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Chapter one: Preliminaries

1.1. Background to the Study

Researchers and teachers have come across surprising questions going

through the standard studies on teaching modern languages. Language

learning and teaching process is one of the most complex and challenging

issues so far considered. Learning language skills can be elaborated by

acquiring and getting knowledge of that skill by experience or instruction

(Brown, 2000). Brown stresses that teaching is the way to guide the learners

and facilitate their learning. It has been pointed out that native speakers of

Western Europe would experience less difficulty in learning English due to

language distance while speakers of Asian languages would likely

experience more difficulty in learning the English language (Corder, 1981).  

Among the language skills, writing has been an ongoing and

challenging process for both teachers and learners. Unlike spoken language, 

written language has a documented history of more than 6000 years (Lyons, 

1968). The ability for learners to express their ideas in writing in a second or

foreign language with reasonable coherence and accuracy is a considerable

achievement which even a native speaker of English cannot easily master. 

Writing accurately is not a skill naturally acquired; it is usually learned or

culturally transmitted as a set of practices in formal instructional settings or
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other environments (Boughey, 1997). Boughey asserts that writing skills

must be practiced and learned through experience. In fact, writing does not

happen in a vacuum, it is the result of the relationship between the writer, 

the reader, the text and the reality, which are under constant change. In the

process of writing, beyond social and cognitive factors which affect writing

accuracy, learners come across different errors in expressing their ideas. The

question remains open for researches, authors, and teachers on how to deal

with learners’ errors and their corrections. 

The learners’ errors have always been of interest and significance to

the teachers, syllabus designers, and test developers (Keshavarz, 2008). 

Thus, if errors are not pointed out, identified, and corrected, they can

become ingrained or fossilized in the learners’ writing. Brown (2000)

stresses that error treatment has the most useful implication when cognitive

feedback is optimal and that too much negative cognitive feedback will

result in the shutdown of the learners’ attempts. Furthermore, Keshavarz

(2008) emphasizes that errors are indicators for teachers as to where to

provide more feedback and instruction. Errors also tell the teachers about the

effectiveness of their teaching. Teachers will be guided by the learners’

errors to move to the next step in the syllabus; this is “the day-to-day value

of errors”. Erdogan (2005) states that teachers must know the sources of

errors for providing appropriate corrective feedback which will resolve the

problems of the learners. Thus, errors are important clues for teachers to



5

decide on which mode of corrective feedback to provide. Even learners

believe that ignoring an error in the process of writing will prevent them

from knowing what is correct, as shown in Hyland’s (2003) case study. 

Over the past few decades there has been a major shift in the materials

and methodologies of foreign languages as well as a significant change

towards feedback. As Kaivanpanah (2001) holds, the main concern of

English as a second language (ESL) and English as a foreign language

(EFL) classes have been error treatment ever since the first teachers taught

language. However, the issue of corrective feedback still remains neglected

in most classes. One of the chief issues involved in analyzing learners’

writing is the manner in which teachers deal with providing different modes

of corrective feedback. The questions remain; ‘should errors be corrected?’

‘Should teachers spend hours correcting learners’ writing products?’ ‘Which

corrective feedback mode should be provided?’ ‘When should corrective

feedback be provided?’ The tentative answers to these questions will be

discussed in chapter two. Bitchener (2008) stresses that “although a decade

has now passed and considerable debate has been presented in journal

articles and conference papers” (p. 102), there are few studies on the

influence of different modes of corrective feedback on learners’ writing

accuracy. As there is almost a dearth of research on the effects of corrective

feedback modes on learners’ writing accuracy in Iran, in the present study

the researcher attempted to investigate: 1. The learners’ preferences and
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perceptions toward the effect of written corrective feedback modes on their

writing accuracy, 2.Whether the modes of written corrective feedback on

EFL learners’ writing result in the improvement of grammatical writing

accuracy, and 3. Whether the modes of written corrective feedback on EFL

learners’ writing result in the improvement of their lexical writing accuracy. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Learning how to write accurately and fluently in a foreign and second

language is a dynamic process for learners, which involves repeated

decision-making about different issues and aspects such as, transferring

thoughts from first language to the target, selecting appropriate structure, 

vocabulary, punctuation, meaning, concept, and so on. Undoubtedly, 

learners require help in these decision-makings and expect feedback from

teachers for their improvement in their writings. But the question remains, 

which written corrective feedback modes (direct, coded, and uncoded)

should teachers provide for the learners’ progress in writing accuracy, and

what are the learners’ attitudes and perceptions towards these written

corrective feedback modes. The present study is an attempt to find

convincing answers to the above mentioned questions. 
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1.3. Justification, Aim, and Significance of the Study

Ever since the publication of Truscott’s (1996) article, the debate

about whether and how to provide corrective feedback on second and

foreign language learners’ writing errors has been of considerable interest to

researchers and teachers (Frankenberg-Garcia, 1999; Lee, 2009; Lundstrom

& Baker, 2009; Muncie, 2000; Sheen, 2007; Truscott & Hsu, 2008). 

Furthermore, Bitchener and Knoch (2008) maintain that teachers and

researches, who have been and worked in the field of written corrective

feedback, have assumed for a long time that “written corrective feedback

helps students to acquire and demonstrate mastery in the use of targeted

linguistic forms and structures” (p. 409). Consequently, all the above studies

and the present research are mostly concerned with the discovery of the most

effective way of providing written corrective feedback for improving the

learners’ writing accuracy. 

Researchers in Iran (Ahmadishirazi, 2008; Hadigheh, 2007;

Kaivanpanah, 2001; Nourisamani, 1999) have conducted studies related to

feedback expectancy and corrective feedback. These studies have not

included direct, coded, and uncoded written corrective feedback. There is an

almost dearth of research on this issue in Iran, and it appears that no study

has attempted to investigate the effect of these three written corrective

feedback modes on the learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. 

Moreover, despite the investigations of the effectiveness of different modes
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of written corrective feedback over the last twenty years, there is still no

consensus as to which options are the most beneficial to English as second

language and English as foreign language learners. The present study first

provides an overview of the currently available research findings and then

analyzes the perceptions of learners towards written corrective feedback

modes, and finally it will assess the effectiveness of direct, coded, and

uncoded written corrective feedback modes on Iranian university learners’

grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. 

The results of this study will have implications for language teaching, 

especially in writing courses and classes. Additionally, through

understanding the perceptions and preferences of Iranian learners toward

written corrective feedback, the present study would open new perspectives

for language teachers and promote language learning specifically in the skill

of writing for both teachers and learners. 

1.4. Research Questions

The purpose of the present study is to answer the following research

questions:

1. Are there any significant differences in the learners’ perceptions as to the

way corrective feedback modes, direct, coded, and uncoded, influence

writing accuracy?   
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2. Are there any significant differences among the effects of corrective

feedback modes, direct, coded, and uncoded, on learners’ grammatical

writing accuracy?

3. Are there any significant differences among the effects of corrective

feedback modes, direct, coded, and uncoded, on learners’ lexical writing

accuracy?  

1.5. Research Hypotheses

Based on the above research questions the following null hypotheses

are formulated:

1. There are no significant differences in the learners’ perceptions as to the

way corrective feedback modes influence writing accuracy. 

2. There are no significant differences among the effects of corrective

feedback modes on learners’ grammatical writing accuracy.                                          

3. There are no significant differences among the effects of corrective

feedback modes on learners’ lexical writing accuracy.   

1.6. Definition of Key Terms

The key terms and concepts of the present study are defined as

follows:  

Feedback: It is a piece of information that is provided to teachers, learners, 

and other interested people either in written or oral form about the results or

effectiveness of a test or learning task. It is defined as “any information that
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provides information on the result of behavior” (Richards & Schmidt, 2002, 

p. 199). In this study, it is the comments and information provided to the

learners in response to their errors, provided in written form. 

Direct feedback: The instructor provides the correct linguistic form for

students (word, morpheme, phrase, rewritten sentence, deleted word[s] or

morpheme[s]) (Ferris, 2002 as cited in Liu, 2008). In this study, direct

corrective feedback is viewed as a kind of feedback in which the location, 

type, and the substitute of the error are indicated.        

                                                                                  

Coded feedback: The teacher indicates that an error has been made but

leaves it to the student writer to solve the problem and correct the error

(Ferris, 2002 as cited in Liu, 2008). In this study coded corrective feedback

is viewed as a kind of feedback in which the location and type of errors are

indicated in codes (illustrated in Appendix C).       

                                                                                                 

Uncoded feedback: According to Ferris (2002, as cited in Liu, 2008)

uncoded feedback takes the form of underlining and coding (or description)

of the errors. In the present study, uncoded corrective feedback is viewed as

a kind of feedback which only locates learners’ errors for their self

correction.                                                  
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Writing accuracy: Writing accuracy is defined as the ability to be free from

errors while using language to communicate (Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, &

Kim, 1998, as cited in Hartshorn, 2008). In this study, a similar stance is

taken.               

Grammatical writing accuracy: For the purpose of this study, grammatical

accuracy is defined and measured as the scores of learner writers on a

writing posttest based on grammatical criteria including sentence structure

errors, determiner errors, verb errors, numeric shift errors and mechanical

errors. In other words, it is an umbrella term including anything but lexical

accuracy.   

