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Abstract 

This research analyzed Saudi undergraduate students’ writing before and after individual face-to-face feedback. The 

intervention was in the nature of individual written feedback on Saudi EFL students' paragraph writing. The 

participants were 23 EFL Saudi students exposed to a pre and post-test across six criteria that targeted to evaluate 

their writing with individual corrective feedback from the teacher. The intervention was one semester long. The study 

reported that individual corrective feedback plays an important role in developing students' writing skills. Results 

showed that development occurred in all the six criteria evaluation criteria adapted from Savage and Shafiei (2007), 

with significant statistical values (Sig. <.05). Furthermore, the criteria were ranked as: inclusion of specific words; 

inclusion of correct adjectives; writing good conclusion; writing good topic sentence; adding more descriptive details; 

and the use of background information. The study recommends making use of face-to-face corrective feedback in 

developing students' abilities in different language skills.  
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1. Introduction 

Corrective feedback is something teachers do all the time in their everyday lives. Being involved in the classroom 

process, they normally know which aspect of learning is going well, which is not, and why. Feedback in the 

classroom is quite a natural activity, in fact, it is an ordinary, day-to-day activity for teachers (Grawemeyer et al.; 

2015; Hattie & Timperley; 2007. The question is, why do teachers need to be aware of the feedback process, and also, 

what they can do with this awareness. 

A classroom context is governed by many factors such as syllabus, learning objectives, materials, pedagogies, and 

technology. Each of these has a specific and indispensable role in the learning process. Teachers’ feedback on the 

other hand, is the measure of how far any or all of these are successful in ensuring learning and set the learner firmly 

on the road to progress. It is a continuous process at the root of which lies course correction: Learners’ errors or 

mistakes are an indicator of content that needs reinforcement or pedagogical modification. In this sense, corrective 

feedback holds as much importance for the teachers as for the learners. Changes in views on language and language 

learning in the last few decades have brought about changes in approaches to corrective feedback and in the role of 

teachers (Larraguibel 2018; Liu et al., 2020; Ryiz-Semmel, 2019). These changed views have also influenced the 

concept and practice of corrective feedback in the language classroom. In the changed paradigm, corrective feedback 

includes looking in a principled and systematic way at all the factors that affect learning. Ensuring merely that 

learners have secured adequate marks or grades to pass the exam is not enough to achieve the learning objectives, 

and is often not even the aim of the course. Detailed corrective feedback, on the other hand, evaluates on a 

day-to-day basis the various aspects of the teaching-learning process, and helps identify what content and pedagogies 

have been more effective than others and what appears to be of no use at all. Apart from the formal corrective 

feedback, there is always a minute-to-minute feedback process at work in class, and this mass of information shapes 

the professional activity of the teacher. Formal teacher feedback may be planned for two main purposes. One is to 

explain and confirm the content already delivered by the teacher, feasibility of the course materials, success of 

teaching methodology, and the testing/ assessment methods. The other aim of feedback is to bring about change. 

From the teachers’ standpoint, corrective feedback can be used to suggest changes needed in the current practices. 
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From the learners’ standpoint, put to proper use, feedback is an opportunity for changes in the process of 

internalization of knowledge by learners.  

2. Literature Review 

Several previous research has employed a variety of improvement criteria and permutations to examine the effects on 

EFL students' writing as a result of individual written feedback. Additionally, other research had methodological 

issues that made it challenging to come to any significant findings. To make the procedures and goals of this 

investigation clearer, a quick summary of earlier studies is presented here.  

Several theoretical understandings have been noted in available literature on the impact of feedback on writing 

abilities of EFL students at Saudi colleges. The most important hypotheses among these are (Grawemeyer et al.; 

2015; Hattie & Gan, 2017; Hattie & Timperley; 2007). Without a doubt, writing is the most important talent among 

all other language skills since it incorporates thinking ability, linguistic competence, and trained memory; it is a test 

for the writer's cognition levels (Kellogg, 2001). Writing is a challenging assignment for EFL students at Saudi 

institutions (Al-Ahdal & Abduh, 2021) thus personalized face to face feedback during classes is a blessing. 

