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Abstract 

The present quantitative research study investigates students’ perceptions of the use and efficacy 

of error correction symbols on written drafts. The study is significant because it has pedagogical 

implications for teachers, students, and policymakers.  It answers the pertinent research question 

“whether the use of error correction symbols on students’ written drafts is helpful for students in 

improving their writing accuracy or not”.  A structured questionnaire was distributed to students 

(N=396) via Moodle LMS to collect data. Study participants were General Foundation Program 

students in the English Language Centre of the University of Technology and Applied Sciences-

Ibra, Sultanate of Oman.  The findings of this study suggest that the students found the use of error 

correction symbols on their written drafts practical, helpful, and effective in improving their 

writing accuracy.  Nevertheless, a similar research study needs to be conducted in other higher 

educational institutions in Oman to sustain the policy directions. 
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Introduction 

Giving feedback on students’ written drafts is one of the crucial tasks of an English teacher 

in an EFL class. Teachers generally use two types of feedback methods: direct and indirect. In the 

direct feedback approach, teachers correct the mistakes and provide students with the answers, and 

in indirect feedback, teachers flag out errors  and ask students to explore and correct their mistakes 

independently. Many research studies have been conducted in this area to determine the 

effectiveness of various feedback methods. According to Truscott (1996), written corrective 

feedback (WCF) for errors can contribute only to explicit knowledge of a language, which is 

irrelevant to actual language acquisition. However, many researchers have recently proved the 

usefulness of giving feedback and how it does help further second language acquisition (Bitchener, 

2012; Ferris and Polio, 2012; Van Beuningen, 2010, as cited in Westmacott, 2017).  Nevertheless, 

the controversy over which method (Direct vs. Indirect) is better remains unsettled. In the context 

of Oman, there have been only a few research studies conducted in this area. For example, Al 

Harrasi (2019) studied the effectiveness of direct and indirect written corrective feedback in 

improving the grammatical accuracy of Omani EFL learners. In another study, Bahrouni & 

Tuzlukova (2019) in Oman examined the perceptions of both teachers and the students on written 

feedback.  

 

Most of the students in the English Language Centre (ELC)  at the University of 

Technology and Applied Sciences-Ibra (UTAS-Ibra) are from a rural background and face 

multiple challenges in writing tasks and in improving their writing accuracy.  Although there is a 

practice of giving indirect feedback (using error correction symbols) on students’ written drafts in 

EFL classes in the General Foundation Programmes of ELC, UTAS-Ibra, only a handful of studies 

have examined the use and efficacy of this method. Therefore, the present study is significant in 

this context. 

 

Literature Review 

Theories on second language acquisition have evolved over the past few decades, and 

consequently, the perception of writing teaching has changed.  Before 1970 and under the umbrella 

of the behaviorism theory, many teachers taught writing through controlled practice and gave 

feedback on students’ written work focusing on accuracy rather than content. Later, the CLT 

caused a shift in the focus from the form to the content, and thus, the students were given free 

writing, and the feedback provided focused mainly on errors that affected the content (Farid & 

Samad, 2012). Learning a second language is gradual, and thus it entails making mistakes. With 

the shift in the focus from teachers to students, the errors students make while learning a second 

language gain more attention. Corder (1967) was one of the first to spotlight the importance of 

students’ errors. He established the importance of students’ error in 3 different dimensions: 

evidence of students learning for teachers, proof of language acquisition for researchers, and a 

learning tool for students.  

 

With the establishment of the value of errors,  there was a confusion among the 

educationists whether to correct students’ mistakes or not.  Truscott (1999) held a strong stand 

against error correction. In his view, researchers ignored the different Second Language 

Acquisition (SLA) theories of gradual development of language structure. He believed that error 

correction was useless and could harm students’ acquisition of the second language. Truscott also 
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stated that error correction is a waste of time and energy. However, later research findings refuted 

these claims. Hyland (2003) conducted an experimental study to compare the effect of different 

kinds of error feedback on students writing. The result suggested that though there was no 

significant difference between the effect of different types of feedback, the experimental groups 

revised their grammar better than the controlled group, which received no feedback. Not only that, 

but also the students reported that they value error feedback, and they used the input to produce 

second drafts.  