                                                   

Lexical writing accuracy: In this study, lexical accuracy is defined and

measured as the learner writers’ performance on a writing assignment based

on lexical criteria such as vocabulary errors including word choice, word

form, etc.   
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Chapter two: Theoretical Background

The debate and challenges have continued for years on second and

foreign language learners’ writing issues, and whether professors, teachers, 

and researchers should provide corrective feedback to learners in order to

improve their written accuracy. In order to shed light on the issues in this

area, the relevant literature that addresses grammatical and lexical writing

accuracy; the role and nature of feedback; the different modes of corrective

feedback; advantages, disadvantages, and problems of feedback; and the

previous studies and activities will be reviewed. 

2.1. The what and why of writing

Hornby (2005) defines writing as “the activity of writing, in contrast

to reading, speaking, etc.” (p. 1769). Whereas Richards and Renandya

(2002) stress that “writing is usually thought to be the most difficult skill to

acquire, and should only be taught after students have learned the other

skills” (p. 304). Indeed, Raimes (2002) believes that writing is a chaotic and

messy process as well as a generative idea. In addition, Leki (2002) states

that writing has been, and still is, a text-composing and social construction

process. From another point of view, Reid (2001) holds that in two ways, 

teaching writing as a second language is different from the other three skills. 
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The first is that writing has not been viewed as a language skill to be taught. 

Second, writing has followed the theory of composition to address the

gradual development of theory and practice.

Planning a course for writing is almost like “walking on a mine field”

(Raimes, 2002, p. 306). When planning for a writing class teachers most of

the times come across questions, such as; why am I doing this activity?

What will students learn from it? etc. (Carter & Nunan, 2001). Guenette

(2007) also notes other questions that have been raised like: ‘What are the

reasons for writing?’ ‘What are the reasons for second and foreign language

learners to write?’ ‘Why do second and foreign language learners want their

writing accuracy to improve?’ Writers usually write because they have

something to say, something to express, someone to express and say it to or

even they might have strong instrumental motivation for getting into a

program (Guenette, ibid.). 

A distinction has been made between second and foreign language

(SL and FL) writers because of their different purposes and pedagogical

contexts in which they have acquired language (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 

1994). Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (ibid.) state that foreign language writers

might be less motivated than second language writers because of their need

of English which is just for qualification rather than for improving their

English accuracy and English clarity in order to become an active English-

speaking member. They mention a third group of writers in their study who
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live in a non-English speaking country and have various motivations for

learning how to write in English. Generally, based on the motives of all three

groups, they all attend and pay attention differently to written corrective

feedback (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, ibid.). Usually the procedures followed

by the teacher in writing classes are as follows (Raimes, 1983, p. 139):

  Selection              Preparation              Writing                  Rewriting,             Teachers’

    of                         for writing                                             editing,                  marking of

    topic                   and pre-writing                                      proofreading          paper

                  activities

Therefore, writing is “more than a language exercise, marked right or

wrong, it becomes an ongoing process of discovery” (Raimes, 1983, p. 142). 

2.2. Writing accuracy: grammatical and lexical

According to Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, and Kim (1998) accuracy is

“the ability to be free from errors while using language to communicate”

(cited in Hartshorn, 2008, p. 37). The emphasis upon grammatical and

lexical accuracy is making informed decisions on how and when to respond

to learners’ grammatical and lexical errors (Chandler, 2003). Generally, 

Chandler (2004) maintains that the increase of accuracy is when learners

have learnt to avoid their many errors. 

Ferris (1999) puts an emphasis upon accuracy and asserts that “real-

life teachers have always known that students’ errors are troublesome, that

students themselves are very concerned about accuracy, and that responding
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effectively to students’ grammatical and lexical problems are a challenging

endeavor fraught with uncertainty about its long-term effectiveness” (p. 1). 

In fact, the improvement of learners’ writing accuracy is much more

important than just ruling it on hastily (Ferris, ibid.). It is believed (Truscott, 

1999) that linguistic knowledge and linguistic error categories are acquired

differently by learners which cause poor grammatical and lexical wiring

accuracy. 

Based on the received feedback, Ferris (2004) classifies the studies of

written accuracy into three categories: First, studies that compared text

accuracy between students who received corrective feedback with those who

did not (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Kepner, 1991); second, the studies that

examined learners’ linguistic accuracy overtime (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 

1997; Frantzen, 1995; Lalande, 1982; Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986); and

the third, studies which took learners’ views of written corrective feedback

into consideration (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). 

Not many studies have explicitly investigated the differences in

accuracy and writing qualities between the learners who have and have not

received feedback (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Kepner, 1991; Polio, Fleck, &

Leder, 1998; Semke, 1984). 

On the other hand, there are studies which have shown the progress of

learners’ writing accuracy over time, especially after receiving corrective

error feedback (Bitchenrer, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009a.;
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Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1995, 1997, 

1999; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Frantzen, 1995; Hyland, 2003; Lalande, 1982;

Robb et al., 1986). 

Hartshorn (2008) investigated forty two measures on the basis of a

variety of frequencies, ratios, and indices to find the most appropriate

measures of learners’ accuracy. As his primary question was the effect of

treatment on linguistic accuracy, he used two of Wolf-Quintero, et al.’s most

significant measures in order to achieve a complementary picture at second

language writing performance. The first measure was the error-free T-free

unit ratio (EFT/T) or the total number of error-free T-units per total number

of T-units writing. Additionally, his other measure was the total number of

errors in the total number of T-units (E/T). 

Most often in response to the learners’ errors, a teacher should take a

variety of matters into consideration, including the learners’ ideas and

rhetorical strategies; error correction; and improvements of learners’ writing

accuracy (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). They have emphasized that paying

attention to these matters have been essential and serious for both teachers

and learners. 

2.3. Written Corrective feedback

In addition to the background about writing, an important part of this

section reviews feedback and error correction in second language writing. 
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Recently, there has been a growing interest in the application of corrective

feedback, which is one of the main issues in second and foreign language

writing which many teachers and researchers struggle with, and has not been

without controversy (Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 

2009b.; Bitchener et al., 2005; Chandler, 2004; Ferris, 1999; Ferris &

Roberts, 2001; Guenette, 2007; Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2008; Truscott, 1996). 

Correcting written work and providing feedback is very time-

consuming for teachers, and sometimes seems to have little or no effect on

learners’ progress (Doff, 1988). Additionally, Penaflorida (2002) states that

in responsive teaching especially in correcting errors and providing

corrective feedback, students act, and teachers react. Farr and Lowe (1991, 

as cited in Penaflorida, ibid.) take a step forward and hold that feedback and

response to learners’ writing has been in the hope of practiced alternatives, 

and not merely passing fads, providing feedback is not just a job to be done

but a job to be thought about both by teachers and learners. 

Actually, providing feedback to learners’ writing is very much a part

of the teaching process of writing (Raimes, 1983). In fact, from her point of

view, “feedback is not just tacked onto the end of a teaching sequence, a last

chore for teachers and a bore for students. Rather, it is as important as

devising materials and preparing lessons” (Raimes, ibid., p. 139). On the

other hand, Truscott (1996, 1999) concludes that written corrective feedback

(grammar correction) is actually ineffective and harmful for learners and
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teachers. He states that it causes stress and demotivates learners as well as

taking up much more of the teachers’ and learners’ time, which could be

spent more productively and pleasantly on other writing aspects. 

However, he believes that some modes of correction have more harm

and problems than other modes; he adds that in this sense misleading

correction is worse than clear correction (Truscott, ibid.). In response to

Truscott, Ferris (1999) holds feedback as an activity that “many thoughtful

teachers spend a great deal of time and mental energy because they feel that

helping students to improve the accuracy of their writing is vitally

important” (p. 9). In fact, Truscott and Ferris argue that the evidences of

studies are limited in terms of the range of studies that aim to answer the

question of the efficacy of written corrective feedback and in terms of the

quality of the research designs. 

Feedback to most teachers is a means of improving learners’ writing

as well as helping their language development (Hyland, 2003). Chandler

(2004) describes feedback as a communicative approach. In providing

feedback, different aspects are considered such as individual writer’s needs, 

ability, personality, and culture, while it might be the case that what

effective feedback is for one learner in a setting, is not for another. Hyland

(op. cit.) reiterates the necessity of receiving feedback as follows, “If you

correct me once, I may forget that time, and the next time and the next time. 
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But the teacher should keep correcting me, and some time I will remember”

(p. 226). 

Ferris (2004) offers three important generalizations about feedback. 

First, teachers should be prepared to provide feedback which needs attending

classes or obtaining a library on grammatical and writing issues relevant to

learners. Second, a variety of integrated components should be included in

the effective feedback of learners’ written errors. Third, the only approach

for treating learners’ errors is not feedback; they also need consciousness-

raising, public relations about the importance of linguistic accuracy and

editing skills, they will also be in need of grammar instruction as well as

strategy training. 

It is mainly emphasized that “there is no corrective feedback recipe”

(Guenette, 2007, p. 51) for teachers to provide to fit all learners and errors. 

However, Lee (2008) indicates that aside from feedback on errors, learners

request more written comments and information about their writing. Despite

different conceptualizations, and different definitions, Ellis (2009) puts

forward the emphasis of not having an exact recipe for corrective feedback, 

just as Guenette (2007) did, and this issue is an open door for much more

research. 

