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Abstract: The effectiveness of written corrective feedback gained much interest among second language #tmuis
researchers since Truscott’s (1996) argument tleahignar correction in L2 writing classes should baraloned. In spite
of the large body of research, there seems to haiiied agreement on the effectiveness of writterrective feedback on
L2 learners' written performance. The present stsglgks to investigate whether there is any poséifect of giving
explicit or implicit written corrective feedback @0 intermediate L2 learners’ ability to write im@ish by giving them
three writing tasks: a pre-test, an immediate pestand a delayed post-test. The participantopedd on a written task,
then, half of the learners received explicit feexkoahich means that the correct form of specifia&ures was provided
and the other half received implicit feedback whiebans that the erroneous form was underlined mdgthorrection. Two
weeks later they were asked to write another eissasich the rubrics made them use the same fonasiely past tense
and definite/indefinite article. A month later, telayed post-test was conducted on a similar t&ased on the results of
mixed between-within ANOVA analysis, the studentdting ability in using past tense and article usethe immediate
post-test outperformed that of the pre-test. Tifecefvas also long lasting since their performamicehe delayed post-test
showed an increase in the learners’ writing abilityhe specified structures and this effect retdiim their memory for one
month. There was no statistically significant difiece between the implicit and explicit group oeitttorrect use of the
specified structures.

Keywords. Written Corrective Feedback, Second Language Adipris Writing Ability, Implicit Feedback,
Explicit Feedback

We are faced now with two different perspectivegton
1. Introduction idea of giving learners some feedback on theirimgitasks.
Both groups of scholars with opposing ideas attechjio
Debate about the merits of providing correctivedfesck  give a firm statement as to the possible effectvdften
on L2 writing has been prominent in recent yeara essult feedback on the ability of the learners to writeut Bhe
of Truscott's research, (Truscott, 1996). His idease reality is not as strict as this. In some situati@amd with
against grammar correction in L2 writing classese Hsome structures, and even with some special stsidetit
claimed that corrective feedback is both ineffeztand special proficiency levels, it may be beneficiaharmful to
harmful and should be abandoned. Krashen (1982hisas give some explicit or implicit feedback.
against error correction since he believed it hisde The question that arises here is which languagetsire
communication and interaction among the learners. Ar which group of learners may take advantage dfigoe
growing body of empirical research is now invediigathe  provided with implicit or explicit written feedbacklhe
agenda proposed by Ferris (1999) who talked abwait trequired feedback can also be given by the ingirumt by
benefits of grammar correction in L2 writing classtis the classmates. The latter type is called peerection
idea was a response to Truscott. Long (1990) wes ial  which is a special area of research in itself. Hbeve
favor of error correction and considered it beriafito L2  mentioned issues have not been fully studied adesérves
learning. special attention.
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Feedback can be classified as two distinct categori
explicit or direct and implicit or indirect. Ferr{2003) had
defined them as: direct corrective feedback prowjdihe
correct linguistic form or structure by the teacherthe
student by writing it above the linguistic errot. hay
include the crossing out of an
word/phrase/morpheme, the
word/phrase/ morpheme, or writing the correct foom
structure. On the other hand, indirect correctieedback
indicates that in some way an error has been méitiewy
explicitly mentioning the type of error or providinthe
correct form (Ferris, 2003). This implicit feedbaclay be
provided in one of four ways: underlining or cirgi the
error; recording in the margin the number of ering given
line; or using a code to show where the error lasiwed
and what type of error it is (Ferris and Robert80D).
Rather than the teacher providing an explicit odioa,
students are left to resolve and correct the proliteat has
been drawn to their attention.

1.1. Background

During the recent years, the focus on the posbibiefits
of giving written corrective feedback for the wnig ability
of the learners has been a prominent topic foramese
Several scholars have given opposing ideas and leash
tried to convince others that what he argues isectr As
mentioned before, the reality doesn’t demand shclolate
rules as to the does and don'ts of the writingsgas The
first person who argued against written feedbaclks wi
Truscott (1996). He argued that grammar corrediioh2
writing classes should be abandoned, for the faotligw
reasons: (a) Substantial research shows it to dféeative
and none shows it to be helpful in any interessegse; (b)
for both theoretical and practical reasons, oneesquect it
to be ineffective; and (c) it has harmful effects.

