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  Abstract 
In English writing instruction, error correction feedback is typically provided by 
teachers, often with a primary focus on grammar. This approach can fail to moti-
vate students to actively correct errors. To address this issue, this study developed 
an integrated error correction strategy that combines self-correction, peer-correc-
tion, and teacher-correction. The strategy was applied to senior high school Eng-
lish writing feedback to explore its effects on overall writing proficiency. The 
study also examined students’ attitudes toward the integrated error correction strat-
egy. Grounded in social constructivism and the comprehensible output hypothesis, 
the study was conducted over one semester with two parallel classes (32 students 
each) from Grade One at Zhouqu Senior High School in Lanzhou. The research 
employed pre-tests, post-tests, and questionnaires as instruments. Prior to the ex-
periment, a pre-test was conducted in both classes. During the semester, both clas-
ses completed six writing tasks, with the experimental class using the integrated 
error correction strategy and the control class using traditional teacher-correction. 
After the experiment, a post-test and questionnaires were administered. Data were 
analyzed using SPSS 20. The findings of the study are as follows: (1) Both the 
integrated error correction strategy and teacher correction improved students’ Eng-
lish writing proficiency. However, the experimental class outperformed the control 
class, indicating that the integrated strategy has a stronger effect. (2) Most students 
showed a clear preference for the integrated error correction strategy, which cre-
ated an engaging learning environment and effectively encouraged active partici-
pation in the error correction process. 

Keywords 
Integrated error correction strategy; teacher-correction; senior high school students; 
English writing proficiency 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Background of the Research 

English writing is often considered the most challenging skill for students to master (Schultz, 2011). Feedback plays a 
crucial role in English writing instruction by helping students recognize their strengths and weaknesses (Cai Jigang, 2021). 
Corrective feedback, defined as responses to learner errors to facilitate improvement (Kulhavy, 1977; Keh, 1996), has 
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been extensively studied both domestically and internationally (e.g., Berggren, 2014; Ferris, 2022). 
Teacher correction, the most commonly used method, is effective but has limitations, especially in large classes where 

timely feedback is difficult, and students often passively receive corrections with minimal impact (Zamel, 1985; Cui Ying 
et al., 2021). Scholars like Wu Xuefeng (2022) and Ge Lifang (2011) advocate for combining multiple feedback models 
and encouraging student participation to enhance writing proficiency. 

This study aims to explore an integrated error correction strategy that combines various feedback methods to improve 
senior high school students’ English writing skills. 

1.2 Research Questions 

In senior high school classrooms, teachers’ writing error correction mainly focuses on grammatical error correction. Stu-
dents’ participation is not enough, and the effect of error correction is average. Therefore, in order to explore a practical 
error correction feedback strategy. This thesis integrated teacher correction, peer correction, and self-correction to exam-
ine the impact of the combined error correction strategy on senior high school students’ English writing proficiency and 
to explore their attitudes toward the approach. The two questions are as follows: 
(1) What effect does the integrated error correction strategy have on senior high students’ English writing proficiency? 
(2) What are the learners’ perceptions of the integrated error correction strategy? 

1.3 Significance of the Research 

This thesis holds significance in several aspects. Firstly, most research on error correction feedback focuses narrowly on 
grammatical errors, lacking comprehensive attention to discourse-level issues (Li Xuejin, 2017). Building on Jacob et al. 
(1998), this study integrates grammar and discourse correction to encourage teachers and students to address not only 
grammatical errors but also content and structural issues, aiming to improve students’ overall writing proficiency. 

Secondly, it highlights the importance of selecting effective, flexible feedback methods tailored to specific teaching 
contexts (Wu Xuefeng, 2017). By combining teacher, peer, and self-correction, this study promotes active student partic-
ipation in error correction through exploration, discussion, and guided feedback. Lastly, the thesis provides practical 
strategies to demonstrate the effectiveness of integrated error correction in enhancing high school students’ writing and 
offers valuable pedagogical suggestions for future research. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Research on Error Correction Strategies in English Writing 

Numerous studies have indicated three main ways of error correction in terms of feedback strategies: teacher-detection, 
peer-detection, and self-detection (Edge, 1989). 