Feedback is essential in the development of writing skills. This is especially true in Saudi tertiary education, due to 

both tutors and staff's views, as well as a shift toward a more process-oriented approach to teaching writing. However, 

due to the limits imposed by examination-focused programs and the small number of students in each session, 

feedback is restricted. Feedback is information that can help students have a better understanding of how they learn 

(Adie et al., 2018; Hattie & Gan, 2017). Previous research on teacher feedback (e.g., Al-Bashir et al., 2016; Brown, 

2016; Grawemeyer et al., 2015) has shown that feedback can enhance students' cognitive, emotional, and 

psychomotor domains during the teaching and learning process. Furthermore, according to Black and Wiliam (2018), 

feedback can assist students recognize and comprehend evidence regarding their skills, as well as enhance their 

ability for the following performance. This suggests that feedback is required to keep up the progress in learning. 

Students may seek feedback from a variety of sources, including their instructor, peers, parents, or experiences 

depending on their performance (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). However, instructor feedback is the most important 

source for students to become aware of their aptitude in a certain area. When a teacher delivers feedback to students, 

it raises their awareness of their abilities (Black & Wiliam, 2018; Vattoy & Smith, 2019). As a result, instructor 

feedback may be seen as a factor that impacts learners' degree of comprehension. The majority of students who 

reported favorable feedback stated that instructor's inputs helped them improve their knowledge of their work in the 

target language. It means that instructor feedback improves students' present performance (Vattoy & Smith, 2019), 

assists students in identifying what they need to improve (Xiao & Yang, 2019), and improves their English language 

abilities (Chaudron, 1988). 

Several studies have examined the revisions made by learners after receiving peer or teacher feedback and 

discovered that peer feedback leads to more meaning-level revisions and teacher feedback leads to more 

surface-level revisions (Ruegg, 2015;  Yang et al., 2006). Despite the fact that there have been few published 

studies comparing a peer feedback group to a teacher feedback group, over the course of one semester, Fox (1980) 

contrasted peer feedback to instructor evaluation on writing skills. He found that there was no significant difference 

in writing ability between the peer feedback group and the teacher feedback group at the end of the semester and 

concluded that peer feedback is preferable because the learners in the peer feedback group gained confidence over 

the course of the semester. Finally, despite the considerable studies on written feedback, they constitute visibly far 

from enough research data for instructors to be certain how to assist writing. These findings imply that, when it 

comes to improving students' grammatical competence when writing in English, instructor feedback outperforms 

peer feedback in the case of Japanese university students learning English. 

The purpose of the Al Saleh (2018) research was to investigate written corrective feedback techniques that improved 

EFL students' writing abilities in Riyadh. The research also looked at how learners felt about getting 

computer-mediated praise and criticism while using Showbie as a medium. According to the findings, Saudi students 

had different preferences for written corrective feedback techniques. The findings revealed that direct corrective 

feedback improved their performance whereas indirect corrective feedback received the least amount of attention in 

written remedial feedback. The study concluded that written corrective feedback strategies positively impacted the 

students’ English writing performance and had a positive impact on writing abilities of EFL students. 

According to Alsehibany (2021), in an EFL writing class, Saudi students showed a favorable attitude toward peer 

evaluation using a checklist. Researchers employed diverse methodologies to assure the authenticity of the data in 

this study, and they determined that peer feedback increased the writing quality of students who participated in the 
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study, as well as writing awareness, weaknesses, and errors. Finally, the findings show that peer feedback using a 

checklist is effective in similar instructional environments. Amalia et al. (2019) explored Saudi female students' 

attitudes toward peer feedback activity in writing courses using a list of questions for the students to follow 

throughout the activity, as well as the problems that may prohibit such activity from being used in Saudi EFL 

classrooms. 