Three years later, a scholar named Ferris (1988}ed to
stand against Truscott in his arti¢lehe Case for Grammar
Correction in L2 Writing Classes: A Response tostnit
(1996)" and made a claim about the efficacy of heac
error/grammar correction in second language writlagses.
He stated that: “The issue of helping students ewvebbp
their written language skills and improve their @ecy in
writing is too important to be ruled on hastily. feachers,
we can only hope that we will continue to find aessvand
discover ways to respond more thoughtfully andatiffely
to our student writers’ needs." (p. 8).

Chandler (2003) seems to be more in favor of ekplipe
of feedback in writing skill of EFL learners. Hegwsal three
arguments for his claims: 1. explicit feedback mafuthe
confusion for learners and they can easily insghagt errors,
2. learners are provided with enough informatiocdaect
more complicated errors and 3. Explicit feedbacknmre
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between direct and indirect corrective feedbadalied for
to resolve the ambiguities in the plethora of poesistudies
on this matter.

Bitchener, Young, and Cameron (2005) were moreiggec
and reported on the effects of different typesesfdback,

unnecessargirect, explicit written feedback and student—resear 5
insertion of a missingninute individual conferences; direct, explicit tign

feedback only and no corrective feedback on tharacy of
written ability of L2 learners. They suggested thiatse
types of feedback were effective in accuracy on esom
linguistic measures but were not influential on ewsth
occasions.

Truscott (2007) conducted a study which aimed at
evaluating research on the question of how errarection
affects learners’ ability to write accurately. Henee to this
conclusion that based on existing research: (a)bthst
estimate is that correction has a small negatifecebn
learners’ ability to write accurately, and (b) wendbe 95%
confident that if it has any actual benefits, trerg very
small, which again proved his previous ideas buhéss
strict claims.

Following the debate between these two groups of
scholars, several researchers have been curioust abo
finding out more about this matter and studies hasen
conducted, some of which will be presented in pigiper.

An example is the study carried out by Bitchen®0g).

His findings were the results of a 2-month studytlod
efficacy of written corrective feedback. He hadréups of

dearners, namely direct corrective feedback, writied oral

meta-linguistic explanation; direct corrective fbadk and
written meta-linguistic explanation; direct coriget
feedback only; the control group received no cdivec
feedback. He found out that accuracy in writing@enance
of those students who received written correctaedback
outperformed those in the control group.

In another article by Chandler (2003), the researtiad
used experimental and control group data to shoat th
students’ correction of grammatical and lexical oerr
between assignments reduces such error in subgequen
writing over one semester without reducing fluenmy
quality. He also came to this point that directreotion is
best for producing accurate revisions, and studemfer it
because it is the fastest and easiest way for tsemell as
the fastest way for teachers over several drafts.

The most recent attempt on the effectiveness oéctve
feedback is the study of oral corrective feedbatkvatten
skill of L2 learners by Akbarzadeh, Saeidi, and i@ha
(2014). Elicitation and metalinguistic clues wetdized as
feedback types and by applying such methods, tigeyed
out that learners in oral interactive feedback grou
outperformed those who did not receive any feedback
therefore, correction of learners' errors should be

immediate. On the other hand Ferris and Helt (200G}Pandoned.

expressed an advantage for indirect feedback v@elake
(1984) found no different between direct and inclire

This plethora of the studies make a challenge bthe
writing classes and one finds that this topic desera

feedbacks. As Bitchener and Knoch (2009) righu};esearch in order to clear the blur picture suggkbty the

announced, further studies regarding any differenc

Qrevious researches. Although there have been muwser
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inconclusive studies on this issue, the instrucstils use of the proficiency level of the participants. It svdevised
their own method of treating the learners’ writergors. So, by Oxford and Cambridge University. The second nigte
we are in need of a research which paves the way fo was the topics which were designed by the authevhich
conclusive and clear decision for writing instrusto care has been applied so that familiar topics lmseh so
The present study was conducted to evaluate teeteff  that the learners' mind be free of the contentielidon the
two types of written corrective feedback’, nametplicit  linguistic matters (Bygate, 2001). Additionally,ettiopics
versus explicit feedback, on the ability of intedia#e EFL  were selected as such to elicit both past tense and
learners' to use past tense and definite/ indefimiticle in  definite/indefinite articles. Three topics werefalfows: 1.
their writing performance in a pre-test, immediptst-test 1. How did you spend your last summer vacation?
and a delayed post-test, which was designed toureése 2. What are the interesting things you used to do when you
possible long lasting effect of such corrective tigri  werein primary school?
feedback. 3. How was your last spring holiday? Did you enjoy it?
The target structures in this study were not chosen ] ]
randomly. The reason behind choosing definite/ finde 23 Data Collection and Coding