2.1.1 Research on Teacher-correction 
Since the 1970s, teacher feedback has been a crucial element in writing instruction (Hyland & Hyland, 2010). From the 
perspective of second language acquisition, it helps learners replace incorrect assumptions with correct language use 
(Long, 1996). Studies highlight its importance but also reveal limitations. For example, teachers often focus on direct 
corrections or error codes, neglecting aspects like ideology, organization, and coherence (Lee, 2023; Yan Rong, 2011). 

Research in China shows that students value teacher feedback and believe it improves their writing skills (Chen 
Xiaoxiang et al., 2009; Li Jin, 2011). However, studies also suggest that traditional teacher-centered feedback methods 
may not align with modern student-centered teaching models (Meng Xiao, 2009). Combining teacher feedback with other 
approaches can better support learners’ development and adapt to current teaching needs. 

2.1.2 Researches on Peer-correction 
Peer-correction, also known as peer feedback or review, involves students providing feedback on each other’s writing to 
improve quality (Liu & Hanson, 2002). Since the 1980s, research has shown its benefits in enhancing students’ attitudes, 
motivation, and writing confidence (King, 1979; Clifford, 1981). Peer feedback fosters critical thinking, error correction 
skills, and composition quality (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Tsui & Ng, 2000). 

In China, experiments by Meng Xiao (2009) demonstrated significant reductions in errors and positive student attitudes 
toward peer feedback. Lam (2010) introduced a three-stage training model—demonstration, exploration, and awareness-
raising—to enhance peer feedback effectiveness, while Min (2016) highlighted the value of combining teacher and peer 
feedback. Studies also show the successful use of online peer feedback tools (Jiang Yuhong, 2005; Gao Ying et al., 2019). 
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Overall, peer correction aligns well with student-centered teaching and improves self-reflection, critical analysis, and 
learning from peers, making it highly suitable for foreign language teaching in China (Cui Ying et al., 2019). 

2.1.3 Researches on Self-correction 
Self-correction, an essential element of corrective feedback, emphasizes learners’ ability to independently address their 
writing errors. Zamel (1985) and Reid (1996) argued that students should take responsibility for modifying their work, as 
errors reflect their language systems. Swain (1995) highlighted that self-correction encourages problem-solving and 
knowledge construction through the use of interlanguage resources. 

Research shows that self-correction can improve language awareness and reduce teachers’ workload (Niu Ruiying, 
2004). Western educators often encourage students to take risks, make mistakes, and self-correct (Tang Li, 2013). Studies 
like Shehadeh (2011) found self-initiated corrections led to more modified output while pairing self-correction with 
teacher guidance enhances task repetition and error identification (Stillwell et al., 2010; Dawn E. et al., 2013). 

2.1.4 Researches on the Integrated Error Correction 
Recent studies highlight that single error correction strategies are insufficient, advocating for integrated approaches that 
involve students actively in the error correction process (Wang Junju, 2001; Ge Lifang, 2011; Nguyen, 2019). Research 
shows combining methods, such as teacher, peer, and self-correction, enhances writing proficiency and student engage-
ment. 

In China, Zhang Juan (2014) found integrating self-correction and peer-correction improved non-English majors’ writ-
ing skills, while Liu Dingzhu (2015) demonstrated the effectiveness of teacher-peer correction strategies for high school 
students. Abroad, Nguyen (2019) confirmed integrated strategies improve accuracy and proficiency, though adaptability 
varies across contexts. Similarly, Sabah (2015) compared teacher, student, teacher-student, and computer corrections, 
concluding integration is highly effective. However, most studies focus on combining only two methods. Future research 
should explore multi-method feedback strategies to develop more comprehensive and effective correction models. 

3. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Social Constructivism 

Social constructivism, rooted in Vygotsky’s psychological development theory, emphasizes the social and cultural mech-
anisms that guide learning and knowledge construction. It posits that knowledge construction is active, cooperative, and 
shaped by social and cultural factors (Jervis, 2005). Learning is seen as a process of cultural participation, where learners 
internalize knowledge through practical activities in a community with cultural support. 

A learning community consists of learners and assistants (e.g., teachers, and experts), fostering collaboration, resource-
sharing, and mutual influence (Zhang Jianwei & Sun Yanqin, 2005). Applying this theory, the integrated error correction 
strategy in this thesis promotes interactions between self-correction, peer-correction, and teacher-correction. These inter-
actions create an engaging learning environment, enabling students to connect prior knowledge with new insights from 
peers and teachers, thus enhancing their learning process. 

3.2 The Comprehensible Output Hypothesis 

Swain et al. (1995) emphasized that input alone is insufficient for second language acquisition; output is essential as it 
helps learners notice gaps between their current language use and the target language. Corrective feedback acts as an 
“attention-setting device,” preventing fossilization and aiding learners in refining their interlanguage by testing and mod-
ifying language rules. The output serves three key functions: 
(1) Attention Function: Learners notice errors in their language, integrate prior knowledge and improve accuracy by 

focusing on gaps in subsequent input. 
(2) Hypothesis Testing: Learners test and modify language structures, expanding their interlanguage through trial and 

error. 
(3) Metalinguistic Function: Learners reflect on and analyze language structure, enabling them to internalize knowledge 

and improve control over language use. 
Based on this hypothesis, the integrated error correction strategy in this thesis combines self-correction, peer-correction, 

and teacher-correction. This approach encourages learners to identify and reflect on their errors, test new language hy-
potheses, and actively correct mistakes, ultimately enhancing writing proficiency and language acquisition. 
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4. Research Methodology 

4.1 Participants 

The participants in this experiment are 64 first-grade students from Zhouqu Senior High School in Lanzhou, aged 16-18. 
There are 32 students in each class, with Class 18 designated as the control class and Class 17 as the experimental class. 
All participants have six years of English learning experience, as English education in China begins in the third grade of 
elementary school. Both classes use the same courses and textbooks. 

To facilitate the peer correction process in the experimental class, students were divided into groups of four. Each 
group was led by a higher-performing student who served as the group leader and managed group activities. 

4.2 Research Instruments 

In this thesis, two instruments were used to collect data and respond the research questions, and they are two writing tests 
(the pre-test and the post-test) and a questionnaire. Two tests were carried to test the effect of the correction. The ques-
tionnaire for students is to investigate their perceptions toward the integrated error correction strategy. 
When scoring, the teacher first calculated the scores of each sub-item, and the sum of the five measurement items would 
be the student’s total writing score. 

Table 1. Scoring criteria for English writing 

Items Scores Criteria 

Content 30 

The content is relevant and substantial. 

The point of view is clear, and the insights are unique. 

Each paragraph has a topic sentence, and the argument is reasonable. 

Organization 20 

The structure of the writing is reasonable. 

The expression is clear and smooth. 

The writing is logical. 

Vocabulary 20 

Vocabularies are accurate. 

Vocabularies are diverse. 
There are no grammatical errors in the writing, such as tense, voice, singular and plural, 

and subject-verb agreement. 

Language use 25 

The language is authentic. 

The sentence structure is correct, 

The sentence forms are diverse. 

Technical details 5 There is no word spelling, punctuation, capitalization errors. 

 
Post-test was carried out to study the changes in English writing proficiency of students in experimental and control 

classes after adopting the integrated error correction strategy and teachers-correction. The procedure of the post-test is 
the same as the pretest. Both the experimental class and the control class were required to write an argumentation “The 
importance of learning English”. The topic and writing requirements also come from the exercise book. After writing, the 
composition score was averaged by the two teachers. 