Further, Al Bashir et al. (2016) shed new insight on how to improve the feedback process in higher education. It 

transfers the emphasis from outdated feedback delivery strategies to more current, effective, and meaningful ones. 

Giving feedback is an important ability for professors in higher education since it has a significant impact on the 

quality of students' learning processes. It has been attempted, using the guidelines presented in the article, to 

contribute to a widespread recognition of various feedback approaches as key learning aids in higher education. 

Even in this background, few research has been conducted to investigate how face-to-face feedback and 

technology-assisted feedback (or "e-feedback") interact in writing groups (Larraguibel 2018; Liu et al., 2020; 

Ryiz-Semmel, 2019). To address this gap, the current study investigated how face-to-face feedback and e-feedback 

(generated on Moodle, WeChat, and Rain Classroom) used in different writing phases elicit diverse types of feedback, 

as well as how the combined use of these feedback approaches affects learners' self-efficacy and help-seeking. 

Kaçar (2021) investigated the impact of online and in-person peer feedback on pre-service Turkish teachers EFL in 

academic writing. This mixed-method explored both teachers' attitudes towards and performance in a blended 

academic writing course in a postsecondary environment study. The peer feedback providing procedure included 

online and face-to-face written peer feedback on weblogs, as well as a six-hour peer feedback training phase. The 

study found that combining face-to-face and online peer feedback was seen as advantageous and effective by EFL 

pre-service teachers, and that it resulted in generally excellent academic writing performance. It is recommended that 

participants who are new with peer revision get training and ongoing scaffolding/guidance to guarantee the process's 

efficacy. 

Likely, Liu and Zhou (2018) performed study and compared the effects of online instructor feedback and online peer 

feedback on foreign language writing as well as learners' attitudes toward online feedbacks. After doing their research, 

they discovered that writing in each group improved dramatically after using online feedback and also concluded that 

online feedback should be used in the teaching of foreign language writing. It is apparent that it is past time for 

lecturers to reconsider the feedback process in order to increase students' learning. The research attempted to present 

some essential concepts of appropriate feedback practice that may cover a wide range of reflections' cognitive, 

behavioral, and motivational characteristics. 

Teacher feedback is valuable information for EFL students. It helps them identify their English learning gaps and skills. 

However, students' perceptions of instructor feedback may differ from the teacher's goals. The purpose of Putri et al. 

(2021) was to assess students' impressions of instructor feedback in the English class as well as their self-regulated 

learning after getting corrective feedback. The study found that EFL students had varied feelings about instructor 

feedback, although the majority of them saw it positively. Despite their differing perspectives on teacher feedback, they 

were able to enhance students' self-regulated learning qualities in English, such as goal setting, monitoring, motivating, 

requesting help, adopting, and self-evaluating. Thus, based on the findings of this study, EFL teachers should assess if 

their feedback has the potential to hinder or raise students' performance, and whether it is suitable input. 

Vattoy et al. (2019) also checked students’ perceptions of teachers’ feedback practice in teaching English as a foreign 

language. When a teacher delivers feedback to pupils, it raises their awareness of their abilities (Black & Wiliam, 

2018; Vattoy & Smith, 2019). As a result, instructor feedback may be seen as a factor that impacts pupils' degree of 

comprehension. 

Johnson et al. (2020) studied the effect of face-to-face verbal feedback compared with no or alternative feedback on 

the objective workplace task performance of health professionals: a systematic review and meta-analysis and their 

research proved that face to face verbal feedback has positive impact on writing of health professionals. Lamm et al. 

recently (2019) combined the benefits of written and face-to-face feedback on the Teams app. The majority of 

students who reported favorable feedback stated that instructor input helped them improve their knowledge of their 

work and target language. It suggests that feedback from teachers improves pupils' present performance.  

