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ERROR CORRECTION IN WRITING

In this article, the study of error correction in writing is carried out. Useful and new methods of correcting errors
and the usage of the best techniques in writing error correction have been thoroughly researched. Besides, the error
feedback strategies have been determined, the accuracy and objectiveness of teachers’error feedback have been analysed.
In general, error feedback in writing is challenging for teachers. Though students prefer to receive written corrective
feedback over alternative feedback such as peer and oral feedback, teachers face some difficulties in explaining their
errors when it is written.

According to researches, there are two general approaches to error correction in writing: 1. Comprehensive 2. Selective.

The comprehensive (or unfocused) approach is an approach which involves that the teachers correct all errors
in the written texts without categorizing them. If students are in the final stages of producing a text and teachers
want to show them the need for carefully proofreading and editing an entire piece of writing, they might use more
comprehensive feedback. The selective approach (or focused) is the method of correcting the errors belonging
to any category, for example linguistics point only, leaving the other unfocused errors uncorrected. If teachers’
goal is to help students identify and learn to edit their most pervasive error patterns, they may provide selective,
pattern-oriented errvor feedback at a particular point in time. Research on error correction has repeatedly pointed
out that there are advantages and disadvantages of these two approaches in correcting errors of the written tasks.
Besides disadvantages, a comprehensive approach has an advantage. This approach may help students to focus their
attentions not only on errors in writing, but also on other aspects of the language such as grammar, punctuations,
usage of vocabulary. It is proven that more error feedback may lead to faster development of grammatical accuracy in
writing. Evaluation criteria and percentage on grammar, punctuation or context and organization errors for objective
evaluation have been given in the result of the article.
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BUIPABJIEHHS TIOMUJIOK Y IACHMOBIH ®OPMI

Y yiti cmammi nposodumucsi 6usuenHs 6UNPAsLeH s ROMUIOK Y NUCbMOBIU (hopmi. Pemenvro docniosiceni kopuc-
HI ma HOGI MemoOu BUNPABLEHHS NOMULOK MA SUKOPUCMANHS HAUKPAWUX MEMOOUK SUNPABLEHH NOMULOK. Kpim
moeo, GU3HAYEeHO cmpamezii 360PpOMHO020 36 A3KY 3 NOMUIKAMU, NPOAHANI308AHO MOYHICMb Mda 00 €KMUBHICMb 360-
POMHO20 38 A3KY GUUMENIG. 3a2aioM 360pOMHULL 36 A30K 3 NOMUIKAMU 8 RUCbMOGIU hopMi € CKAAOHUM O BUKAA-
oauig. Xoua yuni @gasicaioms 3a Kpawje Ompumy8amu NRUCbMOGI KOPEKMUGHI GI02YKU WO0OO0 AlbMEPHAMUBHUX 360-
POMHUX 36 A3KI6, MAKUX K 360POMHUL 36 'A30K 3 0OHONIMKAMU, ale GUUMeii CMUKalomscsa 3 NeGHUMU MPYOHOWaMU
8 NOACHEHHI C80IX NOMUNOK Ni0 YAC HANUCAHHS.

32i0H0 3 00CniOHCeHHAMU € 08a 3A2ANbHI NIOX00U 00 GUNPABIEHHS NOMULOK Y RUCOMOBIT (YOPMI: KOMNIEKCHUIL,
6ubiprosuil.