According to Ferris (1999) “error correction (corrective feedback) in

second language writing is a source of great concern to writing instructors

and of controversy to researchers and composition theorists” (p. 1). Zamel
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(1985) urges teachers to “hold in abeyance their reflex like reactions to

surface level concerns, and give priority to meaning” (p. 96). Such a position

is backed up by studies stating that corrective feedback (error correction) has

few positive effects on learners’ writing (Henderickson, 1978; Kepner, 1991;

Lalande, 1982; Robb et al., 1986; Semke, 1984). Furthermore, Truscott

(1996) has stressed that language corrections are usually ineffective because

of the lack of skills teachers have in analyzing and explaining learners’

problems, while learners lack the skills to comprehend and use such

feedback. According to Truscott (1999), the benefits of language corrections

have been reinforced by teachers onto the learners’ beliefs, so it is the

teacher’s responsibility to alter learners’ attitudes by adopting a “correction-

free approach” (p. 116)  in classrooms. 

It is worth mentioning that Ferris and Hedgcock (1998 cited in Ferris, 

1999) enquire about three crucial factors for the nature and role of corrective

feedback as follows:  

(1) Is grammar feedback and instruction carried out selectively, 

systematically, and accurately? (2) Are individual student differences

(including language proficiency, learning styles, motivation, and attitude, 

first language, etc.) adequately considered, and accounted for? And (3) Are

studies which assess the effectiveness of error correction designed and

executed appropriately (p. 9). 
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The nature of corrective feedback based on Chandler’s (2003) study

was that without the learner’s revision based on their feedback, error

feedback would be as if it did not exist since learners’ writing did not

improve in correctness over a semester in her study. In assessing the role of

error treatment (corrective feedback), Ferris (2004) believes that five

questions should be considered:

(1) Is there a difference in student progress in accuracy if students are allowed or

required to revise their papers after receiving feedback?

(2) Does supplemental grammar instruction (especially if it is tied to the concerns or

error categories addressed in teacher feedback) affect student progress?

(3) Does charting of written errors help students to engage cognitively in error

analysis and facilitate long-term improvement?

(4) Are certain types of errors (lexical, morphological, and syntactic) more

       amenable to treatment than others?

(5) Does the relative explicitness of teacher feedback (direct, indirect, location, 

labeling, etc.) have an impact on student uptake and long-term progress? (p. 57). 

As it comes to Guenette (2007), he eventually concludes that no

matter what the nature and role of feedback is, some learners will benefit

from focused instruction and corrective feedback, and others will not. He

also indicates that “the treatment (feedback) is the crux of the matter as it is

the independent variable that will ensure the study’s external and internal

validity and will make it possible for the research findings to be either

replicated or generalized” (p. 45). 



23

Therefore, despite the efficacy of corrective feedback, the nature

hinges on various factors, such as learners’ proficiency, motivation, and

quality of teacher feedback, including legibility (Lee, 2008). In order to

facilitate the learners’ uptake of corrective feedback, the various factors

mentioned above should be taken into account. Guenette (2007) argues that

“any type of feedback that does not take the crucial variable of motivation

(various factors) into consideration is perhaps doomed to fail” (p. 52). 

Finally, Ellis (2009) implies that the nature and the role of corrective

feedback require the distinction between “(1) the teacher’s provision of

corrective feedback and (2) the students’ response to this feedback” (p. 98). 

In fact, when corrective feedback is attended to, it will have an impact;

however, corrective feedback will consider the two aspects above. As

mentioned above, in his study, a crucial role of corrective feedback was the

way learners respond to feedback produced for them which leads to an

approach to classify and describe the kinds of revisions learners make. Ellis

further adds that the important stance of writing is the learners’ revision of

the initial draft as response to feedback. There are studies that have

examined whether learners are able to use the feedback provided when they

revise and respond to their feedback (Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 

2001). Therefore, revision could also be another part of written corrective

feedback, leading to the assessing of whether revision assists learning or not

(Ellis, ibid.). On the other hand, there is the question in Ellis’ (2009) study
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of what learners actually do with the feedback, if not asked to revise. He

adds that there are two issues, whether learners ignore the feedback or pay

careful attention to it. Learners “have to notice the feedback and be given

ample opportunities to apply the corrections” (Guenette, 2007, p. 52). 

Despite Guenette’s statement, Ellis states that even when there is no

requirement for revision, learners may improve in attending and noticing

corrections. 

Thus, to get a clearer picture of the nature and role of corrective

feedback, in the next section the distinctions between different modes of

corrective feedback will be reviewed. 

2.4. The different corrective feedback modes

To further clarify the issues of corrective feedback (error correction)

in second and foreign language writing, it will be helpful to define some of

the terms and different modes related to corrective feedback. According to

Raimes (1983), there are five techniques teachers can use when responding

to learners’ writing: “(1) written comments, (2) Talking about the paper, (3)

Checklists, (4) Students’ responses to student writing, (5) Self-editing” (p. 

143). 

Truscott (1996) summarizes the modes of corrective feedback mainly

as “grammar correction” and defines it as “correction of grammatical errors
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for the purpose of improving a student’s ability to write accurately” (p. 329). 

He goes on saying that “correction comes in many different forms” (p. 329).  

On the other hand, Ferris (1999) distinguishes two types of errors:

“treatable”, and “untreatable” (p. 6). She classifies the treatable errors as

those that can be avoided with the application of grammar rules, which

includes verb tense and form errors, subject-verb agreement, run-on and

comma splices, article usage, plural and possessive noun endings, and

sentence fragments. The cause of untreatable errors are the ignorance, of  

idiosyncratic language rules that are acquired over time such as, lexical

errors, sentence structure errors, missing words, wrong word choice, and the

word order (Ferris, ibid.). She also indicates that to help learners with

untreatable errors, the use of a combination of strategy training and direct

corrections may work as well. 

It has also been stated that learners can be taught and encouraged to

self-edit their writings if provided with training classes to identify and

correct errors, if taught to focus on the importance of self-editing, and if

given explicit teaching about the rules and patterns of errors (Ferris, 1995, 

1997). 

Ashwell (2000) classifies three different  patterns of corrective

feedback modes: (1) conventional response; providing content feedback

first, then form feedback on the letter draft, (2) reverse patterns, and (3) both

form and content feedbacks mixed. 
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2.4.1. Direct corrective feedback

Ferris and Roberts (2001) distinguish two modes of corrective

feedback; direct and indirect feedback. When the exact correct form is

provided for the learner by the teacher, direct (or explicit) feedback has been

given; and if revision is asked, the learner just has to transfer the correct

form into the final draft (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener et al., 2005; Bitchener, 

& Knoch, 2008). 

Other  kinds of direct feedback include “written meta-linguistic

explanation (the provision of grammar rules and examples at the end of a

student’s script with a reference back to places in the text where the error

has occurred and/or oral meta-linguistic explanation (a mini-lesson where

the rules and examples are presented, practiced and  discussed; one-on-one

individual conferences between teacher and student or conferences between

teacher and small groups of students)” (Bitchener, & Knoch, 2008, p. 411). 

There are three arguments in favor of direct modes of feedback

(Chandler, 2003). First, it has been stressed that direct feedback is more

helpful to learners because of the reduction of misunderstanding and

confusion that may happen if learners do not understand or remember (the

code) the feedback modes. Second, learners are provided with more

information for resolving the complex errors. And the third argument is that

immediate feedback is provided to learners based on their hypotheses. 

However, Ellis (2009) stresses a disadvantage of direct corrective feedback, 



27

saying that “it requires minimal processing on the part of the learner and

thus, although it might help them to produce the correct form when they

revise their writing, it may not contribute to long- term learning” (p. 99). 

2.4.2. Indirect corrective feedback

Indirect feedback is provided in some way to indicate that there is an

error, and it is not corrected, leaving the learner to discover and to solve it as

mentioned in some studies (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener, & Knoch, 2008;

Bitchener et al., 2005; Ferris, & Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 1986). 

Generally, the different forms of providing indirect feedback might

be: underlining errors and specifying what type they are; noting the number

of errors in the margins of each line (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener, & Knoch, 

2008; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 1986). To sum up, there can be a

clarification for indirect corrective feedback that consists of, firstly the

indication plus the location of errors and second, the indication of errors

only (Ellis, 2009).   

There are studies that compare these two modes of corrective

feedback, and conclude that indirect feedback is valued and preferred (Ferris

& Roberts 2001; Lalande, 1982; Lee, 1997) and some conclude that they are

equal (Frantzen, 1995; Robb et al., 1986), while one study (Chandler, 2003)

provides positive evidence in favour of direct feedback. In addition, there are

studies that compared different modes of indirect feedback, such as coded

and uncoded (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 1986), and concluded that
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there is no significant difference between them. Ferris and Roberts (2001)

conclude that the most favored modes of feedback are underlining with

description, followed by direct correction, and finally underlining. 

Because of the limited number of studies and their conflicting

evidence on the values of direct and indirect feedback modes, there can be

no grounded inferences unless further studies are carried out by integrating

both modes in the design of a single study (Bitchener, 2008). 

2.4.3. Focused and unfocused corrective feedback

Generally, for the description of focused and unfocused corrective

feedback, it has been mentioned that when specific errors are selected for

correction, it is focused corrective feedback, and if all the errors of the errors

learners are targeted, it is unfocused corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009). 

Learners might feel that unfocused corrective feedback is harder than

focused corrective feedback in the stage of processing corrections because

they have less time to reflect on each error type. Additionally, the focused

corrective feedback is more effective because of the ability of reviewing and

studying multiple corrections of the same type of error as well as promoting

more attention and understanding of the features and kinds of errors. 