Statement of the problem 

A great deal of what transpires in the classrooms is routine and that is also the reason why teachers are not fully 

conscious of the reasons why they do what they do. So it is with corrective feedback. Feedback is, in fact, such an 

integral part of the teachers’ output that they at times deny giving it because things happen in such quick succession 
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during the teaching process that they are not even aware which of their reactions are in the nature of feedback. This is, 

however, within the purview of the ‘normal’ as the teaching-learning process is not a neat and predetermined set of 

intentions and outcomes. Apart from this, a variety of variables/ factors create incongruence between what is 

intended and what is achieved in the classroom. Corrective feedback, at the same time, is one of the pillars of the 

learning process and this makes it imperative to closely monitor its different aspects to ensure a more successful and 

enriching classroom experience for both learners and teachers. Teacher training in Saudi Arabia, however, does not 

adequately train the students in the use or methods of feedback. Consequently, as in-service teachers, a great deal of 

what needs individual feedback is relegated to the grey area of self-study or waiting for the learners to approach the 

teacher for assistance. In the special case of EFL, nevertheless, the stressors of learning are detrimental to either of 

these corrective measures. As a result, in the dearth of individual corrective feedback, learner needs remain 

unfulfilled while the teachers keep wondering why adequate learning is not happening. Studies such as this are 

expected to lift the veil off teachers’ ignorance by showing the efficacy of individual corrective feedback on 

improving EFL learners’ writing in English.  Accordingly, the study at hand aims to be a pioneering investigation 

into the efficacy of giving students both positive and constructive individual feedback on their English writing 

assignments in a Saudi environment. The study's findings may be used to supplement those of earlier research on the 

efficacy of CF. The following questions are targeted to be answered in this study: 

RQ1: Does corrective feedback play a significant effect in the Saudi EFL students' writing performance? 

RQ2: Are there any significant differences between students’ scores in the pre and post-tests along the 6 variables?  

RQ3: In which areas of writing did the students show maximum improvement along the variables as a result of 

corrective feedback? 

3. Methods 

Research design 

Corrective feedback in the individual domain being a micro mechanism in the language classroom, the researcher 

opted for a one group pre and post-test model in this study. Spontaneous paragraph writing was used to assess 

students in the pre and posttest to check the impact of corrective feedback on students.  

Participants 

Thirty-one students participated in the writing tasks. All the participants had studied English as a foreign language 

being enrolled in the writing course at Qassim University College of Language and Translation. The median age of 

the participants was 20 years and the group was homogenous in terms of years of learning English, residence type 

(rural/ urban), GPA scores in the past two semesters, and gender (all males). Though the initial group strength was 31, 

in the post tests, 8 answers were repeated, so the author deleted them from the analysis. Thus, the actual participants 

were 23 students. The researcher got an oral consent from the students to participate in the study.  

Instrument 

Writing test 

Students were asked at the beginning of the semester to write a paragraph about a recent non-academic book they 

enjoyed. They submitted their initial writing samples in the first week of the semester. They were also requested to 

write another paragraph at the end of the semester after the researcher undertook individual corrective feedback for 

the entire semester. The students' performances were evaluated according to the criteria in Table 1.  

Table 1. Students' evaluation criteria adapted from (Savage & Shafiei, 2007, p. 50).  

Criteria  Not mention 
0 

Needs work 
1  

Fair 
2 

Good 
3 

Very good 
4 

Does the paragraph have a topic sentence that introduce the 
topic?  

     

Did you include background information about the thing you 
are describing?  

     

Did you include descriptive details about the things looks, 
seem, smells, sounds? 

     

Did you use specific words as part of your description?      

Did you use adjectives as part of your description? And do 
you use them correctly? 

     

Does the paragraph contain a conclusion sentence?       
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Treatment  

As stated earlier, during the semester, the group received individual face-to-face corrective feedback. They submitted 

their paragraphs individually and the instructor focused on all criteria set in Table 1. Every student submitted 6 

paragraphs through the study semester. The researcher wrote down the comments on the student's paper and later 

discussed them individually. Every student was encouraged to modify the mistakes marked by the researcher and 

resubmitted the paragraph in the next week till the students could produce relatively acceptable versions of their 

initial writing.  