 

Another study by Liu (2008) aimed to investigate the effects of direct and indirect feedback 

on students’ abilities to edit their writings. His study results indicated that both the direct and 

indirect feedback helped students in editing their written drafts. Direct feedback seemed to reduce 

students’ errors in the immediate draft but did not enhance the students’ accuracy in other written 

assignments. Students expressed a strong preference for underlining and description of the error. 

Along this side, a study that compared the effectiveness of direct and indirect feedback revealed 

that the class provided with indirect feedback showed a significant improvement when compared 

to the class with direct feedback (Jamalinesari, A., Rahimi, F., Gowhary, H., & Azizifar, A., 

(2015). A quasi-experiment was conducted on two groups of EFL on grammatical accuracy to 

investigate the effect of comprehensive corrective feedback with pre-test-post-test delayed post-

test design and wrote nine expository essays followed by different feedback treatments. One group 

was for comprehensive corrective feedback (CCF), and the other was for the Common Content 

(CoC) group. As per the findings, CCF outperformed the CoC group in the accuracy of 

grammatical features in the immediate post-test and was more effective in improving the 

grammatical accuracy of writing for a short-term period than CoC. However, there was no 

significant difference in the two groups’ accuracy in the delayed post-test (Cahyono, 2016). A 

similar study was conducted at King Abdul Aziz University to investigate the effects of implicit 

feedback on English learners’ writing. The result of this study shows that some written feedback 

can be helpful in correcting particular types of errors. On the other hand, some kinds of errors 

require verbal correction (Khadawardi, 2020). 

 

In the Omani context, Al Harrasi’s (2019) study (on the effectiveness of direct and indirect 

written corrective feedback in improving the grammatical accuracy of Omani EFL learners) shows 

that the way students write improves due to both direct and indirect written corrective feedback, 

which means that students can correct their mistakes according to the initials of corrective 

feedback.  However, the findings displayed that the direct feedback had a significant effect on 

improving target grammatical structures in the immediate written task, but not for the long term. 

Also, certain factors, including the type of error and the proficiency level of the student, influence 

the effectiveness of the corrective feedback. Likewise, a mixed-method study conducted by 

Bahrouni & Tuzlukova (2019) in Oman examines the perception of both the teachers and the 

students on the written feedback. In this study, the students strongly believe their teachers’ written 

corrective feedback, whether it was direct or indirect, focused or unfocused, is always practical to 

them. According to the researchers, this illustrates how the students prefer all-error corrections on 

all drafts. Al Ajmi (2015) conducted a study to observe the effectiveness of written corrective 

feedback provided to Arab speakers of English on ten uses of English prepositions. 68% of the 50 

respondents in the study reported that they find direct written corrective feedback effective for 

them. One student justified this by stating that direct written corrective feedback is effective 
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because the students cannot edit the mistake without the help of the teachers. This justification is 

similar to the justification provided by Bahrouni & Tuzlukova (2019) when they stated that Omani 

students highly depend on their teachers and perceive them as the primary source of information. 

On the other hand, only 28% of the students preferred receiving indirect written corrective 

feedback.   

 

It is essential to highlight that the effectiveness of written feedback is influenced by several 

factors. Ng & Ishak (2018) interviewed 12 students to explore the factors that contributed to the 

proper use of past tenses resulting from direct and indirect written corrective feedback. The 

findings revealed learners’ attitudes towards feedback, learners’ beliefs about what corrections are 

needed, and types of scaffolding were the main factors that affect how they perceive and respond 

to the input, which eventually impacts the effectiveness of the given feedback. Tago (2021) 

explored the preferences and perceptions of EFL students on written error correction in selected 

English Language Centers in the Sultanate of Oman. The study sought to determine the EFL 

students’ preferences and perceptions of the role of grammar instruction and written error 

correction in their writing skills and the challenges they met concerning their preferences. Tago’s 

study results showed that direct and metalinguistic written error correction techniques were 

effective. A similar study conducted by Chinnathambi K, Anandan L, & Sayegh N (2021) at 

UTAS-Ibra revealed that students found direct feedback practical and helpful. However, only a 

few studies were conducted in Oman and at the University of Technology and Applied Sciences 

in Oman concerning the use and efficacy of error correction symbols. Hence the present study is 

significant in this context. 

 

Method 

Participants 

The study participants were from the General Foundation Programs (GFP) in English 

Language Centre at the University of Technology and Applied Sciences-Ibra, Sultanate of Oman. 