4.3 Questionnaire 

In order to explore students’ attitudes and views on the adoption of the integrated error correction strategy, the question-
naire (see Appendix III) in this thesis was designed according to the questionnaires of Gajalakshmi (2013), Liu Dingzhu 
(2015), and Ren Yanhua (2017). The original questionnaire includes 55 items which mainly focus on high school students’ 
attitudes towards learning English. Ren Yanhua’s (2017) empirical research showed that students’ attitudes can be divided 
into three aspects: affection, cognition, and behavioral tendency. 
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From Table 2, the refined questionnaire consists of 13 items. The number “1-5” ranges from strongly disagree to 
strongly agree. 

Table 2. A survey on the Strategies in English Writing and Correction 

Questionnaire 

Dear students, 
Thank you very much for taking the time to read and complete this questionnaire! This survey focuses on English writing 
strategies and error correction strategies, aiming to understand your opinions and attitudes toward the error correction strategies 
implemented this semester. All data collected will be used solely for academic research, and there are no right or wrong answers. 
Please answer honestly based on your actual situation. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated! 
Please mark “✔” under the option that best reflects your situation (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = 
Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree). 

1. I think only receiving corrections directly from teachers is too simple. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I like the integrated error correction strategy. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I hope the integrated error correction strategy can continue to be implemented. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. The integrated error correction strategy improves my English writing more effectively than single-error 
correction. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The integrated error correction strategy is more helpful than single-error correction in enriching the 
content of my English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The integrated error correction strategy is more helpful than single-error correction in optimizing the 
structure of my English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The integrated error correction strategy is more helpful than single-error correction in improving the 
grammatical accuracy of my English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. The integrated error correction strategy is more helpful than single-error correction in enhancing the 
diversity of vocabulary in my English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. The integrated error correction strategy is more helpful than single-error correction in improving the 
technical accuracy (punctuation, spelling, etc.) of my English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. After participating in the integrated error correction strategy, I will spend extra time outside class 
consolidating my basic knowledge to prepare for English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. After participating in the integrated error correction strategy, I will consciously pay more attention to 
grammar rules during the writing process and revise mistakes afterward. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. After participating in the integrated error correction strategy, I will collaborate with my peers for 
mutual revisions and exchange experiences in writing. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. After participating in the integrated error correction strategy, I will pay more attention to detailed 
revisions and my teacher’s feedback during writing. 1 2 3 4 5 
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The refined questionnaire is mainly divided into three dimensions. Besides, the questionnaire adopts the Likert five-
point scale. All questions are presented to facilitate accurate judgment for the author. The distribution of the questionnaire 
was listed in Table 3. 

Table 3. The dimensions and the corresponding number of items in the questionnaire 

Dimensions of Questionnaire Numbers of Items 

Affection 1,2,3, 

Cognition 5,6,7,8,9, 

Behavior tendency 10, 11, 12, 13 

4.4 Procedures of the Research 

The empirical study lasted a semester, from September to January, and consisted of four stages. First, a pre-test was 
conducted to select two classes with similar English writing proficiency. Second, students in the experimental class un-
derwent two weeks of training on the error correction form, including teacher demonstrations, practice, discussions, and 
resolving doubts. Third, both classes completed six writing tasks, with the experimental class using the integrated error 
correction strategy and the control class receiving teacher corrections. Finally, a post-test evaluated the effectiveness of 
the strategies, and a questionnaire was distributed to the experimental class to assess their attitudes. This process provided 
a thorough evaluation of the strategy’s impact on writing proficiency and student perceptions. 