Data analysis  

Students' submissions were marked according to the criteria set by Savage and Shafiei (2007). However, the 

researcher reduced the creteria 6 because two criteria associated with adjectives in the original ruberic were not 

suitable to the Saudi context. To check the validity of the test, Cronbach Alpha was obtained for the 12 criteria 

assessed, i.e., 6 in the pre and 6 from the post-test. The measure scored .740, which is considered good for applying 

the instrument. To check the reliability, all the pre and post writing paragraphs were numbered from (1 into 46) and 

given to a language specialist professor with more than 7 years of teaching experience with international non-native 

speakers of English. An intra-rater was performed on 4 papers that same instructor assessed twice at different times. 

The intra-rater scored .85%. Every criterion out of the 6 was subsequently scored out of 4 and every student paper 

was assessed for the pre and for the post test. Students' scores were calculated using SPSS (version, 22). To check the 

differences between students scores in the pre and posttests, two independent related test was performed.  

4. Results 

RQ1: Does corrective feedback play a significant effect in the Saudi EFL students' writing performance? 

Table 2 shows that in the pre-test, the students scored a total mean score (M=12.2174, Std=2.48553) whereas they 

achieved higher in the post-test (M=17.9130, Std =2.93742). To check whether the improvement is significant, 

Wilcoxon test was conducted. Table 2 also indicates that the Z value ranged -3.929-a and the Sig. 2-tailed value 

(.000), it is a significant value.  

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Z Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pretest 23 12.2174 2.48553  .000 

Posttest 23 17.9130 2.93742 -3.929-a  

RQ2: Are there any significant differences between students’ scores in the pre and post-tests along the 6 

variables?  

Table 3 shows the mean scores of the students in the pre and post-tests along the six criteria. In the topic sentence, 

students achieved in the pretest, (M=1.7826, Std=.95139) and in the post-test (M=2.7826, Std=.79524). The level of 

achievement seems significant. The Wilcoson test value shows (.001). Further, in the background information, 

students got in the pretest (M= 2.0435, Std=.56232) and in the post-test they scored higher (M=2.7391, Std=.54082). 

Furthermore, the third variable, i.e., adding descriptive details, students scored in the pretest (M=2.5217, 

Std=.59311), their abilities in the post-test were enhanced as they got (M=3.3043, Std=.63495) with a significant 

level of difference as the Sig. value shows (.000). Inclusion of specific words has also been assessed; in this the 

students got in the pre-test (M=2.0435, Std=.56232) whereas they gained in the post-test (M=3.1304, Std=.62554) 

with a significant value (.000).  Besides, the inclusion and correct use of adjectives where students achieved in the 

pre-test (M=1.8696, Std=.62554) and they showed some enhancement in the posttest (M=2.9565, Std=.47465) with a 

significant difference level (Sig. =.000). Finally, students gained in the pretest on writing a conclusion (M=1.9565, 

Std=.70571) whereas in the post test they scored (M=3.0000, Std=.73855). The improvement level is significant (Sig. 

= .001).  

To sum up, all the six variables under study showed significant improvement in post-test and in the absence of any 

other change in the learning process, this can be attributed to the intervention.  
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Table 3. Students' mean scores in the pre and posttest along with Wilcoxon Test 

Variables  Test N Mean Std. Deviation Z Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 

Topic sentence Pretest 23 1.7826 .95139 -3.363-a 
 

.001 

Posttest 23 2.7826 .79524 

Background information Pretest 23 2.0435 .56232 -3.258-a 
 

.001 

Posttest 23 2.7391 .54082 

Descriptive details Pretest 23 2.5217 .59311 -3.491-a 
 

.000 

Posttest 23 3.3043 .63495 

Inclusion of specific words Pretest 23 2.0435 .56232 -3.866-a 
 

.000 

Posttest 23 3.1304 .62554 

Inclusion and correct use of adjectives  Pretest 23 1.8696 .62554 -3.727-a 
 

.000 

Posttest 23 2.9565 .47465 

Conclusion  Pretest 23 1.9565 .70571 -3.213-a 
 

.001 

Posttest 23 3.0000 .73855 

RQ3: In which areas of writing did the students show maximum improvement along the variables as a result 

of corrective feedback? 