About 396 out of 900 students from level 1, level 2, level 3, and level 4 participated in the survey: 

Two hundred four male students and one hundred ninety-six female students. The participants 

were from the Sharqiyah region who share similar regional, cultural,  and educational 

backgrounds. Data were collected using a simple random sampling method.   

Instruments 

 

A self-prepared questionnaire was used as a research tool to collect data. The questionnaire 

was prepared based on the researchers’ experience in the writing classroom and ideas obtained via 

literature review. Experts validated the questionnaire before distributing to the participants. After 

proper verification and proven reliability, the questionnaire was distributed to the study 

participants to collect data. For data analysis and interpretation, Scientific Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS) was used. Since the population size was sufficiently large, the normality test was 

not run.   

 

Procedure 

Seven null hypotheses were formulated to determine students’ perceptions of the use and 

efficacy of error correction symbols on their written drafts:   
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1. Opinions regarding the statements on the use and efficacy of error correction symbols on 

the written drafts are equal to the average level. 

2. There is no significant difference between male and female students with respect to the 

opinions on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols on the written 

drafts. 

3. There is no significant difference among students of all the four levels with respect to the 

opinions on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols. 

4. There is no significant difference among students’ age groups with respect to the opinions 

on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols. 

5. There is no relationship between male and female students with respect to the opinions on 

the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols. 

6. There is no relationship between age and the opinions on the statements of the use and 

efficacy of error correction symbols. 

7. There is no relationship between levels studied and the opinions on the statements of the 

use and efficacy of error correction symbols. 

 

The data collected from the participants were coded and input into SPSS to find out students’ 

perceptions of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols on their written drafts. Through 

SPSS analysis, statistical descriptions and graphs of students’ perceptions were demonstrated. The 

format was a five-part Likert scale varying from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’ in 

response to specific statements regarding students’ perceptions of the use and efficacy of writing 

error correction symbols. Biographical information (obtained via the questionnaire) such as age, 

gender, location, and levels studied were included. The findings were analysed and displayed as 

figures, bar charts, and graphs.  

 

Terms and Definitions 

ECS1-Writing error correction symbols (e.g., GR/SP/WW, etc.) are easy to understand, 

ECS2-Error correction symbols (e.g., GR/SP/WW, etc.) are used to correct mistakes in my writing, 

ECS3-Too many errors on my writing paper demotivates me, ECS4-Paying close attention to the 

error correction symbols (e.g., GR/SP/WW, etc.)  on my written work is helpful, ECS5-Error 

correction symbols (e.g., GR/SP/WW, etc.)  help me avoid making the same mistake. ECS6-

Correcting all the mistakes in the first draft using correction symbols helps produce an error free 

second draft, ECS7-Error correction symbols (e.g., GR/SP/WW, etc.) help improve my spelling, 

punctuation, and grammar. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1. Frequency distribution for male and female students 

Gender Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Male 204 51.5 

Female 192 48.5 

Total 396 100.0 
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From table 1, it is clear that 51.5% of respondents are males and 48. 5% are females. In 

this data collection, most of the respondents enrolled in the current academic year are primarily 

men, as the courses offered in the institution attracted more male students than female students. 

Also, the students who graduated from school during this academic year are primarily male 

students. However, the difference in the percentage is noticeably marginal and doesn’t influence 

the result.  

Table 2.  Frequency distribution of respondents by age 

Age Frequency Percent 

Valid 

18 139 35.1 

19 191 48.2 

20 61 15.4 

Above 20 5 1.3 

Total 396 100.0 

 

From table 2, it is evident that 48.2% of respondents are 19 years old, 35.1% are 18 years 

old, 15.4% are 20 years old, and 1.3% are above 20 years: the maximum number of respondents 

is 19 and 18 years old, whereas the minimum number of respondents is 20 years and above 20 

years. This is because most of the respondents studying in levels 1, 2, and 3 fall within this age 

group. 