article was that the students across English laggua The students were required to conduct three writisks.
prof|(_:|ency_ levels experience difficulty in the usé the The first one was a pre-test for which the topiswiow did
English article s_ystem (B_ltchener gt_al., 2005Y. mmpl_e, you spend your last summer vacation? The motivation
they may experience difficulty deciding whetheraaticle is  pehing choosing this topic was to evaluate theiptessffect
_reqw_re_d and, if it is required, whether it shohkjdeflmte or  of using written feedback on the learners’ abiliiyuse the
indefinite. The use of past tense was also deteunlty the  .,rrect form of past tense besides that of defintefinite
same study in which it was decided that the uggef tense 5 ticjes. The written outputs were corrected byitiseructor
is among thg _three most recurrent error categ@sss ,nq a colleague who was a graduated MA in TEFLdase
different proficiency levels. the before mentioned structures. Pearson Corralatias
1.2. Research Questions conductled to evaluate inter-rater reliability andhigh
correlation resulted.

The present study aims at answering the following Half of the papers were randomly selected and the

guestions: erroneous structures were underlined and the dofoem

1. Does giving written corrective feedback have anywas written above them. This was considered asxpbcit
effect on the writing performance of Iranian EFLkind of feedback. In the remaining ten papersgtiieneous
learners? forms were just underlined and no correct form sugsplied

2.1s there any significant different between givingand the missing articles or errors in past tense wearked.
implicit versus explicit written feedback on theitmg ~ This was regarded as the implicit feedback andetamers
performance of Iranian EFL learners? had to diagnose the correct form themselves.

3. Is there any significant difference between the efse  The papers were returned to the learners five tigs
past tense in three tasks, namely the pre-test, tlad two weeks after the pre-test, they were askedrite
immediate post-test and the delayed post-test? another essay on this topMhat are the interesting things

4.1s there any significant difference between the afse you used to do when you were in primary school? This task
definite/indefinite articles in three tasks, naméhg was considered as the immediate post-test. Agaén th
pre-test, the immediate post-test and the delayestroneous forms were marked by the two raters aed t

post-tes? papers were given back to them five days later. uAle
month later, the final task was conducted. Thenlea were
2. Methodology asked to write on this topiddow was your last spring
holiday? Did you enjoy it? This task would show whether
2.1. Participants the correct use of the required structures hacgatuck in

) ) ) ) the mind of the learners for a longer time or not.
20 intermediate learners of English from Adib laage

institute participated in this study. Their levélppoficiency  2.4. Data Analysis
was determined by Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT

The scores ranging from 28-40 indicated the inteliate The data were fed in to the statistical packagesémial
level. Participants were not informed about theppge of ~SCi€nces (SPSS version 16.0) for further analyste
the task. results of the tests in both groups were expreasedean +

standard deviation and were statistically compausihg
2.2. Instruments the mixed between-within ANOVA analysis of variarfoe

each structure with three tasks namely, pre-test,

The first material was OQPT which is a standardizeg,mediate post-test and delayed post-test. Sigmifie was
placement test in English, designed by Allen (1992)is oo 59 p<0.05.

test is comprised of 60 questions in vocabulargngnar,
reading and cloze test and can provide an ovestilinate
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3. Results Table 2. Descriptive statistics on articles

For the mixed between-within ANOVA test, the 12X Explicitimplicit Mean SO N
independent categorical between group variable W article_pre-test FXpl'_'c_'t i-gg 2'22 ig
implicit versus explicit measure. The dependenthinit . g{pl'i‘;'ii eo 131 10
group variables were the tasks on the three tinan,sp 22'5‘;_?;:“""6 late Implicit S50 113 10
namely the pre-test, immediate post-test and ddlay = Epl" 2'30 523 0

- fi h of the two structurearssgl article_delayed xplicit ' '

post-test scores for eac y. post-test implicit 260 966 10

First we will inspect the data for past-tense usaiiiting
tasks. The descriptive statistics along with thedraph for
the use of past tense in three tasks with the ppest of
feedback, implicit and explicit is manifested below

Table 1. Descriptive statistics on past tense

Task Explicit/implicit Mean SD N
TR e Expl.ic.it 5.20 289 10
- Implicit 4.20 253 10
Tense/immediate Explicit 3.90 1.72 10
post-test Implicit 3.10 110 10
Explicit 2.10 119 10