5. Results and Discussions 

5.1 Effects of Learners’ Writing Proficiency 

5.1.1 Results of the Pre-test 
Before the experiments, the results of the pre-test total scores between the control class and the experimental class are 
compared as follows: 

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of total scores of pre-test 

 Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pre-test 
EC 32 77.313 14.134 2.498 

CC 32 77.813 11.939 2.110 

 
It can be easily seen in Table 4 that the mean of EC is 77.313 and that of CC is 77.813. Moreover, the values of the 

Std. Deviations are 14.134 and 11.939, which indicates that the proficiency of the English writing of students in two 
classes is almost the same. 

Table 5. Independent Samples T Test of the total scores of pre-test between EC and CC 

 Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Mean Dif-

ference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Inter-
val of the Difference 

 Lower Upper 

Pre-test Equal 
variances as-

sumed 
.056 .803 1.158 62 .251 4.381 1.694 .1009 10.483 

Equal variances 
not assumed   1.158 62 .251 4.381 1.694 .1002 11.483 
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According to Table 5, from the P-value (Sig. (2-tailed)) 0.251 > 0.05, it can be found that there is no significant differ-
ence between EC and CC before the experiment, indicating that the experiment can be carried out. 

5.1.2 Results of the Post-test 
After a semester of experiments, the post-test total score results using the integrated error correction strategy and the 
control class using teacher correction are compared as follows. 

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics of total scores of post-test 

 Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Post-test 
EC 32 84.750 11.100 2.098 

CC 32 78.906 11.868 1.962 

 
In Table 6, the mean total score of CC is 78.906, lower than 84.750 of EC in the post-test. The Std. deviation of CC is 

11.868, which is higher than 11.100 of EC. It shows that the English writing quality difference between students in the 
post-test control class is slightly more significant than that of the experimental class. However, overall, the value is closer 
to the mean and relatively stable. 

Table 7. Independent Samples T Test of the total scores of post-test between EC and CC 

 Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Mean Dif-

ference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Inter-
val of the Difference 

 Lower Upper 

Post-test Equal 
variances as-

sumed 
.089 .766 2.034 62 .046 5.843 2.872 .1012 11.586 

Equal variances 
not assumed   2.034 62 .046 5.843 2.872 .1007 11.586 

 
In Table 7, the significance level for Leven’s Test for Equality of Variances is 0.766. It shows that the great progress 

the EC and CC have made. The P-value (Sig. (2-tailed)) is 0.046 < 0.05. It means that there is a significant difference 
between EC and CC's total score on the post-test. In a word, EC performed better than CC in overall English writing after 
the experiment by using the integrated error correction strategy. 

5.1.3 Longitudinal Comparison of the EC and CC 
After one semester of writing training, the longitudinal comparison between the experimental class and the control class 
is as follows. 

Table 8. Paired Samples Test of the total scores of pre-test and post-test of EC and CC 

Group  Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

EC Pair 1 
Post-test 84.750 32 11.100 1.962 

Pre-test 77.313 32 14.134 2.498 

CC Pair 1 
Post-test 78.906 32 11.868 2.098 

Pre-test 77.813 32 11.939 2.110 

 
In Table 8, the mean score of total scores of EC has increased from 77.313 on the pre-test to 84.750 on the post-test. 

The mean score of EC’s total scores has increased from 77.313 on the pre-test to 84.750 on the post-test. The mean total 
scores of CC increased from 77.813 to 78.906 after the experiment. That indicates that the writing proficiency of the 
experimental class has improved a lot. The progress of the control class is not apparent enough. 



Zhanbo Qu, Fadzilah Abd Rahman 
 

 

DOI: 10.26855/er.2024.12.004 1444 The Educational Review, USA 

 

Table 9. Paired Samples Statistics of the total scores of pre-test and post-test of EC and CC 

Group 

  Paired Differences 
 

    95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 Mean Std. Devia-
tion 

Std. Error 
Mean Lower Upper t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

EC Pair 1 
Post-test 

7.437 8.281 1.463 4.451 10.423 5.081 31 .007 
Pre-test 

CC Pair 1 
Post-test 

1.093 5.467 .966 -.877 3.065 1.132 31 .009 
Pre-test 

 
In Table 9, it is easy to find that the P-value (Sig. (2-tailed)) of the EC is 0.007 < 0.05. At the same time, in CC, the P-

value (Sig. (2-tailed)) is 0.009 < 0.05. It can be easily found that both of the P Values (Sig. (2-tailed)) of the two classes 
are lower than 0.05, indicating that there is a significant difference in the total score between the pre-test and the post-test 
in EC and CC. In other words, we can know that the integrated error correction strategy and teacher error correction are 
helpful for high school students’ English writing. The performance of the experimental class is better than that of the 
control class. 