Komnnexcuuii (abo Heghokycosaruil) nioxio — ye nioxio, Axuil nepeddayae, wo 8UKIAOAY GUNPABIAIOMb YCT NOMUTKU
8 HANUCAHUX MeKCmax, He Kiacuixkyouu ix. Axkujo yuni nepebdysaiomsv Ha 3a6epuidivbHii cmaodii cmeopeHHs meKkcny,
a euumeni Xo4ymov noKa3amu im HeoOXiOHICMb pemenbHOi KopeKmypu ma pedazy8anHs Yinoco meopy, 60HU MOJICYMb
suxopucmogysamu 6iibul suyepnii 6io2yku. Bubipkosuii nioxio (abo cgokycosanuii) — ye memoo sunpagieHHs nomu-
JIOK, w0 Haunedxcamv 00 OyOb-sKoi Kameeopii, Hanpukiao, iuuie MOGHOI NIHSGICMUKU, 3ATUWAIOYY HEeBUNPAGTIEeHUMU
iHwi nomuaku. Akwo mema 6uKIa0a4i6 — OONOMOSMU YYHAM GUIHAYUMU A HAGYUMUCS pedaz2ysamu ixX Haunowupe-
HiWi WabnIoHU NOMUTOK, BOHU MOX’CYMb HAOABAMU 8UOIPKOEGI, OPIEHMOBAHI HA 3PA3KU MA 360POMHULL 36 30K 3 NOMUT-
Kamu 6 negHuil momenm uacy. Jocniodcenns eunpasienis NOMUIOK HeOOHOPA30680 GKA3VEANU HA HAAGHICMb nepesas
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ma HeOOoNIKi8 yux 060X NIOX00i8 Yy UNPABIIEHHI NOMUNOK Y HARUCAHUX 3a80anusx. Kpim nedonikis, komniexcruil nioxio
mae i nepesaey. Taxuii nioxio modce 00NOMOo2mu CnyOeHmam 30cepeoumu c80io y8azy He auuie Ha NOMUIKAX Y NUCbMOGIT
Gopmi, a 1l Ha iHWUX acnekmax Mo8u, MAKux K SpamMamuKd, NyHKmyayis, UKOPUCMAants iekcuku. /Jogedeno, uwjo Oinb-
uie 360pOMHO20 36 'A3KY 3 NOMUTIKAMU MOICE NPUIBECHU 00 UWBUOUO20 POZGUMKY SPAMAMUYHOT MOYHOCMI 8 NUCbMOBIl
¢opmi. Kpumepii oyinoganns ma i0cOmok 6i0 epamamuKu, NyHKmyayii abo KOHmeKcmy ma OpeaHizayitiHux nOMULOK

07151 00 €EKMUBHO20 OYIHIOBAHHS HABEOEHI ) BUCHOBKAX.

Knwuoei cnoea: 6UNPABIEHHA NOMUJIOK, HANUCAHHA, HANUCAHHA, HANUCAHHA 360POMHO20 36 ’}ZSKy, KoOu

6UNPABTIEHHAL.

Introduction. Error correction is the most widely
used method for responding to student’s knowledge.
It plays an important role in foreign language teaching
because it shows an accomplishment of any student’s
work and helps students to understand their mistakes
and work on them. It is often regarded as the most
exhausting and time-consuming of teachers’ work.
(Ferris 2002; Mantello 1997) Errors can be seen in
writing more obviously. Error correction in writing can
be considered more visual evidence than correction in
speaking and it is the most challenging one. It always
arose the question among the researchers if it is
important to give error feedback to students and what
to correct: grammar, punctuation, or word spelling.
The lively debate on these topics can be obviously
seen in the works of Truscott (1996) and Ferris (1997,
2002). While Truscott (1996) strongly argued for
the abolition of grammar correction in writing courses,
Ferris (1995) puts forward that students appreciate
their teachers pointing out their grammar problems.
Though some authors (Hillocks 1986, Knoblauch
&Brannon 1981) think that error correction has no
importance in acquiring a language well, nowadays
error correction remains one of the main evaluation
points of student’s knowledge because students want
to have their errors corrected and teachers think it is
their responsibility to correct errors.

In general, error feedback in writing is
challenging for teachers. Though students prefer to
receive written corrective feedback over alternative
feedback such as peer and oral feedback, teachers
face some difficulties in explaining their errors when
it is written. They are afraid of being not objective or
cannot explain the correction thoroughly. Researches
and studies (Cohen 1991, Ferris 1995, 1997, Leki
1991, Hedgcock & Letkowitz 1994) which were
conducted to investigate student preferences about
correction prove that students prefer their teachers’
written feedback. However, teachers have some
hesitations in giving feedback to students’ writing.
Some of them tend to correct each error in writing,
while the others consider some errors don’t need
correction.

1. Strategies in error correction

Which errors should be corrected? When should error
feedback be provided? How should teachers give error

feedback? These questions have always been debatable
among the researchers for finding the most effective
strategies in error correction of writing. Excessive
attention to error correction in writing may affect to
students’ motivation badly and may be time consuming
for teachers. Some teachers pay more attention to
grammar constructions, the usage of tenses appropriately
and give feedback on grammatical mistakes; others think
content and vocabulary usage are the more important
parts for writing and error feedback should be based
on them. Students are eager to receive written feedback
corrective feedback over alternative feedback such as
peer and oral feedback from their teachers. For finding
the best strategies in error correction in writing, some
ways are suggested by the experts.