Tense/delayed post-tes Implicit 290 289 10

The homogeneity and normality of the data was

confirmed using Kolmogorove-Smirnove test and Léven
test of equality of variances accordingly. A mixed

between-within analysis of variance was conducted t

explore the impact of implicit versus explicit typsf
corrective feedback on the scores for using pasteten
three successive times: a pre-test, an immediasétpst
and a delayed post-test. Wilk's Lambda=0.002, floeee
there was a statistically significant effect fond. The effect
size was 0.52 which according to the scale propdsed
Cohen (1988) suggests a large effect. The intenactffect
for implicit and explicit feedback over time forrcect use of
past tense was not statistically significant, (p49). The
significant value for the between subject effectsvia28
which was again not significant indicating thatrthevas no
difference between the implicit and explicit group.

Etense_pretest
Etense_jmmediate posttest
Eltense_de;ayed posttest

implicit

explicit

explicit_implicit
Figure 1. Past tense for 3 task sin implicit versus explicit feedback

In what follows, descriptive statistics and barpirdor
using articles are indicated.

explicit

implictt
explicit_implicit

Figure 2. Article use for 3 tasksin implicit versus explicit feedback

To investigate the possible correct use of artide®ss
three tasks and to compare the differences betinegrcit
and explicit use of corrective feedback, again aewhi
between-within analysis of variance was conduct¥itk’s
Lambda was 0.02, so there was a statistically fogmit
effect for time. The effect size was 0.34 whiclaige one.

The interaction effect for implicit and explicitefdback
over time for correct use of articles was not statally
significant, (p= 0.42). The significant value ftvetbetween
subject effect was 0.71 which was again not sigaift
indicating that there was no difference betweeninticit
and explicit group

4. Discussion

The aim of this study, as stated before, was prphbout
the effectiveness of two different feedback typesmely
explicit feedback and implicit feedback, on the tten
output of intermediate EFL learners. Regarding finst
research question, it should be claimed that gifeeglback
to L2 writing performance of EFL learners affedtsit skill
in a positive way and they benefit from such cdioss.
With regards to the second question on the possible
differences between explicit and implicit feedbaaiq
difference was found between the two and learnengfited
from both types of feedback. The answer to thedthind
fourth research questions on the effectiveneseedback
on past tense use and definite/indefinite artiskeis that for
both structures, improvements were observed for the
experimental group and this effect was long lastamgl
retained in the mind of learners for one month.
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According to the results obtained from these figdin
repeating the writing task, with the interventiohaorater
who gives implicit or explicit feedback on the et output
enhances the use of specific linguistic structuites past
tense or article use. Significance of attending the
comments provided by the rater should not be neglein

EFL classes.

The results of this study are in accordance witarGlter
(2003), Ferris (1999) and Bitchener (2008) on teaithat
giving the learners an awareness of the mistalesiake

The Effect of Written Correctivedtmck on EFL Learners' Writing Performance: Explis. Implicit

instructor may find his or her own way of givingetiback
and even there is the possibility of not providingt all. In
spite of these inconclusive matters, the idea aflooting a
research on this matter should not be neglected.

References

(1]

or providing them with the correct form enhances

linguistically correct written output.

5. Conclusion

(2]

The current research was conducted to see whethét

correcting the papers and giving direct or indifeetdback
to the learners influences the writing performanée._2
learners or not. The results obtained from theeprestudy
manifests that there seems to be a positive effegtving
written corrective feedback to the learners inrimeediate
level of proficiency on their written work. It is@ved that

the learners had found it useful in their writiniligy to

receive some correction from the instructors. Tl
surely pondered on their erroneous structures sirehad
tried to have a better performance on the succgedsks as

the results show.

The interesting observation here is that in spftsamme
beliefs on the superiority of giving explicit coctave
feedback over the implicit one, the findings proaedequal
effect of these two methods of providing feedbadarners
seem to have found their own ways of respondinthédr
errors and have done it irrespective of the corfeomn
provided by the instructor. This finding is in lingith

Semke's (1984) idea.

The results can be of great help to the writingrigors
as to an answer to the ongoing question of thességeof
giving learners the written corrective feedback their
written output. Several factors are at work herehsas the
learners’ proficiency level, the objectives of ttlassroom
and whether fluency is important or accuracy isrister,
the age of the learners is also of great importancgpite of
being a subjective decision, depending on sevewtbfs
mentioned above, the policy makers and course des@an

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

9]

(10]

make use of these findings which can help them ifl1]

improving their courses.