However, Ellis emphasizes that “unfocused CF has the advantage of

addressing a range of errors, so while it might not be as effective in assisting

learners to acquire specific features as focused CF in the short term, it may

prove superior in the long run” (p. 102). A majority of studies have
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examined unfocused corrective feedback which will be mentioned below

(Ellis, ibid.). 

There are studies of form-focused feedback which learners of English

as a second language value (Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994;

Hyland, 2003). A number of studies compare groups who received content

feedback or form-focused feedback or both (Ashwell, 2000; Fazio, 2001;

Frantzen, 1995; Kepner, 1991). Other studies only provide learners with

different modes of form-focused feedback only (feedback on form) in which

various feedback techniques are used (Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 

2001; Lalande, 1982; Robb et al., 1986). 

Learners’ language accuracy could have improved through Form-

focused feedback if only the rules were taught (Ferris, 1999), but it is also

stressed that rule governed errors are treatable by form-focused feedback, 

while untreatable errors request a strategy that is a more directive feedback, 

for instance complete correction or reformulation.  

On the other hand, later studies (Ferris & Roberts, 2001) indicate that

the above situation is much more complicated and that in some cases the

techniques of indirect feedback, for instance, locating the error type for

learner to correct might be facilitating for untreatable errors. Hyland’s

(2003) study shows that when revision is asked, learners use form-focused

feedback more and this is affected more by factors such as learners’ goals

and preferences. 
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2.4.4. Meta-linguistic corrective feedback

Various studies have employed meta-linguistic corrective feedback

(e.g. Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009b; Bitchener et al., 

2005; Chandler, 2003; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lanlande, 1982) by

providing learners with explicit explanations and comments about their

errors. Ellis (2009) classifies the meta-linguistic comments into two types. 

The most common one that he stresses is the use of codes for learners’

errors, and the second which is less common and includes the meta-

linguistic explanations of learners’ error. The first type includes abbreviation

codes for different types of error which are located above the error or in the

margins. However, in his study it is mentioned when the errors are coded, 

the  learners are encouraged to correct them based on the code provided, 

while in the second form the learners have to locate and then correct the

error. On the other hand, added meta-linguistic explanations take up much

more of the teachers’ time and require more adequate meta-linguistic

knowledge for exact and accurate error explanation (Ellis, ibid.). 

Chandler (2003) classifies the corrective feedback modes in four

different ways: “direct correction (hereafter correction), underlining with

marginal description of type of error (hereafter under-lining with

description), marginal description of type (hereafter description), and simple

underlining (hereafter underlining)” (p. 268). There have been several

studies like Chandler’s (ibid.) that have previously examined the efficacy of
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different modes of corrective feedback on learners’ writing (Ferris &

Roberts 2001; Frantzen, 1995; Lalande, 1982; Lee, 1997; Robb et al., 1986). 

Chandler (ibid.) concluded that two-third of the learners preferred correction

because it was the easiest to correct. Despite that, half or nearly half of the

learners considered underlining with description  the easiest to find their

errors and weak point as well as to improve and not to make the same errors

in their writing for future. 

Additionally, underlining takes less time of the teacher and learners

are more engaged when they are self-correcting (Chandler, ibid.). However, 

marginal description was the most ineffective on learners’ writing accuracy

in both of her studies. She expresses that this issue might have been due to

learners’ attitudes toward this mode because finding on error from

descriptions without the location would be too cognitively demanding for

the learners. Furthermore, the following “direct, explicit written feedback

and student-researcher five minute individual conferences; direct, explicit

written feedback only; no corrective feedback” (Bitchener et al., 2005, p. 

191) were other classifications of corrective feedback modes investigated by

Bitchener et al. (ibid.). 

There are also two other modes of feedback named coded and

uncoded feedback in the relevant literature (Bitchener et al., 2005;

Hartshorn, 2008; Liu, 2008) “coded feedback points to the exact location of

an error, and the type of error involved is indicated with a code (for
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example, PS means an error in the use or form of the past simple)”, while;

“uncoded feedback refers to instances when the teacher underlines an error, 

circles an error, or places an error tally in the margin, but, in each case, 

leaves the student to diagnose and correct the error” (Bitchener et al., ibid. , 

p. 193).  

It is worthy of note that such studies call for further studies from new

perspectives in different EFL contexts. Therefore, the present study aims to

explore the effects of three different modes of corrective feedback (direct, 

coded, and uncoded feedback) on Iranian university EFL learners’

grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. 

Finally, there has been another classification of written corrective

feedback (error correction) by Bitchener et al. (2005), Bitchener (2008), and

Bitchener and Knoch (2008, 2009a.). Bitchener et al. (2005) concluded the

efficacy of meta-linguistic explanation over direct correction alone, on the

other hand, Bitchener (2008), and Bitchener and Knoch (2008) reached the

conclusion that there were no advantages for learners when receiving meta-

linguistic explanation over a two month period, which may have been

because of intervening factors for instance, the bulk, the kind, and the

delivery of meta-linguistic descriptions, and other contextual variables. They

extended their studies on the following modes of written corrective feedback

(WCF): “direct corrective feedback, written and oral meta-linguistic

explanation; direct corrective feedback and written meta-linguistic
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explanation; direct corrective feedback only; no corrective feedback”

(Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, p. 409). 

2.4.5. Reformulation

Reformulation is another type of corrective feedback which has been

under investigation less than other kinds and is open to further investigation. 

It refers to providing the learners with a source to use for correction and

putting the responsibility on the learner to correct the errors. This is the same

as using concordances, Ellis (2009) stresses that “a standard procedure in

error analysis is reconstruction” (p. 103). In this sense, he proposes that for

detecting errors, the teachers or analysts should “construct a native-speaker

version of that part of the text containing an error” (p. 103). As he

concluded, the above procedure has been the original source of the idea of

reformulation as a corrective feedback mode. 

2.4.6. Electronic corrective feedback

Another, and yet still uncommon feedback mode, is electronic

corrective feedback which aims at detecting the errors by the teacher, and

then providing a “hyperlink to a concordance file that provides examples of

correct usage” (Ellis, ibid., p. 98). To facilitate learners’ writing, in his study

there has been extended “corpora of written English (either carefully

constructed or simply available via search engines such as Google)” (p. 

102). Actually, he adds that the assistance could be approached by software
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programs or the utilization of a type of feedback. The advantage of this form

is that the teacher is no longer an arbiter of what has constituted the correct

form. At the end he states that “teachers’ intuitions about grammatical

correctness are often fallible; arguably, a usage-based approach is more

reliable” (p. 103).  Accordingly, there have been studies that have taken

electronic corrective feedback under investigation in different dimensions

such as, Delian and Cobb (2004), Dempsey, PytlikZillig, and Bruning

(2009), and Yeh and Lo (2009). 

The implication still lies for further research about different modes of

feedback for accuracy improvement, and which mode is more effective and

beneficial than others, as well as exploring alternatives to written corrective

feedback, and other feedback modes such as audio feedback, computer-

based feedback, etc. 

2.5. The merits and demerits of corrective feedback

Raimes (1983) indicates one instance in providing feedback and

responding to learners’ writings only at the end stage will limit teachers to

just providing a grade (e.g. A, B, C or 10, 20, 30, etc.), writing a simple

comment (e.g. Good, excellent, careless, etc.), correcting errors with no

explanations, which will lead to a writing full of red marks discouraging and

disappointing the learner so that she/he will just put away the writing, and

wish for fewer red ink next time. An alternative to this way of providing
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feedback is the change of the role of the teacher (marker) to a sympathetic

reader and editor intervening at different points in the process of writing. 

The only disadvantage to this alternative way is that it is too time-consuming

both for teachers (correcting, and explaining), and learners (gaining

improvement) (Raimes, ibid.). 

Truscott (1999) stresses the advantages of his approach as “my

correction-free approach neither produces student rebellions nor leads to

signs of frustration or lack of motivation or confidence in learners” (p. 116). 

On the other hand, “the suggestion that learners should make students more

aware of the importance of avoiding mistakes, if carried out, is likely to

exacerbate the problem” (p. 117). 

Indirect corrective feedback (coded) has not had any immediate

advantage over other corrective feedback modes for learners (Ferris &

Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 1986) but if the aim of the teacher is providing

clues for self-editing, then it might be sufficient for some learners to just

indicate the error with no labeling. This mode of corrective feedback is good

for teachers because it is fast, easy, and more importantly reduces the

mistakes of teachers while correcting (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb et al., 

1986).  

An important advantage for learners when providing correction

feedback on their writings is that they decide what to practice for their

improvement (Hyland, 2003). Moreover, Truscott (2004, 2007) suggests that
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the reason for the harmful effects of corrective feedbacks has been their

negative effects on fluency and driving time and energy from productive

aspects of a writing class. Additionally, Ferris (1999) states that Truscott’s

(ibid.) arguments are premature and very strong without considering the

growing findings of studies pointing out the efficacy of corrective feedback

for some learners. As Chandler (2003) avows, Truscott does not always

consider that different reports need to be backed up with statistically

significant evidence. However, despite the arguments, Truscott (1999)

agrees on the future research focus of Ferris (1999) and stresses that more

attention should be paid to methods, techniques, and approaches of different

corrective feedback modes that improve learners’ writing over a short term

or long-term period. 

Ferris (2004) stresses that we are unable to confirm the efficacy of

corrective feedback (error correction) because the existing studies are

“fundamentally incomparable because of inconsistencies in design” (p. 50). 