1.1. Comprehensive versus Selective Error
Correction

In the error feedback techniques that teachers
use, one fundamental question is whether to mark
all student errors or not. In a study by Ferris (2006),
the three English as a second language composition
teachers, who were attempting to mark and code
nearly all of the student errors in conjunction with
the research project, would sometimes mark well
over 100 errors on one paper (slightly less than
800 words long) — and yet the researchers noted that
the instructors did not, despite their best efforts, catch
all of the students’ errors. Some authors (Hedgcock &
Lefkowitz 1996) suggested that error feedback may
be most effective when it focuses on patterns of error.
They think that these selective feedbacks can help
students to understand their weak points and to work
on their weakness. Both sides of the comprehensive
versus selective debate have their own reasons for
supporting their points.

According to researches, there are two general
approaches to error correction in writing:

1) comprehensive;

2) selective

The comprehensive (or unfocused) approach is
an approach which involves that the teachers correct
all errors in the written texts without categorizing them.
If students are in the final stages of producing a text
and teachers want to show them the need for carefully
proofreading and editing an entire piece of writing, they
might use more comprehensive feedback.
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For example: Teacher gives summary to any
writing with the feedback:

— Work on the strong sentence skills (grammar,
punctuation, vocabulary)

— There are many irrelevant sentences.

— Give more examples and support.

In this example, the teacher doesn’t categorize
the errors, just gives general feedback on the writing.

The selective approach (or focused) is the method
of correcting the errors belonging to any category,
for example linguistics point only, leaving the other
unfocused errors uncorrected. If teachers’ goal is to
help students identify and learn to edit their most
pervasive error patterns, they may provide selective,
pattern-oriented error feedback at a particular point
in time.

Research on error correction has repeatedly pointed
outthatthere are advantages and disadvantages of these
two approaches in correcting errors of the written tasks.
Zamel (1982, 1985) has pointed out that excessive
attention to student errors has turned writing teachers
into grammar teachers, deflecting them from other
more important concerns in writing instruction. Ellis,
Loewen, and Erlam (2006) state that a comprehensive
approach is not an effective approach because students
have limited processing capacity. They consider that
error correction that covers all linguistic aspects may
lead to a cognitive overload. Another problem with
comprehensive error feedback is that when teachers
adopt this approach, they may end up spending time
and effort improving students’ writing style, apart
from marking grammatical errors. It is proven that
more error feedback may lead to faster development
of grammatical accuracy in writing.

Besides disadvantages, a comprehensive approach
has an advantage. This approach may help students
to focus their attentions not only on errors in writing,
but also on other aspects of the language such as
grammar, punctuations, usage of vocabulary. The
selective approach has its positive and negative sides
too. The disadvantage of the selective approach is
that selecting some aspects to check and give error
feedback can put aside the other aspects which also
need correction. As noted by Ferris (2010), we do not
really know what the “optimal” number of error types
to treat at one time might be — two? five? ten? Students
have a right to know about their all mistakes and they
need to learn how to edit a/l of their errors, not simply
the few patterns picked out for them by teachers or
researchers. In this case, unfocused approach to error
feedback may help the students’ to improve their
writing better than a focused, selective approach.

Besides its disadvantages, the selective approach
has advantages which are put forward by many
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experts. Error feedback is most effective when it
“focuses on patterns of error, allowing teachers
and students to attend to, say, two or three major error
types at a time, rather than dozens of disparate errors”
(Ferris, 2002, p. 50), that is, when teachers choose
to give error feedback selectively. This selective
error-correction strategy helps students learn to make
focused passes through their texts to find particular
types of errors to which they may be most prone
and to master grammatical terms and rules related
to those specific errors. Writing is not based on
grammar and punctuation correctness only; it has its
own characteristic features, which must be focused in
checking and correcting as well.

After analyzing these approaches, we can say that
both approaches are important in error correction.
Teachers should know when and how to use these
approaches. If the teacher’s goal is to help students
identify and learn to edit their important error
patterns, he or she may give selective, pattern-
oriented error feedback at a particular point in time.
Besides, if students are at an early stage of developing
their writing skill and teachers aim to focus their
feedback especially on content rather than language,
the teacher should provide selective error feedback.
However, if students are in the final stages of writing
and teachers want to show them the need for carefully
proofreading and editing an entire piece of writing, it
is advisable to prefer more comprehensive feedback.