Further research can be carried out on the possib[lﬁ]

effectiveness of giving written corrective feedbackother
language structures. Studies can be conducted ffemedit
proficiency levels to compare the effect of feedban
different proficiency levels. There are several etypof
feedback, rather than implicit and explicit one ahdir

effects can be studied and compared.

All in all, giving corrective written feedback orhe

(13]

(14]

writing of L2 learners seems to be a complicatedtena [15]

since there is no unified idea on the type of fee#ttand the
time to provide it and some other relevant facté&ach

Akbarzadeh, R., Saeidi, M., & Chehreh,M. (2014). &fiect
of oral interactive feedback on the accuracy andpexity
of EFL learners' writing performance: Uptake animé&on.
Iranian Journal of Language Teaching Research 2(2),
105-126

Allan, D. (1992).The Oxford Quick Placement Test. Oxford
University Press.

Bitchener, J. (2008). Evidence in support of written
corrective feedbackournal of Second Language Writing, 17,
102-118.

Bitchener, J., Knoch, U., (2008). The value of eritt
corrective feedback form migrant and internaticstablents.
Language Teaching Research Journal 12(2),409—431.

Bitchener, J., Knoch, U., (2009). The relative dffemess of
different types of direct written corrective feedkaSystem
37, 322-329.

Bitchener, J., Young, S., & Cameron, D., (2005). €ffect
of different types of corrective feedback on ESudent
writing. Journal of Second Language Writing. 14, 191-205.

Brown, H. D. (1994).Teaching by principles: Interactive
language teaching methodology. New York: Prentice Hall
Regents.

Bygate, M. (2001). Effect of task repetition on 8teucture
and control of oral language. In M. Bygate, P. SkelgaM.

Swain (Eds,)Researching pedagogic tasks, second language

learning, teaching and testing (pp. 23-48). HarLow:
Longman.

Carroll,S.,&Swain,M.(1993).Explicit and implicit natjve
feedback: An empirical study of the learning ofglistic
generalizationsSudies in Second Language Acquisition, 15,
357-386.

Chandler, J. (2003), The efficacy of various kindswor
feedback for improvement in the accuracy and flyesfd_2
student writing.Journal of Second Language Writing, 12,
100 — 111.

Cohen, J. (1988).Satistical power analysis for the
behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Chuang, W. (2009). The effect of four different typef
corrective feedback on EFL students' writing in wiai.
Dayeh University Bulletin, 4, 123-138.

Ellis, R. (1990).Instructed second language acquisition:
Learning in the classroom. Oxford: Basil Blackwell Ltd.

Ellis, R.(1994). The study of second language adiprs
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ferris, D. R. (1997).The influence of teacher comtzey on
student revisionTESOL Quarterly, 31, 315-339.



[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

International Journal of Language and Linguistie$£ 2(5-1): 12-17

Ferris, D. R. (1999). The Case for Grammar Corregtidr?
Writing Classes: A Response to Truscott (19%%rnal of
Second Language Writing, 8 (1) I-I1.

Ferris, D. R. (2002)Treatment of error in second language
student writing. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press

Ferris, D. R. (2003).Response to student writing:
Implications for second language students. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Ferris, D. R., & Helt, M. (2000).Was Truscott rightizw
evidence on the effects of error correction in LHting
classes. Paper presented at Proceedings of theicamer
Association of Applied Linguistics Conference, Vaneer,
B.C., March11-14, 2000.

Ferris, D.R., Roberts, B., (2001). Error feedback & L
writing classes: how explicit does it need to Be@rnal of
Second Language Writing, 10, 161-184.

Gass, S.(1997)nput, interaction, and the second language
learner. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

(22]

(23]

(24]

(25]

(26]

(27]

(28]

17

Kepner, C. G. (1991). An experiment in the relatiopsof
types of written feedback to the development
second-language writing skilllslodern Language Journal, 7,
305-313.

of

Krashen, S. (1982)Principles and practice in second
language acquisition. Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Long, M. (1990). The least a second language aitiguis
theory needs to explailESOL Quarterly, 24 (4), 649-666.

Panova, |., &Lyster, R. (2002).Patterns of corrextiv
feedback and uptake in an adult ESL classro®ESOL
Quarterly, 36 (4), 573-595.

Semke, H.(1984).The effects of the red pérareign
Language Annals, 17, 195-202.

Truscott, J. (1996). The Case against Grammar Carreict
L2 Writing ClassesLanguage Learning, 46:2, 327-369.

Truscott, J. (2007). The effect of error correctionlearners’
ability to write accuratelyLanguage Learning, 57, 220-24.