If we do so, it will lead to comparing “apples and oranges (and pears, and

grapes, and nectarines…)” (p. 52). Guenette (2007) also believes that in the

comparison of various modes of corrective feedback every other design

parameter should remain constant. Despite the modes of corrective feedback

other variables influence the efficacy of written corrective feedback which

has to be controlled such as, the nature of the participants under

investigation (their second language proficiency), the nature of their writing
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activities, the type of errors corrected, and whether or not student incentive

exists for writing accurately (Guenette, ibid.). By student incentive she

means the motivation and encouragement that learners receive for

participating in the studies in which most often grades are the most incentive

for a learner. She stresses that with low motivation; learners do not take

corrective feedback seriously and do not find it much useful. 

  The quality of corrective feedback is another factor explaining why

corrective feedback has not always been useful. Quality includes topics like

consistency, accuracy, and comprehensibility (Lee, 2008). Lee found that

weaker learners were those who resisted error-focused feedback more and

were those who needed to learn more from corrective feedback. He further

contends that “teacher-dominated feedback practices are likely to produce

passive and reliant learners” (p. 158). 

  Truscott (1996) claims that theoretically, “there is some reason to

think that syntactic, morphological, and lexical knowledge are acquired in

different manners. If this is the case, then probably no single form of

correction can be effective for all three” (p. 343). He also believes that

practically, the teacher and learner limitations can cut out the accuracy and

efficacy of the corrective feedback process. 

A major problem is that teachers have been unsteady in their ability, 

and eagerness to diagnose, and correct errors, and to supply sufficient

grammar explanation to learners, the answer for teachers lies in the
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“preparation, practice, and prioritizing” (Ferris, 1999, p. 6). Therefore, 

English as a Foreign and second language teachers should have grounded

linguistic and syntactic knowledge about theories and the way to teach

grammar to students. Considerable time and energy are also required for

teacher-training programs to aid them correct more effectively (Ferris, 

1999). 

Another issue is that although Truscott (1996) argues that only the

studies under longitudinal designs of different aspects of corrective feedback

have been valued. Ferris and Roberts (2001) assert that the studies under

controlled conditions can also be applied to the studies of longitudinal

improvement.  

Another problem pertains to the avoidance strategy of learners who

tend to make their writings shorter and simpler after receiving corrective

feedback in order to avoid making mistakes and errors (Kepner, 1991;

Semke, 1984; Truscott, 2004). Additionally, learners’ differential

preferences for corrective feedback have also caused problems which could

have been because of their differences in level of proficiency and motivation

(Lee, 2008). There are also two other variables that might affect the learners’

preference for corrective feedback such as the learners’ educational

background and the amount and level of exposure to the target language

(Bitchener & Knoch, 2008). However, one of the reasons for uncertainty is

within the scope of failing to design a study that systematically examines
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different modes of written corrective feedback, and controls the external

variables that may impact on the efficacy of written corrective feedback

(Guenette, 2007). 

Furthermore, from a pedagogical point of view, if studies are

preformed, and investigated in real classrooms, then it would be unethical to

separate and select a non-feedback group (Ferris, 2004). Despite this, she

emphasizes that if we want to know whether corrective feedback helps

learners or not, we should compare learners who received corrective

feedback with those who did not. 

2.6. Previous studies on corrective feedback

There are studies in which researchers have tried to investigate the

effects of different corrective feedback modes on the different components

of second or foreign language learners’ writing accuracy. For reasons of

time and economy, some of them which the researcher found more

important have been selected to be discussed briefly here. 

  To start with, Robb et al. (1986) investigated a hundred and thirty

four Japanese EFL college students over an academic year with 34.5 contact

hours. The learners were assigned to four corrective feedback groups as

follows: direct corrective feedback (n = 37), indirect uncoded corrective

feedback (n = 37), and marginal corrective feedback. The total number of

errors in each line of the text was indicated in the margin. They had no
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control group in their study and no error types or categories were specified. 

The learners’ five essays were examined and analyzed based on a set of

nineteen writing ability measures assessing accuracy, fluency, and

complexity over a year in which revision after correction was also required. 

They concluded that each group improved in accuracy over time but there

were no major differences among the four treatment modes. 

Another study, by Kepner (1991), focused on two corrective feedback

modes, direct error feedback, and message-related comments. Her study

consisted of a control group that received no feedback on their journal

entries, and learners were not required to revise their journals after

correction. She investigated sixty Spanish EFL learners at a USA College

over a semester, who were placed in two groups. Her emphasis was on

feedback on form and content; after six times of receiving feedback, 

learners’ journals were analyzed. There was no significant difference in

accuracy between those learners who received feedback on form and those

who received feedback on content. She did not measure the learners’

improvement over time but her results indicated that the group that received

direct error feedback made 15% fewer errors than the massage – related

comments group. Additionally, she had different limitations in her study

including, not having a pre-test, not having any control on the length of the

learners’ writing, and having shortcomings in her research design. 
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Ferris (1997) examined forty seven ESL learners at a USA university, 

mostly freshmen and sophomores. The teacher provided marginal and end

note comments on learners’ first and revision drafts as her corrective

feedback made over two uninterrupted semesters. She did not include a

control group. But after analyzing the learners’ drafts, it turned out that 73%

of the learners had improved in their revision drafts after receiving marginal

and end notes from the teacher. Therefore, based on the results of this study, 

there were significant improvements in the learners’ writing accuracy. 

Another study by Polio et al. (1998) tried to investigate sixty-five ESL

learners’ journal entries at a USA university during one semester. The

learners were divided into two groups, an experimental which received

direct corrective feedback including, grammar reviews, and editing lessons, 

and a control group receiving none of the above. While writing journals and

revising them, the experimental group had progress from their first draft to

their revision draft, but there was not much difference between the

experimental group and the control group in writing accuracy. The

limitations of this study consisted of not having stable instruments in their

post-test such as journal entries and in-class essays. 

Ashwell (2000) investigated fifty EFL Japanese students at a Japanese

university over a semester. Learners were assigned to four groups; the first

group received a comment on the content then indirect corrective feedback

(underlining and coding); the second group received indirect corrective
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feedback (underling and coding) then a comment on the content; the third

group was a mixture of groups one and two; the last group was the control

group which received no corrective feedback. Ashwell focused both on form

and content feedback; learners who received these feedbacks gained more

accuracy in writing during their course. The study found that learners in

group one, two, and three had improved their writing accuracy in their third

drafts after one semester. Chandler (2003) comments on Ashwell’s study

that it “measured accuracy only on rewrites or on tests, so it remains an open

question whether students who got error correction would write more

accurately on future assignments” (p. 269). 

Ferris and Roberts’ (2001) study focused on the revision drafts of

learners after self-editing based on their corrective feedback. They examined

seventy-two ESL learners for a semester. Learners were divided into three

written corrective feedback groups, first the coded group (location and code

provided), second the uncoded group (location only provided), and third, the

control group (no corrective feedback provided). In their study, five error

categories were classified such as, “verb errors”, “noun ending errors”, 

“article errors”, “wrong word”, and “sentence structure”. They stated that the

first three were “treatable” errors while the other two were “untreatable”

errors. As a pretest, the learners were given a “Grammar Knowledge

Questionnaire” in which 48% of the learners favored coded corrective

feedback, and none of the learners chose the no corrective feedback group. 
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The learners’ errors were mostly in verbs and the least in articles. There was

no significant difference between group one and two but they outperformed

group three in their writing accuracy as group one revised 64% of their

errors, group two 60%, and group three 18%.  

Chandler’s (2003) investigation was divided into two studies. The first

study examined thirty-one learners assigned to an experimental and a control

group. She analyzed whether learners receiving corrective feedback

(underlining), then revising, and at the end receiving direct corrective

feedback improved in their grammatical and lexical accuracy, and made

fewer or no errors over a semester on five essays. On the other hand, the

control group did not revise their essays. The experimental group improved

in accuracy and had fewer errors in their revision drafts during the semester

compared with the control group. She concluded that both groups had an

increase in fluency. 

The second study examined thirty-six learners who received four

different corrective feedback modes including direct corrective feedback, 

indirect corrective feedback (providing location, and codes), just codes (no

location provided), and just location (no codes provided). She found that the

learners had significant progress in their writing accuracy and fluency but

learners had the most accuracy when receiving direct corrective feedback

and location only feedback. 
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Hyland (2003) conducted a case study of six ESL learners at a New

Zealand University placed into two classes of a writing course and classified

based on their level of proficiency. She observed the effects of a mix of all

corrective feedbacks, the proportion of form-focused feedback, and learners’

reaction towards form-focused feedback over an academic semester. Hyland

analyzed two teachers’ protocols, both teacher and learner interviews as well

as writing texts. It was found that most learners used form-focused feedback

and valued it in their revision drafts. According to the beliefs of both

teachers and learners, continuous and repeated corrective feedback aided

learners’ progress in writing. It has to be noted that one reason why learners

did not correct their errors was their misunderstandings of the teachers’

comments and suggestions. 