Table 4 summarizes the level of differences between the mean scores of students in the pre and post-tests. According 

to Table 4, the highest level of improvement in students’ writing that may be attributed to the impact of corrective 

feedback on their writing performance were in "inclusion of specific words, and inclusion of correct adjectives" 

(M=1.0869) for both variables. Furthermore, writing good conclusion also improved significantly in students' 

post-test score; it ranked 3. The mean scores between the pre and post-test were (M=1.0435). The fourth 

improvement was in the variable "writing good topic sentence", the students showed improvement on this count 

(M=1). Finally, the lowest improvement was in adding more descriptive details and the use of background 

information. Students scored in these two variables (M=, 0.7826, 0.6956) respectively.  

Table 4. Level of improvement along the variables  

Variables  Pretest mean Posttest Mean Range Rank 

Topic sentence 1.7826 2.7826 1 4 

Background information 2.0435 2.7391 0.6956 6 

Descriptive details 2.5217 3.3043 0.7826 5 

Inclusion of specific words 2.0435 3.1304 1.0869 1 

Inclusion and correct use of adjectives  1.8696 2.9565 1.0869 1 

Conclusion  1.9565 3.0000 1.0435 3 

5. Discussion  

The study clearly established that individual face-to-face corrective feedback played an important role in developing 

students’ paragraph writing skills. They scored in the pre-test (M=12.2174, STD=2.48553) they got in the post test 

higher (M=17.9130, Std=2.93742). This finding is in line with many previous studies (Lee, 2020; Mao & Lee, 2020; 

Zhang & Cheng, 2021) which revealed the positive impact of corrective feedback on students' performance. Kaçar 

(2021) investigated the impact of online and in-person peer feedback on pre-service Turkish teachers EFL in 

academic writing. The study found that combining face-to-face and online peer feedback was advantageous and 

effective for pre-service EFL teachers, and that it resulted in generally excellent academic writing performance.  

Besides, the study revealed improvement in all the six criteria under study. This is a good sign for developing the 

students’ writing ability. This finding partially agrees with (Algamal et al., 2021; Bin-Hady et al., 2020). Algamal 

(2021) found that Yemeni students suffered from including the background information. Similarly, the students 

encountered problems in writing good sentences. Furthermore, Al Saleh's (2018) investigation of written corrective 

feedback techniques that improved EFL students' writing abilities in Riyadh showed that Saudi students had different 

preferences for written corrective feedback techniques. It concluded that written corrective feedback strategies 

positively impacted the students’ English writing performance and had a positive impact on writing abilities of EFL 

students. Moreover, Alsehibany (2021), in Saudi EFL writing class showed a favorable attitude towards peer 

evaluation using a checklist. Still, Amalia et al. (2019) explored Saudi female students' attitudes toward peer 

feedback activity in writing courses using a list of questions for the students to follow throughout the activity, as well 

as the problems that may prohibit such activity from being used in Saudi EFL classrooms. 

Finally, the study found that the inclusion of specific words, and the inclusion of correct adjectives" were the criteria 

that improved the most in the study due to the treatment, followed by writing good conclusion and introduction, 

while adding descriptive detail and background information were the lowest. This is confirmed by Algamal (2021) 

who found that Yemeni students suffered from writing the bridge sentence. Likely, Bin-Hady et al., (2020) found 
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Yemeni students got good improvement in writing conclusion in their essays due to the intervention got via process 

genre approach. Studies showed that feedback has tremendous impact on developing writing abilities of EFL 

students (Albelihi & Al-Ahdal, 2021; Grawemeyer et al.; 2015; Hattie & Gan, 2017). Without a doubt, writing is the 

most important talent among all other language skills since it incorporates thinking ability, linguistic competence, 

and trained memory; it is a test for the writer's cognition levels (Kellogg, 2001).  