Table 3. Frequency Distribution of respondents by Levels 

Level Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Level 1 100 25.3 

Level 2 119 30.1 

Level 3 99 25.0 

Level 4 78 19.7 

Total 396 100.0 

 

From table 3, it is evident that 30% of respondents are in level 2, 25.3%, and 25% are in 

level 1 and 3, respectively, and 19.7% are from level 4. As the percentage denotes, level 1 has 

more respondents because it is the entry-level to study foundation English, and students who secure 

the least score in the Placement Test are placed in level 1. With regard to level 2 and level 3, 

students who secure the required band score are placed here. However, students who secure high 

band scores are placed in level 4 in the foundation program. On the other hand, level 4 

encompasses students who study and pass level 3 and students who pass the promotion test based 
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on their band score in the placement test. Thus, we can conclude that level 4 respondents are 

comparatively less than the other three levels. 

 

Inferential Analysis 

Table 4. Opinions regarding the statements on the use and efficacy of error correction symbols on 

the written drafts are equal to the average level. 
Statement on Error Correction Symbols Mean SD t value P value 

ECS1 3.45 .939 9.530 < 0.001** 

ECS2 3.79 .915 17.079 < 0.001** 

ECS3 3.42 1.222 6.783 < 0.001** 

ECS4 3.87 .940 18.386 < 0.001** 

ECS5 3.97 .922 20.934 < 0.001** 

ECS6 3.99 .882 22.402 < 0.001** 

ECS7 3.83 .920 17.916 < 0.001** 

Note:  ** denotes significant at a 1% level 

 

From Table 4, it is clear that the P-value is less than 0.01. Hence the null hypothesis is 

rejected at a 1% level of significance concerning all seven statements (ECS1, ECS2, ECS3, ECS4, 

ECS5, ECS6, ECS7). Hence, the opinions regarding all the seven statements (ECS1, ECS2, ECS3, 

ECS4, ECS5, ECS6, ECS7) of students are not equal to the average level. Based on the mean 

score, opinions regarding all the statements on the use and efficacy of error correction symbols on 

the written drafts are above the average level. This means that the current practice of using the 

error correction symbols as a strategy to give feedback to students about their mistakes on their 

written drafts is proven effective and has to be sustained. 

 

Table 5. There is no significant difference between male and female students with respect to the 

opinions on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols on the written 

drafts. 

 
Factors 

of the use and efficacy of Error 

Correction Symbols 

Gender t value 

 

P value 

Male Female 

Mean SD Mean SD 

ECS TOTAL 25.7157 4.59894 26.9427 3.27961 3.040 < 0.001** 

       

Note :  1. ** denotes significant at 1% level 

            2. * denotes significant at 5% level 

 

From Table 5, it is evident that the P-value is less than 0.01. Hence the null hypothesis is 

rejected at the 1% level with regard to the ECS Total factor in the use and efficacy of error 

correction symbols. Thus, there is a significant difference in the opinion between male and female 

students with regard to the use of error correction symbols on the written drafts. Based on the mean 

score, it is apparent that the female students have found it more beneficial than the male students. 
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Table 6. There is no significant difference among students of all the four levels with respect to the 

opinions on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols 

 

 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

 

Level 4 

F Value P Value 

ECS 26.32 

(4.27) 

26.75 

(3.92) 

26.21 

(4.36) 

25.74 

(3.51) 
1.007 0.390 

Note:  1. value within the bracket refers to SD 

           2. * denotes significant at 5% level 

 

As seen in Table 6, there is no significant difference among students of different levels 

with regard to ECS since the P-value is greater than 0.05. Hence, the null hypothesis is accepted 

at a 5% level with regard to ECS. This means that students of all the four levels share a similar 

opinion on error correction symbols to mark their written drafts as effective. Hence, it is 

recommended that the English Language Centre encourages teachers to use the error correction 

symbols while giving feedback on written drafts of students as the data inference shows a positive 

impact on students from level 1 to level 4. 

Table 7. There is no significant difference among students’ age groups with respect to the opinions 

on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols. 

 
 18 19 20 Above 20 F Value P Value 

ECS 26.79 

(4.04) 

26.31 

(4.22) 

25.26 

(3.38) 

25.40 

(3.78) 
2.112 0.098 

Note:  1. value within the bracket refers to SD 

           2. * denotes significant at 5% level 

 

Table 7 shows that there is no significant difference among students’ age groups with 

regard to ECS since P-value is greater than 0.05. Hence, the null hypothesis is accepted at a 5% 

level with regard to ECS. This means that students of all age groups do not face difficulty in 

understanding the error correction symbols and applying them to their written drafts. Hence, it is 

recommended that the English Language Centre encourages teachers to use the error correction 

symbols while giving feedback on written drafts of students as the data inference shows a positive 

impact on students from level 1 to level 4. 

