 

 4 37 3.23 .88 

 Total 119 2.61 1.14 

 

The results of ANCOVA disclosed that in terms of overall frequency of 

grammatical errors, there were significant differences among the four groups after the 

treatments.  However, the four groups did not vary on all five linguistic categories 

that were examined in this experiment; the four groups varied in the post-tests in their 

frequency of errors only on verb tense and noun endings; the post hoc comparisons 

did reveal that the group combining teacher‟s coded corrective feedback, peer editing 

with student-teacher conferences and the group receiving teacher‟s coded corrective 

feedback followed by student-teacher conferences outperformed the group with no 

feedback and the group receiving written correction from the teacher on verb and 

noun endings after the treatments.  The post hoc comparisons showed no 

post-treatment difference between the group combining teacher‟s coded corrective 
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feedback, peer editing with student-teacher conferences and the group receiving 

teacher‟s coded corrective feedback followed by student-teacher conferences on any 

of the five linguistic categories examined; the post hoc comparisons also showed no 

difference between the group with no feedback and the group receiving written 

correction from the teacher on any of the five linguistic categories examined.   

 

Discussions and implications for practice and further research 

     There are several pedagogical implications of these findings.  First, teachers 

should develop various theory-laden ways of providing feedback to L2 learners 

learning to write because feedback with a rationale behind it can be beneficial.  The 

beliefs held by Truscott who opposes to correcting students‟ errors are that acquisition 

is a slow process which can only occurs when there are comprehensible inputs, and, 

there is no way to provide comprehensible inputs in the process of giving feedback to 

students‟ writing.  However, it is arbitrary to assume that there is no way to provide 

comprehensible inputs through giving feedback.  What the teachers should do is to 

develop wide range of ways of giving feedback based on SLA theories, scrutinize 

their effectiveness and learn through their experiences to develop improved modes of 

feedback or alternative choices of feedback.   Second, the results of the study 

revealed that “noticing” may play an important role in SLA.  As Schmidt (1990) 

pointed out that one needs to convert input into “intake” in order to truly acquire it, 

and, for this to happen, “noticing” of the meaning of the input and the linguistic 

features of the input is the necessary and sufficient condition for it.  Thus, how to 

provide feedback to students writing that can arouse students‟ attention to the 

linguistic features to be acquired should be something that a teacher should keep in 

mind when he/she is developing his/her ways of feedback.  Third, the results also 

support the idea that interaction can maximize the effectiveness of acquisition.  

Teachers should creatively develop various ways incorporating peer interaction as 

well as student-teacher interaction in the process of giving feedback in order to 

facilitate the acquisition.  The idea of giving feedback should be expanded from 

writing something on the papers for students to correct their mistakes to conducting 

an interactive process in which students are provided with the opportunities for 

locating their problems, searching for solutions and evaluating possible solutions with 

the help of their peers and teachers.  Giving students direct correction and believe 

that it will work based on the belief that views human mind as an empty bottle into 

which teachers can pour whatever knowledge they want.  However, according to the 

current cognitive psychology, it is well known that this is not the way human minds 

work.  The social constructivists propose the social interaction model for learning.  

The results of the study support the view of the social constructivists and imply that 
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interaction should be an essential element in the process of providing feedback to 

students.  

     The study also shows that although treatable errors, the highly rule-governed 

grammatical errors, can be improved through peer interactions and student-teacher 

interactions, no significant improvement is observed on the errors that belong to the 

linguistic categories that are not highly rule-governed.   It is possible that linguistic 

features or knowledge of these errors, which are not rule-governed, require much 

more frequencies of intake to acquire, and, the acquisition of the linguistic knowledge 

of this kind takes much longer time than the rule-governed linguistic knowledge; the 

treatment of this study may not have provided enough inputs, and, the time span of 

the study may also be too short for any change to happen.  Also, the acquisition 

process may be diverse among different domains of a language.  Thus, for further 

studies, in order to yield more specific knowledge, the errors belonging to different 

categories may need to be treated separately.  Different modes of giving feedback 

aiming at errors of different categories should be developed based on SLA theories 

dealing with different domains of a language.   

 

Conclusion 

The study showed that the group with the student-teacher conferences and the 

group combining the peer-to-peer interaction with student-teacher conferencing 

outperformed the group receiving only written correction from the teacher and the 

group receiving no feedback on verb and noun endings in their post-treatment 

writings.  This suggests that, for the median level students, neither providing no 

feedback on the errors they made in their writing nor providing only written 

corrections are good alternatives for facilitating the acquiring of correct forms of 

target languages; there are better choices than these two. Also, grammatical errors are 

“treatable” when the linguistic categories of the mistakes belong to the highly 

rule-governed linguistic categories.  The results support the idea that other than the 

scaffolding provided by the experts, peer-peer interaction can also provide the effect 

of scaffolding.  The quantitative analysis of this study also confirmed the theoretical 

expectation that learners‟ awareness of linguistic forms in the inputs and deliberately 

looking for the proper linguistic forms in generating outputs, can facilitate the 

acquiring of new linguistic knowledge, and that collaborative dialogue in the peer 

interaction can maximize the deliberating noticing.   

These findings suggest that teachers should provide feedback that can arouse 

students‟ attention to the linguistic features to be acquired and facilitate the 

acquisition process through implementing interaction in it.  However, since the 

numbers of the “non-treatable errors” were not significantly reduced after the 
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treatments, developing feedbacks based on SLA theories focusing on these domains 

of a language can be a focus for further research. 
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四種英文寫作錯誤回應方式效果比較 

 

莊維貞 

實踐大學應用外語學系助理教授 

摘要 

  本研究探討在英語作為外國語的寫作課程中，老師針對學生寫作錯誤給予回

應的四種方式，何者效果最好。本研究以 119 位英語程度中級之大學生為研究對

象，其中包含三個英文閱讀與寫作班級的學生，及部份自願參予研究者。三個英

文閱讀與寫作班的學生分別接受三種不同的寫作錯誤回應方式: 第一組接受到

的回應方式是:老師會先將其寫作中錯誤之處以代碼標出，然後學生進行小組討

論，試圖為錯誤處進行更正，最後老師跟每位學生進行個別討論，說明個別學生

錯誤之處；第二組學生則同樣也是由老師先將其寫作中之錯誤之處以代碼標出，

但是和前一組不同的是，這一組同學沒有進行小組討論，直接跟老師進行個別討

論。第三組則由老師將其錯誤處直接更正，由老師寫上正確的英文寫法。自願參

予研究的那一組，則作為控制組，教師沒有對其寫作錯誤給予任何標示或更正，

也沒有進行任何學生小組討論已自行更正錯誤，也沒有進行師生個別討論錯誤。 

    結果顯示:第一組及第二組後測時，在動詞及名詞的結尾變化上，都較另外

兩組錯誤較少。 這樣的結果再次確認高度規則化的語言性知識，例如名詞結尾

的變化，是可以透過有意識的學習學起來的。而同儕互動及師生個別討論可以有

效幫助這一類的學習過程。 

 

關鍵詞: 寫作錯誤回應方式、學生寫作、語言性錯誤 

 