6. Conclusion 

This study has shed new light on the place of individual corrective feedback in the EFL paradigm of Saudi higher 

education. As one of the ways for enhancing students' learning results, teachers are expected to offer relevant 

feedback. Teachers must ensure that their feedback is appropriate for their students' needs, as appropriate feedback 

will aid students' learning progress. Students too need to be trained to grasp instructor feedback in order to enhance 

their learning since how students perceive the feedback determines whether or not they accept it. This has also been 

reported in a previous study (Gamlem & Smith, 2013). Moreover, learner behavior and attitude also influence how 

they read the feedback (Fitriana, 2017). Furthermore, students who comprehend the importance of instructor 

comments may improve the teacher-student connection. Feedback should be used as an essential component of 

teacher-student contact in order to achieve the goal of learning instead of being seen as a detriment to learning. The 

results in this study are based on the output of one group only which was exposed to a pre and post-test design. It is 

not easy to say conclusively whether the improvement in students' writing is attributable only to the treatment, 

because students have many other kind of learning exposures. This calls for further studies to recruit two groups and 

check the improvement at the end of the semester, by doing so, it is more reliable to attribute the improvement to the 

intervention. Further, gendered differences in the performance cannot be gauged in this study as it was based on an 

all-male learner group. Future studies may add to the results here with inclusion of females as well. Finally, learning 

being a lifelong process, a study that evaluated performance over a single semester leaves us with many unanswered 

questions. Other studies replicating the design of this research can opt for a longitudinal design to reach more usable 

conclusions.  
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Appendix 

Delated students.  

4, 5, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 26.  

Appendix (A). Students' score in the pretest 

Criteria  
name 

Topic 
sentence 

Background 
information 

Descriptive 
details 

Specific 
words 

Use 
adjectives 

Conclusion 
sentence 

1.  0 2 3 2 3 1 

2.  2 2 3 2 1 2 

3.  2 3 3 3 2 3 

4.  0 2 2 3 3 2 

5.  1 2 3 2 2 2 

6.  1 1 2 1 2 2 

7.  1 3 3 2 2 1 

8.  2 1 3 2 2 2 

9.  2 2 3 2 1 2 

10.  1 2 3 2 2 2 

11.  3 2 3 2 2 3 

12.  3 2 3 2 2 3 

13.  2 2 3 2 2 2 

14.  2 2 2 2 2 2 

15.  3 2 3 2 2 1 

16.  1 2 2 1 1 1 

17.  3 3 2 3 3 2 

18.  3 3 2 2 2 2 

19.  2 2 2 2 1 3 

20.  2 2 2 3 2 2 

21.  3 2 3 2 2 3 

22.  1 2 2 2 1 1 

23.  1 1 1 1 1 1 
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Appendix (AB). Students' score in the pretest 

Students' score in the post-test.  

Criteria  
name 

Topic 
sentence 

Background 
information 

Descriptive 
details 

Specific 
words 

Use 
adjectives 

Conclusion 
sentence 

1.  2 3 3 3 3 3 

2.  3 3 4 3 3 3 

3.  3 2 3 3 3 2 

4.  2 3 3 3 3 3 

5.  2 3 4 4 4 3 

6.  1 1 2 2 2 1 

7.  3 3 4 4 3 3 

8.  2 3 3 4 3 3 

9.  3 3 4 3 4 3 

10.  2 3 3 3 2 2 

11.  3 3 4 4 3 3 

12.  2 3 3 3 3 3 

13.  4 3 3 2 3 3 

14.  2 2 2 2 2 2 

15.  3 3 4 3 3 4 

16.  3 2 3 3 3 4 

17.  3 3 4 4 3 4 

18.  3 2 3 3 3 3 

19.  3 3 3 3 3 3 

20.  4 3 4 3 3 4 

21.  4 3 3 3 3 3 

22.  3 3 3 3 3 3 

23.  4 3 4 4 3 4 
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