1.2. Direct versus Indirect Feedback

In the process of error correction in writing,
teachers use direct or indirect feedback strategies.
In direct (overt) feedback teachers provide students
with explicit written corrections in response to
error. “If students are revising or rewriting their
papers after receiving teacher’s feedback, they are
expected merely to transcribe the teachers’ suggested
corrections into their texts” (Ferris 2011). Indirect
feedback is when the teacher underlines errors using
general comments, gives students the opportunity
to fix errors themselves. Some teachers, when
giving indirect feedback, locate errors directly by
underlining or circling the errors, while others may
locate errors indirectly, for instance, by putting amark
in the margin to indicate an error on a certain line.
Whether teachers locate errors directly or indirectly,
they can further decide if they want to identify
the error types — by using symbols, codes, or verbal
comments. For direct location of errors, teachers
normally put the symbols, codes or comments right
above or next to the errors underlined or circled. For
indirect location of errors, teachers may put a code
or symbol in the margin to identify the error type on
a certain line.
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Example:

Direct feedback: The first and foremost reason
formulating the viewpoint is that the early childhood
are® the most intensive stage of mind development in
a life of a human being. Children who are 0-7 years
old have young and black®™* brains that are very
active and ready to grasp all information. Childs®!9s
brain creates new outlook and knowledge from
each experience. It is sensitive to all influences
ofthe environment. Atthese ages, the brains of children
can be easily directed and formed to any desired way.
Therefore, early childhood should be under stricktstrict
control. Aristotle had wide information about the stage
of the brain development, and he put forward this idea
to explain that early childhood is the decisive stage
for shapes"®"2 the brain of any person.

Indirect feedback: The first and foremost reason
formulating the viewpoint is that the early childhood
are® the most intensive stage of mind development in
a life of a human being. Children who are 0-7 years
old have young and black™ brains that are very
active and ready to grasp all information. Childs#
brain creates new outlook and knowledge from
each experience. It is sensitive to all influences
of the environment. At these ages, the brains
of children can be easily directed and formed to any
desired way. Therefore, early childhood should be
under strickt® control. Aristotle had wide information
about the stage of the brain development, and he put
forward this idea to explain that early childhood is
the decisive stage for shape#' the brain of any person.

Researches show that the majority of students
prefer direct feedback; they think teachers’ correction
are helpful to them; however, teachers use
indirect strategy more frequently stating that this
method makes students think over their mistakes
and not repeat them again. It forces students to be
more reflective and analytical about their errors than
if they simply transcribed teacher corrections. Like
the other methods, direct and indirect feedbacks have
advantages and disadvantages too. The advantages
of indirect feedback are the followings:

— Studies show that indirect feedback “is more
helpful to student writers in most cases because it
leads to greater cognitive engagement, reflection,
and ‘guided learning and problem-solving’” (Ferris
2011).

— Although the number of errors is greatly
reduced from one draft to the next as students respond
to direct feedback, students’ writing as a whole
improves over time as a result of indirect feedback
when students are asked to find errors, and solutions
to errors, on their own. Since students are required
by indirect feedback to take more responsibility
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for their errors, they are likely to learn more from
the process, to acquire the troublesome structures,
and to make long-term progress in finding, correcting,
and eventually avoiding errors.

— It has great potential to help students grow in
autonomy in monitoring their own writing. Researches
support this argument for indirect error feedback in
writing courses. In a classroom- based study of teachers’
error correction strategies and student progress in
revision and over time, it was found that while direct
error correction led to a higher percentage of correct
short-term revisions (from one draft to the next),
students who received more indirect feedback made
more progress in long-term written accuracy (Ferris,
2006). Where students have been asked to evaluate
their options for receiving teacher error feedback, they
have consistently opted for the indirect option, likely
sensing that this would be most beneficial to them in
the long run (for example, Ferris 2006; Ferris et al.
2010; Ferris & Roberts 2001; Leki 1991).

Direct feedback has its own advantages such as:

— when students are at beginning levels of English
language, direct feedback is more preferable. Students
at these levels are not enough knowledgeable to edit
and correct their work.