 

Table 8. There is no relationship between male and female students with respect to the opinions 

on the statements of the use and efficacy of error correction symbols 
Correlations 

 Gender ECS1 ECS2 ECS3 ECS4 ECS5 ECS6 ECS7 

Gender 

PC 1 .015 .056 .070 .168** .054 .146** .137** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .773 .262 .162 .001 .285 .004 .006 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS1 

PC .015 1 .434** -.042 .285** .390** .279** .386** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .773  .000 .401 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 
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ECS2 

PC .056 .434** 1 -.038 .341** .349** .359** .380** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .262 .000  .456 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS3 

PC .070 -.042 -.038 1 -.098 .043 -.002 -.056 

Sig. (2-tailed) .162 .401 .456  .052 .397 .972 .270 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS4 

PC .168** .285** .341** -.098 1 .439** .381** .468** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .052  .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS5 

PC .054 .390** .349** .043 .439** 1 .514** .474** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .285 .000 .000 .397 .000  .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS6 

PC .146** .279** .359** -.002 .381** .514** 1 .632** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .000 .000 .972 .000 .000  .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS7 

PC .137** .386** .380** -.056 .468** .474** .632** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .000 .000 .270 .000 .000 .000  

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 8 clearly states that there is a significant relationship between gender and ECS4 at a 

1% level and ECS6 and ECS7 at a 5% level. Also, there is a positive correlation between ECS4, 

ECS6, and ECS7. Though ECS1, ECS2, ECS3, and ECS5 have a positive correlation with gender, 

their significance level is above 5%, which indicates that gender doesn’t affect these factors. This 

means that male and female students have similar opinions with regard to ECS4, ECS6, and ECS7, 

and this may be because the factors directly contribute to the development of the students’ writing 

skills. However, there is a difference in opinion with regard to ECS1, ECS2, ECS3, and ECS5. 

This may be because the students’ levels of understanding and motivation affected their levels of 

agreement with the use of error correction symbols on their written drafts. Also, it may be because 

students who consistently and responsibly worked on the written feedback given by their teachers 

showed progress; however, this cannot be generalized. 

Table 9. There is no relationship between age and the opinions on the statements of the use and 

efficacy of error correction symbols 

Correlations 

 Age ECS1 ECS2 ECS3 ECS4 ECS5 ECS6 ECS7 

Age 

PC 1 -.102* -.162** .052 -.033 -.110* -.089 -.105* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .043 .001 .299 .511 .029 .077 .037 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

1 

PC -.102* 1 .434** -.042 .285** .390** .279** .386** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .043  .000 .401 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

2 

PC -.162** .434** 1 -.038 .341** .349** .359** .380** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000  .456 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

3 

PC .052 -.042 -.038 1 -.098 .043 -.002 -.056 

Sig. (2-tailed) .299 .401 .456  .052 .397 .972 .270 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

4 

PC -.033 .285** .341** -.098 1 .439** .381** .468** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .511 .000 .000 .052  .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

5 

PC -.110* .390** .349** .043 .439** 1 .514** .474** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .029 .000 .000 .397 .000  .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

6 

PC -.089 .279** .359** -.002 .381** .514** 1 .632** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .077 .000 .000 .972 .000 .000  .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS

7 

PC -.105* .386** .380** -.056 .468** .474** .632** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .037 .000 .000 .270 .000 .000 .000  

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 9 displays a weak negative correlation between age and ECS2 at a 1% level and 

ECS1, ECS5, and ECS7 at a 5% level. Though ECS3 has a positive correlation with age, it is above 

the 5% level of significance, so it doesn’t affect these factors. And ECS4 and ECS6 have a weak 

negative correlation with age: since it is above the 5% significance, it doesn’t affect these factors. 

This means that students have similar opinions with regard to ECS1, ECS2, ECS5, and ECS7 

irrespective of the age difference, and this may be because the factors directly contribute to the 

development of the students’ writing skills. However, there is a difference in opinion with regard 

to ECS3, ECS4, and ECS6. This may be because students studying at four different levels belong 

to different age groups (18,19,20, above 20), and they do not have the same levels of understanding 

of the use and application of error correction symbols which has affected their levels of agreement 

with the use of error correction symbols in their written drafts. The institution should take special 

care to increase the students’ awareness of the ECS3, ECS4, and ECS6. 