Goldstein (2004) offers some guidelines in her study based on her

previous investigations. Her feasible guidelines are the ways which teachers

and learners can use in order to adapt themselves to specific contexts when

writing and receiving corrective feedback modes. She emphasizes providing

commentary feedback as the mode of corrective feedback for learners. First, 

she considers the role of context in her study. She believes that context has a

major effect on the way learners receive written corrective feedback and the

way they comprehend it for revision. Then, she focuses on the way the

teacher and learner communicate during the time they have finished writing, 

received written corrective feedbacks and are ready to comprehend them for
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revision. Even though sometimes teachers and researchers believe that their

corrective feedback mode is clear and understandable, learners think

otherwise. Finally, she points out that what should be commented on, in

other words, what should be provided with written corrective feedback and

what form of written corrective feedback should be provided, are major

points that teachers and syllabus designers should pay more attention to. 

Rollinson (2005) discusses the positive and negative issues of peer

feedback. According to his classification and previous research in 1998, he

mentions that peer feedback provides feasible information that is useful for

the learners. He continues that peers accept each other’s feedback more

openly than their teachers. Finally, he indicates that the learners providing

peer feedback can eventually revise their own writings much better. He

believes that peer written corrective feedback in contrast with teacher

feedback is much more motivating and encouraging for learners because it is

more informal, more understandable and more effective. Peers open more

and newer doors for each other in a way that is acceptable. On the other

hand, he expresses that peer written corrective feedback can be time-

consuming and needs more time than teacher feedback. He holds that based

on the culture, age, and level of the learners, they may feel that their peers

are not qualified enough to provide written corrective feedback. In this

study, he offers an effective guideline for peer feedback; teachers should set

up the groups of peers efficiently and pre-train the learners for peer
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corrective feedback before actually providing them with peer written

corrective feedback. 

Glover and Brown’s (2006) research is a unique study of the

professors’ perceptions and students’ writings of Biosciences and Physical

Sciences. They simultaneously investigated a hundred and twelve British

students at Open University and thirty-five British students at Sheffield

Hallam University in the U.K. The study aimed to analyze the different

perceptions of the professors and students towards written corrective

feedback. The focuses of the feedback categories were omissions, the use of

English, professors’ demand for more clarifications, errors, and professors’

own clarification. The research question why do teachers provide feedback

and what do they expect the students to do with it. The data of this study was

collected by questionnaires and individual interviews. The professors stated

that although written corrective feedback was adequately provided, there

were no engagement and action provided for them by the students. On the

other hand, students indicated that they did pay attention to the feedbacks

but did not act upon them. It was concluded that because of the topic-

focused assignments, the lack of feedback relevance for the next assignment, 

and the movement to the next assignment, did not give the time and

motivation to the students to do anything with their written corrective

feedbacks. This study also analyzed the professors’ written corrective

feedbacks both in type and depth. This research has revealed that positive
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correlation exists between the grade of students and the amount of written

corrective feedback. However, still teachers believe that written corrective

feedback is a waste of time because students just pay attention to their

marks. But this was not how the students thought. As a sum up, they

concluded that written corrective feedback should be formative and not

summative, because summative written corrective feedback does not help

students to act upon their errors and improve their learning. 

Ferris’ (2007) investigation is significantly interesting because her

study is a kind of workshop the participants of which are M.A. TESOL

students who will become writing teachers in the future. This paper is a pre-

service course for preparing teachers how and when to provide written

corrective feedback. She suggests guidelines for teachers, teacher educators, 

and syllabus designers about language-based feedback and in-service

training. She starts with a reflection section in which the participants are

asked to express and remember their own experience when receiving written

corrective feedback. Then she continues with the principles of teachers’

written corrective feedbacks and suggests seven guidelines. She believes that

it is sometimes very hard to find something encouraging to say to the

learners but teachers should do their best to provide some. One of the major

approaches from her previous studies is that teachers should first try to

communicate with their learners about their principles and guide them on the

basis of their approaches before facing learners’ writings. She believes that
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teachers should first read the learners’ writings without providing any

written corrective feedback then decide where to begin and what to

prioritize. The final section in the training is the follow-up which the

participants discuss, evaluate, and act on their training course for providing

effective corrective feedback to learners as it is one of the most significant

parts of being a writing teacher. 

Rahimi (2008) investigated fifty six Iranian English majors at Shiraz

University. His aim was to simultaneously investigate the effect of written

corrective feedback on the learners’ writing accuracy over time and the

impact of Persian on the written corrective feedbacks. The study consisted of

two groups: one that received indirect grammar feedback and the other was

the control group which just received general comments and no written

corrective feedback. Both groups were at an intermediate level of

proficiency. The purpose of the Essay Writing course was to help learners

write well-organized essays. The study focused on grammatical accuracy

and the correction of the grammatical errors. Both groups wrote four essays

during a semester in which the experimental group received written

corrective feedback and revised their essays while the control group did not. 

The errors of the written corrective feedback group were underlined and

coded with the grammar categories. The categories included verb errors, 

noun ending errors, article errors, wrong word, and sentence structure errors. 

At the end of the semester, the learners were interviewed and in order to



49

obtain their perceptions towards the written corrective feedbacks, the results

were analyzed. Results showed that learners who did not receive written

corrective feedback on their grammatical structures were discouraged and

demotivated. A Two-Way ANOVA was run in order to measure the

differences among the learners’ writing improvements due to written

corrective feedback, writing practice or both. The results reveal that

learners’ improvement in writing accuracy was due to writing practice and

written corrective feedback has also shown its effect along with writing

practice. Moreover, the results of the study showed that written corrective

feedback helps learners improve their writing accuracy over time. He further

investigated two other research questions in this study including: “to what

extent does teachers’ feedback help students reduce the errors belonging to

different categories in subsequent essays?” (p. 230); and “does error

feedback affect structure complexity?” (p. 234). He concluded that written

corrective feedback had no effect on their writing complexity and both

groups improved in their writing complexity. 

Bitchener and Knoch (2009a.) investigated two research questions in

their study. They first examined the influence of four written corrective

feedback modes on the use of the indefinite article ‘a’ and the definite article

‘the’. Then, they analyzed the improvements of using the English article

system when receiving four different written corrective feedback modes. 

They examined fifty-two low-intermediate Auckland University students in
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an English Language Department in New Zealand. They were placed in four

written corrective feedback groups consisting of: direct error correction with

written and oral meta-linguistic explanation; direct error correction with

written meta-linguistic explanations; direct error correction only; no

corrective feedback. The learners wrote five pieces of writing during these

ten months. The topic of each of the five pieces of writing was to describe a

picture provided by the researcher about social gatherings. In these pictures, 

learners had more opportunities to use the English articles. To analyze the

results, a Two-Way ANOVA was run. The results revealed that the three

treatment groups outperformed the control group in all the post-tests and

there were no significant difference between the effects of the three written

corrective feedback groups in using the English article. 

Bitchener, East, and Cartner (2010) did the most recent study in a

New Zealand tertiary institution on twenty advanced level second language

learners. They were assigned to two groups: direct written corrective

feedback through which the correct forms were provided with no

explanation; and indirect meta-linguistic written corrective feedback through

which the specified codes of the errors were provided. Two error categories

were focused on in this research: the singular and plural nouns; and the

subject-verb agreement. The written corrective feedbacks were provided on-

line to the learners. Participants listened to three listening stimulus and were

supposed to answer the three questions and write three writings (pre-test, 
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delayed post-test, and immediate post-test) on-line during the nine-week

study. They had thirty-minutes for each writing. The findings of the study

showed that written corrective feedback improved the learners’ usage of

singular-plural nouns but there were no significant differences between the

two written corrective feedback groups. On the other hand, the indirect

meta-linguistic feedback improved the learners’ usage of the subject-verb

agreement more than the other feedback types; they also had fewer errors on

their post-test. The study further revealed that specifying a targeted linguistic

error is more effective for learners and helps them improve their writing

accuracy. 

Despite the relative plethora of previous study in the area of written

corrective feedback, few have focused on grammatical and lexical writing

accuracy in an EFL context. Thus, the present study aims to explore Iranian

learners’ perceptions towards written corrective feedback and the

effectiveness of direct, coded, and uncoded written corrective feedback on

grammatical and lexical writing accuracy.  
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Chapter Three: Empirical Analysis

The aim of this chapter is to report the methodology of this research in

order to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses proposed. The

aim of the present study was to examine the different effects of three modes

of written corrective feedback: direct, coded, and uncoded feedback. It

sought to investigate which mode of written corrective feedback was most

conductive to the learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. This

chapter gives a description of the participants and presents a brief

justification for the design of the research. Additionally, it consists of an

explanation of the instruments and the elicitation procedures used for

gathering data. Finally, it is followed by a description of the data analysis. 

3.1. Participants

The participants of the present study were initially 217 Iranian B.A. 

level students majoring in English Translation at Islamic Azad University of

Takestan, Imam Khomeini International University of Qazvin, and Payame

Noor University of Qazvin. They were all in their third or fourth semester

taking Advanced Writing or Essay writing course. The writing instruction

given to the experimental group took place over a 16-week spring semester, 

from February till July of 2009, while the instruction for the control group

occurred one semester later, during the same 16-week fall semester, between

September and December, 2009. The experimental group consisted of 125
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learners aged between 23 and 32; on the other hand, the control group was

made up of 92 learners aged between 22 and 35. It should be mentioned that

both in the experimental and control groups the females (n = 104, 83.2%)

outnumbered the males (n = 21, 16.8%), nearly four to one. The

experimental groups were randomly assigned to four groups each receiving

one of the three kinds of written corrective feedback: direct, coded, and

uncoded. Whereas the control group consisted of learners from Payame

Noor university of Qazvin who received instructions about writing but

received no written corrective feedback mode. This study included seven

cooperative and eager teachers who provided the instructions for the writing

course while all the written corrective feedback was provided by the

researcher. All the learners had passed the same entrance exam for

university but had different English educational backgrounds. Due to this, 

they were given a proficiency test (Michigan Test of English Language

Proficiency (MTELP)) and after taking the results into account the very high

and low proficiency level learners were excluded from the study. Therefore, 

the final number of learners who actively participated in this study was 164. 