— when errors are “untreatable”. As it is known,
there are treatable and untreatable errors in writing.
Treatable error is “related to a linguistic structure that
occurs in a rule-governed way. It is treatable because
the student writer can be pointed to a grammar
book or set of rules to resolve the problem” (Ferris
2011). An untreatable error is “idiosyncratic,
and the student will need to utilize acquired
knowledge of the language to self-correct it” (Ferris
2011). The most common errors of this type are
errors in word choice, word form, and awkward or
unidiomatic sentence structure. In such cases, it may
be more helpful for the teacher to suggest a different
word or a restatement of the sentence than to simply
underline the word or sentence and mark “wc” (word
choice) or “ss” (sentence structure). It also may be
more effective to address more complex untreatable
errors in direct way.

— Finally, direct correction may be useful if
the teacher gives direct feedback about an error for
students to focus their attention primarily on some
other pattern of error. For instance, when students
make many errors in tense forms, indirect feedback
will not be more helpful. It is better to give direct
feedback in order to focus student’s attention on this
error pattern but not others.

Though students prefer direct feedback, its
frequent usage can make them lazier to learn on their
mistakes because it requires less effort on their part to
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make the correction. Overuse of direct feedback may
also lead to teacher “appropriation” of the student
text. A potential danger of direct feedback is that
the teacher, in providing the correction rather than
guiding the writer to do his or her own editing, will
misinterpret the student’s original intent about what
she or he wanted to say.

It is advisable to use direct feedback with great
care and only under the specific circumstances
previously outlined. Direct feedback also requires
teachers to have a high degree of confidence that
they are correctly interpreting the student writer’s
intentions. It is also a time-consuming method for
teachers to give detailed feedback on each error.

Error correction research is fraught with controversy
regarding the benefits of different error correction
strategies. Is direct feedback more beneficial than
indirect feedback, for instance? There is research
evidence showing that direct and indirect feedback has
no different effects on student accuracy in writing

However, there are studies which suggest that indirect
feedback brings more benefits to students’ long-term
writing development than direct feedback (Ferris 2003;
Lalande 1982) through “increased student engagement
and attention to forms and problems” (Ferris 2003). The
danger of direct feedback, according to Ferris (2002), is
that teachers may misinterpret students’ meaning and put
words into their mouths. Direct feedback, however, may
be appropriate for beginner students and when the errors
are “untreatable,” that is, when students are not able to
self-correct, such as syntax and vocabulary errors (Ferris
2002, 2003).

In short, both ways of giving feedback to error
in writing are helpful if they are used appropriately.
Teachers should take into account students’ level,
their knowledge while choosing the direct or indirect
error feedback.

2. Error Correction Codes

While teachers think of identifying errors as part
of indirect or direct correction, they must choose
whether to use a set of error codes, to use correction

..............................................................................

symbols. There were always arguments whether to
give coded or uncoded feedback. Is it more beneficial
than uncoded feedback? Coded feedback rests on
the premise that students are better able to correct
errors when alerted to the error types. One advantage
of coded feedback is that the error codes provide
a common ground for teachers and students to discuss
errors (Raimes 1991). Error identification, however,
can be “cumbersome for the teacher and confusing
for the student” (Ferris 2002) However, Lee (1997)
has cautioned that teachers may be overestimating
students’ ability in using marking codes, and that
teachers may be “using a wider range of metalinguistic
terms than students could understand ” The usefulness
of marking symbols/codes has been further questioned
by Ferris & Helt (2000) and Ferris and Roberts (2001),
who found that students did not correct more errors
when they were provided with error codes. Research
has yet to find out how useful and meaningful it is
for teachers to mark student writing all over the place
with codes, especially with codes that are unfamiliar
to or not yet mastered by students.

Using codes or symbols is speedy and effective.
Teachers can write “sp” more quickly than “spelling, ”
and as they mark hundreds or even thousands
of errors during a course, this labor-saving device
is not insignificant. The use of error codes to help
students correct their writing has often been proved
to be an effective method to facilitate error correction.
Riddell (2001) states that teachers can use correction
symbols (correction codes) to give feedback to students
on their writing, and teachers can underline the errors to
signify the errors and write the symbols for these errors
in the margin. Then students can correct the errors by
themselves. Hedge (1988) suggests that teachers can
indicate “an error and identify the kind of error with
a symbol, e.g. wo -wrong word order”. Correction
symbols are also called minimal marking. Using
correction codes is a convenient way of giving learners
information on where they have gone wrong and “it is
convenient to have a system of signals to the pupil in

Table 1
Similar effects of direct and indirect feedback
Type of error feedback Explanation Example
Direct feedback Locate and correct errors Has went
Indirect feedback (Direct location Locate errors Has went_
of errors) Locate errors and identify error types ~ Has went verb form
Indirect feedback Indirectly locate errors e.g., putting a mark in the margin to