Table 10. There is no relationship between levels studied and the opinions on the statements of the 

use and efficacy of error correction symbols. 
Correlations 

 Level 

Studied 

ECS1 ECS2 ECS3 ECS4 ECS5 ECS6 ECS7 

Level 

Studied 

PC 1 -.181** -.116* .146** .014 -.083 -.005 -.076 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .021 .004 .789 .099 .922 .132 
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N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS1 

PC -.181** 1 .434** -.042 .285** .390** .279** .386** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .401 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS2 

PC -.116* .434** 1 -.038 .341** .349** .359** .380** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .021 .000  .456 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS3 

PC .146** -.042 -.038 1 -.098 .043 -.002 -.056 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .401 .456  .052 .397 .972 .270 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS4 

PC .014 .285** .341** -.098 1 .439** .381** .468** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .789 .000 .000 .052  .000 .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS5 

PC -.083 .390** .349** .043 .439** 1 .514** .474** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .099 .000 .000 .397 .000  .000 .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS6 

PC -.005 .279** .359** -.002 .381** .514** 1 .632** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .922 .000 .000 .972 .000 .000  .000 

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

ECS7 

PC -.076 .386** .380** -.056 .468** .474** .632** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .132 .000 .000 .270 .000 .000 .000  

N 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 396 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 10 displays a positive correlation between the levels studied and ECS1 and ECS3 at 

a 1% level and a negative correlation between the levels studied and ECS2 at a 5% level. Though 

ECS4 has a positive correlation, and ECS5, ECS6, and ECS7 have a negative correlation with the 

levels studied, their significance value is above the 5% level, so it doesn’t affect these factors. This 

means that students have similar opinions with regard to ECS1, ECS2, and ECS3 irrespective of 

the levels studied and this may be because the factors directly contribute to the development of the 

students’ writing skills. However, there is a difference in opinion with regard to ECS4, ECS5, 

ECS6, and ECS7. This may be because students studying at four different levels do not have the 

same levels of knowledge or understanding of the subject, which has affected their levels of 

agreement with the use of error correction symbols on their written drafts. In that case, the 

institution should take special care to increase students’ awareness of the ECS4, ECS5, ECS6, and 

ECS7. 

 

 



Arab World English Journal (AWEJ) Proceedings of  KUST, Iraq Conference 2022     

Students’ Perceptions of the Use and Efficacy of Error Correction                Chinnathambi, Al Harthi & Anandan 

 

  

  

Arab World English Journal                                                                       

www.awej.org 

ISSN: 2229-9327                                                                                                                  

42 
 

 

Discussion 

The present study examined students’ perceptions of the use and efficacy of error 

correction symbols on their written drafts. From the results, it is evident that students are positive 

about the use and efficacy of writing error correction symbols on their written drafts. The results 

of the quantitative data collected from 396 participants confirm previous research findings: (i) 

giving corrective feedback was practical and valuable (Hyland, 2003; Liu, 2008; Khadawardi, 

2020; Al Harrasi, 2019; Bahrouni & Tuzlukova, 2019), (ii) indirect feedback using error correction 

symbols was more effective than other feedback methods (Jamalinesari, A., Rahimi, F., Gowhary, 

H., & Azizifar, A., (2015); Tago, 2021). The results not only align with earlier studies but also 

disproves the argument of Truscott (1999) that giving feedback was harmful. Nevertheless, the 

present study has limitations. Data were collected from one higher educational institute only in 

Oman. Therefore, the study results cannot be generalized to all the institutes in Oman.   

 

Conclusion 

The study’s findings confirm that students’ perceptions of the use and efficacy of error 

correction symbols on their written drafts are practical and valuable.   Giving feedback using error 

correction symbols is helpful for students to improve their writing accuracy.    Hence it is 

recommended to sustain the practice of using error correction symbols on students’ written drafts. 

The present study suggests that conducting similar studies in other higher educational institutes in 

Oman will help policymakers and teachers to understand the effectiveness of existing feedback 

methods on students’ written drafts and other practices.  
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