Table 3.1 summarizes the distribution of the participants. 

Table 3.1 The distribution of the participants during the study. 
Participants Frequency

Sample before homogenization 217
   Sample after administering MTELP 168
   Participants absent during the post
test

4

   Final sample 164
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Table 3.2. Distribution of participants in experimental and control groups
Groups Frequency

   Direct corrective feedback 30
   Coded corrective feedback 39
   Uncoded corrective feedback 16
    Control group ( no corrective
feedback)

79

3.2. Materials and Instruments

To answer the research questions and collect data the following

materials were employed:  

3.2.1. Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency (MTELP)

To determine the homogeneity of the participants in this study and in

order to reduce the effects of their proficiency level on the results of the

study, it was necessary to give a language proficiency test to all the

participants. Therefore, a version of MTELP was administered at the outset

of the study. MTELP is developed by Briggs, Dobson, Rohlck, Spaan, &

Strom (1997), presented in the book titled Examination for the Certification

of Proficiency in English (pp. 48-58) and consists of three parts. It is a one-

hundred item multiple-choice test, including forty grammar items, forty

vocabulary items requiring the selection of a synonym or antonym or the

completion of a sentence, and four reading passages each followed by five

reading comprehension questions (See Appendix A). It is a proficiency test

to which is usually allocated sixty minutes. MTELP has been shown to be a

reliable and valid predictor of general English language proficiency by many
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researchers such as Baldauf and Dawson (1980), and Baldauf (1978) (as

cited in Briggs et al., 1997). 

3.2.2. Raimes (1983) and Harthsorn’s (2008) corrective feedback codes

The nature of the research question required the researcher to make

sure that the participants were already familiar with the different written

corrective feedback modes specially the coded corrective feedback. In order

to ensure this, in the first session of the study, the researcher handed out a

copy of the coded feedback to the experimental groups who were supposed

to receive this mode of feedback and provided the necessary explanation

about writing and the importance of feedback and revision. Some of these

codes were adapted from Raimes (1983) and Hartshorn (2008) as illustrated

in Appendix C. 

3.2.3. Supplementary Writing course books  

Although in this study the course books were not under control and

investigation, each teacher taught a writing book as a supplementary book

that helped the learners in their writings providing them with sufficient

information. This was in addition to the learners’ paragraph writing;

accordingly, each session they wrote about a specific topic such as pets, my

hometown, my favorite food, holidays, etc., and then they were provided

with the specific corrective feedback mode. The supplementary books were

titled as follows: Advanced writing (Birjandi, Alavi, & Salmani-Nodoushan, 

2004), Academic Writing Course (Jordan, 1990), Paragraph Development



57

(Arnaudet & Barrett, 1990), Refining Composition Skills: Rhetoric and

Grammar (Snalley, Ruetten, & Kozyrev, 2000), The Practical Writer with

Readings (Bailey & Powell, 1989), and Writing with Confidence: Writing

Effective Sentences and Paragraphs (Meyers, 2006). 

3.2.4. Preference Questionnaire

In order to obtain a picture of the learners’ favored and preferred

corrective feedback mode, a questionnaire was used. Hence, a four item

questionnaire was developed by the researcher which has become more or

less a standard questionnaire used by other researchers such as Chandler

(2003) and Khodabakhshzade (2008). The reason for choosing a

questionnaire as an instrument was because it supplied the researcher with

ample data about the preferences of each participant’s attitude towards the

different corrective feedback modes and their progresses. Indeed, attempt

was made to make the questionnaire as short as possible since it was

probable that the learners would easily lose interest in a lengthy

questionnaire. The questionnaire included four items to elicit the learners’

attitudes towards different written corrective feedback modes and its

influence on their grammatical and lexical writing accuracy (illustrated in

Appendix B). The same questionnaire was handed out to all the groups in

the study and in case of misunderstanding or misinterpretation assistance

and explanation was provided by the researcher herself.  
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3.2.5. In-class writing

To test the learners’ writing accuracy and progress as well as the

influence of the corrective feedback modes on grammatical and lexical

accuracy, in-class writing tests were administered to the learners, which

were also considered as their final exam. They were provided a pick from

some topics and were supposed to write an essay lengthened approximately

three paragraphs in ninety minutes. The sample of the post tests are

presented in Appendix E. 

3.3. Procedures

To achieve the purpose of the study the following procedures were

followed. The general procedures taken into account in this study were

divided into six main phases. As mentioned previously, first the learners in

this study were selected from Islamic Azad University of Takestan, Imam

Khomeini International University of Qazvin, and Payame Noor University

of Qazvin. 

Second, the researcher administered and scored a pre-test in the first

week of spring semester (2009) for the experimental group and the first

week of the following semester for the control group. The pre-test, which

was an English language proficiency test (MTELP), was administered before

any other step in the study in order to homogenize the learners. This test

consisted of a hundred multiple-choice items which the learners completed

in sixty minutes. The final outcome after the scoring resulted in the omission
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of fifty three learners (the related statistical analyses are presented in chapter

IV).  

Then, the learners of the experimental group were provided with

explanations about the procedures of their paragraph writing and each mode

of corrective feedback. They were divided into four groups; each group

received a mode of written corrective feedback: one group received direct

corrective feedback, two groups were given coded corrective feedback, and

the last group received uncoded corrective feedback. For the coded

corrective feedback group, in order to show the practical use of each code

objectively and to prevent misunderstanding, copies of the specified codes

were handed out to each learner in that group (as illustrated in Appendix C). 

The fifth group was the control group that did not receive any corrective

feedback. 

The fourth phase of the study involved the learners’ paragraph

writings, the researcher’s corrective feedbacks, and the learners’ revisions

based on their feedback modes. Alongside the learners’ supplementary

course books, they were asked to write paragraphs and essays each session

on a specified topic  such as pets, my home town, my favorite food, 

holidays, etc. In the following session their writings were corrected and they

were provided with the specified mode of corrective feedback by the

researcher and were asked to revise their writings based on the given written

corrective feedback. This was carried out each session over fifteen weeks of
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the semester. Samples of the learners’ writings and the researcher’s

corrections are illustrated in Appendix F.  

The fifth phase was the administration of the questionnaire. The

questionnaire was constructed on the basis of studies such as Chandler

(2003) and Khodabakhshzade (2008) in order to obtain information

concerning the preferences and opinions of the learners both in the

experimental group and control group (the related statistical analyses are

presented in chapter IV). Oxford (1990) believes that teachers should be

completely informed of the strategies and processes they are going to teach;

therefore, this questionnaire not only helped the researcher to obtain

information about the learners’ concerns and beliefs but also it could have

functioned as a kind of consciousness raising device for teachers.  

Finally, at the end of the experimental period, both the experimental

and control groups were tested using an in-class writing post-test. They were

provided a pick from some topics and were supposed to write an essay

approximately three paragraphs long in ninety minutes. The errors were

corrected, counted, and normalized by the researcher. The obtained data

were then submitted to statistical analysis with the aid of SPSS 16.0 (all

related statistical analyses are presented in chapter IV). 

3.4. Data Analysis

After all the tests were administered and the data were gathered, the

data were analyzed based on suggestions offered by Mackey and Gass
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(2005). In this research different statistical procedures were used to find the

answers to the three research questions. Having administered the pretest, 

questionnaire, and post test, the data from the preference questionnaire

answered the first research question using Chi-Square procedures. 

Moreover, the data from the post test were submitted to two independent

One-Way ANOVA procedures for answering the second and third research

question, one to measure grammatical writing accuracy, and the other to

measure lexical writing accuracy. All the related tables and statistical

analyses are illustrated in chapter IV and Appendix D.     
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussions

4. Restatement of the problem

This study specifically investigates the effect of corrective feedback

modes, direct, coded, and uncoded feedback, on Iranian EFL learners’

grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. It is an attempt to investigate the

differences in the learners’ perception as to the way corrective feedback

modes; direct, coded, and uncoded, influence their writing accuracy, and the

effect of the corrective feedback modes; direct, coded, and uncoded, on Iranian

EFL learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. 

This chapter presents the quantitative and qualitative results of the

participants’ performance on the proficiency test, the questionnaire, and the

writing test. Furthermore, it presents the statistical analyses applied in this

study and the results found for the three research questions. The results are

presented and shown in tables and graphs for clear illustration of the mentioned

points in this chapter. 

4.1. Results

4.1.1. The selection of a homogeneous group of participants

As mentioned before, the initial number of the participants in this study

was 217. These 217 participants were not expected to be from the same level of
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language proficiency. Since, the result of the study was subjected to the risk of

being affected by the general language proficiency of the participants. To

reduce the effect of an extraneous variable, all the participants (n = 217)

received a version of the MTELP (Michigan Test of English Language

Proficiency). Each item was given one point and for ease of scoring, there was

no penalty for wrong answers. The descriptive data obtained from the MTELP

are given below. 