(Indirect location of errors)

Indirectly locate errors and identify

error types

indicate an error on a specific line

e.g. by writing “verb form” (or “v”) in
the margin to indicate a verb form error
on a specific line

(Robb, Ross, & Shortreed 1986; Semke 1984)
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order to help him to know what he is looking for before
he has acquired much proof-reading skill” (Bright &
McGregor 1970). In addition, “this technique makes
correction neater and less threatening than masses
of red ink and helps students to find and identify their
mistakes” (Hyland 2003) and “makes correction look
less damaging” (Harmer 2007)). This means that
teacher can use correction codes when giving feedback
on writing tasks and then students should find out
the errors they made from the symbols and re-write
their text again with the corrected mistakes. This
strategy “‘encourages learner independence” (Riddell
2001) and students become more responsible for their
learning. On the other hand, teachers who use codes or
symbols must take extreme care to mark consistently
and to make certain that students understand what
codes or symbols mean. Surveys of student reactions to
teacher feedback have found that student writers resent
cryptic codes or symbols that they do not understand for
example, Ferris 1995b; Straub 1997). Some teachers,
likewise, may find it more time consuming to learn,
remember, and use a coding system consistently than to
simply write the key word or term on a student’s paper.
Even when using complete words or phrases, though,
the burden is on instructors to make sure that students
understand what those references mean as well.
Correction symbols refer to the indication of types
and locations of students’ mistakes through the use
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of correction codes such as those suggested by Oshima
&Hogue (1997). The application of correction
codes is “normally done by underlining the mistakes
and using some kind of symbols to focus the attention
of the students on the kind of mistake they have made”
(Byme 1988). When teachers locate errors directly for
students, they are assuming that students are unable
to do so. Robb et al. (1986) have found that students’
performance in error correction was not affected by
the salience of error feedback, including whether error
location was made explicit for students. In Lee’s (1997)
study, it has been shown that direct prompting of error
location was more helpful than indirect prompting,
since students were able to correct more errors when
errors were directly located for them.

Conclusions. Errors are important for both
learners and teachers. They are important in teaching
to show learners accomplishment; on the other hand,
they are equally important for learners, as students
can learn from these errors.

— Teachers should try to create a friendly
atmosphere to help freshmen learners to overcome this
fear, as it is very important stage in their education.

— Teachers should set realistic goals for error
feedback. Error correction should not be seen as the means
to eradicate of all student errors but to encourage gradual
but consistent improvement in accuracy over time,
acquisition and application of linguistic knowledge,

Correction symbols:

Symbol Meaning Example of error Corrected Sentence

P Punctuation I live? , and go to school here I live and go to school here.

A missing word ["writing a letter right now. I am writing a letter right now.

Cap Capitalization We live in boston®* We live in Boston:

Vit verb tense I work" as a doctor 5 years ago. I worked as a doctor 5 years ago.

s/vagr |subject-verb agreement |She listen*¥* to music every day. She listens to music every day.

pron agr |pronoun agreement Everyone was waiting for their™ | All were waiting for their relatives.
relatives.

Ro run on George came to school late he was|George came to school late, so he was
punished.”™ punished.

Frag Fragment Came to school™ He came to school.

Ww wrong word The food is delicious. Besides™v, the|The food is delicious. Therefore, the
restaurant is always crowded. restaurant is always crowded.

Sp Spelling She was unware® about it She was unaware about it

sing/pl  |singular or plural She treats her employees like slaves"#?! | She treats her employees like slaves

Cs comma splice George came to school late, he was|George came to school late, so he was
punished.® punished.

Wf wrong word form This film is interested.*’ This film is interesting.

X unnecessary word My theX new dress was torn. My new dress was torn.

Ref pronoun reference error | The restaurant’s specialty The restaurant’s specialty
is fish. They™ are always fresh. is fish. It is always fresh.

not // not parallel Most of our regular Most of our regular
customers are friendly and and generous | customers are friendly and and tip
tippers." generously

(Oshima & Hogue 1997)
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and development of effective self-editing strategies during class), peer feedback, and self evaluation are
(Ferris 2008). legitimate and valuable alternatives to written feedback

— Teachers should remember that teacher-student for various phases of the writing process, including
conferences (whether out of class or mini-conferences the editing phase (Ferris 2003; Ferris & Hedgcock 2005).
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