5.2 Learners’ Perception of the Integrated Error Correction Strategy 

5.2.1 Analysis of the Questionnaire 
To know students’ attitudes towards the integrated error correction strategy, this author uses a questionnaire divided into 
three dimensions, including affection, cognition, and the integrated error correction strategy. SPSS20.0 was used to ana-
lyze the collected data, and the result is as follows. 

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics of the questionnaire for EC 

Dimensions Min Max Mean Std. Deviation 

Affection 1 5 4.18 1. 114 

Cognition 1 5 3.87 1.357 

Behavior tendency 1 5 3.52 1.340 

Total 1 5 3.86 1.290 

 
The results from Table 10 show that the mean scores across three dimensions indicate students’ positive attitudes 

toward the integrated error correction strategy, with most students agreeing that it benefits their English writing. 
The first dimension, affection, has a mean score of 4.18 and a standard deviation of 1.114. This suggests that students 

have a positive emotional response to the strategy. Many students feel that teacher-correction alone is insufficient (Q1) 
and express enthusiasm for the integrated error correction strategy, hoping to continue participating in it (Q2-Q3). 

The second dimension, cognition, has a mean score of 3.87 and a standard deviation of 1.357. Over half of the students 
believe the integrated error correction strategy is more effective than single error correction in improving their writing 
quality (Q4). They also note improvements in content, organization, vocabulary, language use, and technical details due 
to the strategy (Q5-Q9). 

The third dimension, behavior tendency, has a mean score of 3.52 and a standard deviation of 1.340, indicating positive 
behavioral engagement. Many students report consolidating their basic knowledge during extracurricular time to prepare 
for writing (Q10), paying attention to grammar rules during writing and correcting errors promptly (Q11), and exchanging 
writings with peers for mutual correction and feedback (Q12). They also actively review teacher feedback, correct errors, 
and discuss improvements with teachers or classmates (Q13). 

Overall, the mean score of the entire questionnaire is 3.86, with a standard deviation of 1.290, reflecting that most 
students hold positive attitudes toward the integrated error correction strategy. In summary, the results demonstrate that 
the strategy is valuable and widely accepted by students. 
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6. Conclusions 

6.1 Major Findings 

For the first research question, the comparison of pre-test and post-test results shows that both the control and experi-
mental classes improved their English writing proficiency, indicating that both single teacher correction and the integrated 
error correction strategy are effective. However, the total scores of the experimental class were significantly higher, 
demonstrating that the integrated error correction strategy has a stronger impact on improving students’ writing profi-
ciency. 

For the second research question, the questionnaire results reveal that many students prefer the integrated error correc-
tion strategy for revising their writings. During the experiment, students became increasingly proficient in using error 
correction forms, and their participation levels improved steadily. This indicates that the integrated error correction strat-
egy is well-accepted and appreciated by students. 

6.2 Limitations 

This study has several limitations. First, the research involves only 64 students from the same high school, which limits 
the validity and representativeness of the findings. Second, combining discourse and grammar correction is challenging 
and time-consuming, making it difficult to implement effectively in practice. Third, the four-month experiment, with 
limited actual implementation time, is insufficient to observe long-term changes in knowledge acquisition and writing 
accuracy. Finally, the integrated error correction strategy focuses only on argumentative writing, which overlooks other 
genres of high school English compositions. 
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