Table 4.1 Descriptive statistics of the MTELP

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

   score 217 7.00 71.00 26.4839 13.09619

Valid N
(listwise)

217     

In order to select a homogeneous group of participants, 1 SD above and

below the mean (26.48) were selected. A total of 164 participants remained, 

and the other 53 participants, who had either a high or low proficiency in

English, were excluded from the total number of the participants (for the

related graphs see appendix C, graph C.1, C.2, and C.3). 

4.1.2. Investigation of the first research question

The first research question sought to investigate if there were any

significant differences in the learners’ perceptions as to the way corrective

feedback modes influence their writing accuracy. The questionnaire that was

administered to investigate this question contained four questions. To answer

each of the questions, a Chi-Square procedure was used. 
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The first question of the questionnaire sought to investigate whether

there were any significant differences among the learners’ views as to the

modes of corrective feedback they preferred. To this end, the first Chi-Square

was used to obtain the learners’ general perceptions about which corrective

feedback mode they like best. Table 4.2 contains the summary of the

frequencies of the Chi-Square including the observed and expected values. 

Table 4.2 The descriptive statistics of the first question of the questionnaire

Feedback modes Observed
N

Expected N Residual

Correction 17 41.0 -24.0
Underline and describe 131 41.0 90.0

Describe 10 41.0 -31.0
Underline 6 41.0 -35.0

Based on Table 4.2, most of the learners’ preferred to receive corrective

feedback through underlining and description; the fewest preferred the

underling mode of feedback.  

In order to see whether or not the differences among learners’

perceptions to the feedback modes are statistically significant, the Chi-Square

procedure was used. The results of the first Chi-Square are shown in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3 Chi-Square results for the first question of the questionnaire

Feedback modes
  Chi-Square 264.927a

   Df 3
  Asymp. Sig. .000

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. 
The minimum expected cell frequency is 41.0.
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Based on Table 4.3 it can be argued there is a significant difference

between the learners’ perceptions of the corrective feedback modes. Table 4.4

and graph 4.1 clearly show the percentages of the learners’ preferences on the

first question of the questionnaire. 

Table 4.4 The frequency and percentage of learners’ responses to the first question

          Valid Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Correction 17 10.4 10.4
Underline and
describe

131 79.9 90.2

Describe 10 6.1 96.3

Underline 6 3.7 100.0
Total 164 100.0

Graph 4.1 The percentages of learners’ responses to the first question

The same procedure was gone through for the second question in the

questionnaire. Table 4.5 contains the summary of the descriptive statistics. 
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Table 4.5 The descriptive statistics of the second question of the questionnaire

Feedback modes Observed
N

Expected N Residual

Choral feedback to
common errors

58 41.0 17.0

Choral feedback to
individual errors

24 41.0 -17.0

Individual feedback to
common errors

14 41.0 -27.0

Individual feedback   to
individual errors

68 41.0 27.0

Total 164

As it can be seen in Table 4.5, most of the learners prefer to receive

corrective feedback individually in class while the fewest prefer to receive a

list of their common errors. 

In order to see whether or not the differences between the views to

feedback modes are statistically significant, the Chi-Square procedure was used

again. The results of the second Chi-Square are shown in Table 4.6.  

Table 4.6 Chi-Square results for the second question of the questionnaire

Feedback modes
  Chi-Square 49.659a

   Df 3
  Asymp. Sig. .000
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. 

The minimum expected cell frequency is 41.0.

Based on Table 4.6, since the p value is .000, it is statistically significant

(p < 0.05); one can claim that there are significant differences among the

participants’ perceptions toward this mode of corrective feedback. Table 4.7

and graph 4.2 illustrate this in a more easily noticeable way.  
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Table 4.7 The frequency and percentage of responses to the second question

          Valid Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Choral feedback to
common errors

58 35.4 35.4

Choral feedback to
individual errors

24 14.6 50.0

Individual feedback to
common errors

14 8.5 58.5

Individual feedback to
individual errors

68 41.5 100.0

Total 164 100.0

Graph 4.2 The percentages of learners’ responses to the second question

The aim of the third question of the questionnaire was to investigate

whether there are any significant differences in the learners’ perceptions as to

the way corrective feedback modes influence their grammatical writing

accuracy. To this end, another Chi-Square procedure was run yielding the

following results:



69

Table 4.8 The descriptive statistics of the third question of the questionnaire

Feedback modes Observed N Expected N Residual

Correction 13 41.0 -28.0

Underline and describe 141 41.0 100.0

Describe 6 41.0 -35.0

Underline 4 41.0 -37.0

Total 164

Table 4.9 Chi-Square results for the third question of the questionnaire

Feedback modes
  Chi-Square 326.293a

   Df 3
  Asymp. Sig. .000
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. 

The minimum expected cell frequency is 41.0. 

It can be seen from Table 4.9 that there are significant differences among

the participant’s belief as to how the ways of providing corrective feedback

influence learners’ grammatical writing accuracy. They mostly think they will

progress in their grammatical writing accuracy when they receive underlining

and description of their errors. On the other hand, only a few think that

underlining (uncoded) corrective feedback is useful and effective on their

grammatical writing accuracy. 

Based on the statistics in Table 4.9, it is proved that there are significant

differences in the learners’ perception as to the way corrective feedback modes

influence grammatical writing accuracy. 
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Table 4.10 The frequency and percentage of responses to the third question

Valid Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Correction 13 7.9 7.9

Underline and describe 141 86.0 93.9

Describe 6 3.7 97.6

Underline 4 2.4 100.0

Total 164 100.0

Graph 4.3 The percentages of learners’ responses to the third question

The fourth question of the questionnaire attempted to investigate the

learners’ perceptions as to the way corrective feedback modes influence their

lexical writing accuracy. To answer this question, another Chi-Square

procedure was used. The frequencies and descriptive statistics for the fourth

Chi-Square on lexical writing accuracy are presented in Table 4.11 and 4.12.  
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Table 4.11 The descriptive statistics of the fourth question of the questionnaire
Feedback modes Observed N Expected

N
Residual

Correction 44 41.0 3.0
Underline and describe 90 41.0 49.0

Describe 13 41.0 -28.0

Underline 17 41.0 -24.0

Total 164

Table 4.12 Chi-Square results for the fourth question of the questionnaire

Although the difference between the learners’ perceptions about the

influence of corrective feedback modes on their lexical writing accuracy ( 2 =

91.951) is less than that of grammatical writing accuracy ( 2 = 326.293), there

are still observable differences. To see whether or not the observed differences

are statistically significant, Table 4.13 and graph 4.4 present the learners’

responses to the fourth question on the preference questionnaire. 

Since there are significant differences among the learners’ views as to all

of the four questions of the questionnaire, it can be concluded that the first null

hypothesis is rejected. 

Feedback modes
  Chi-Square 91.951a

   Df 3
  Asymp. Sig. .000

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. 
The minimum expected cell frequency is 41.0. 
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Table 4.13 The frequency and percentage of responses to the fourth question

    Valid Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Correction 44 26.8 26.8

Underline and describe 90 54.9 81.7

Describe 13 7.9 89.6

Underline 17 10.4 100.0

Total 164 100.0

Graph 4.4 The percentages of learners’ responses to the fourth question

4.1.3. Investigation of the second research question

The second research question attempted to see whether the corrective

feedback modes significantly influenced the learners’ grammatical writing

accuracy. To answer this research question and to analyze the data, a One-Way

ANOVA procedure was used. Before utilizing the One-Way ANOVA, the

mean, standard deviation, and etc. of the participant’s writing scores were
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calculated. The summary of the descriptive statistics computing the mean, 

standard deviation, and etc. are yielded in Table 4.14.  

Table 4.14 Descriptive statistics of the errors on grammatical accuracy

Modes N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimum Maximum

Direct group 30 85.4333 5.07654 .92685 78.00 95.00

Coded group 39 81.2308 5.87798 .94123 68.00 93.00

Uncoded group 16 84.2500 7.22496 1.80624 70.00 92.00

Control group 79 79.4557 5.44859 .61301 60.00 90.00

Total 164 81.4390 6.10561 .47677 60.00 95.00

It can be seen from Table 4.14 that the group that received the direct

corrective feedback mode has the highest mean ( x = 85.43), followed closely

by the group that received the uncoded corrective feedback ( x = 84.25); coming

third is the group that received the coded corrective feedback ( x = 81.23). The

control group, which did not receive any corrective feedback modes has a

considerably lower mean than the others ( x = 79.45).  

Nevertheless these results do not mean that the differences among the

direct, coded, uncoded, and control groups are statistically significant. In order

to see whether the differences among the groups are statistically significant, the

One-Way ANOVA procedure was run. The results of the ANOVA procedure

are presented in Table 4.15. The graphic representation of the participants’

performance on the in-class writing post test is also given in graph 4.5. 
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Table 4.15 The results of the ANOVA on grammatical accuracy

Score Sum of Squares df Mean Square F      Sig. 

  Between Groups 917.506 3 305.835 9.485 .000

  Within Groups 5158.885 160 32.243

  Total 6076.390 163

Graph 4.5 Error rates on the in-class writing post test (grammatical accuracy)

Based on the results presented in Table 4.15, we can safely claim that

there are significant differences among the performances of the four groups. 

So, the null hypothesis developed in chapter one is rejected. To locate the

differences between the means, a Post-hoc Scheffe test was run. The results

appear in Table 4.16. 
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Table 4.16 Post Hoc comparisons on learners’ grammatical accuracy

(I) Modes  (J) Modes

Mean
Difference

(I-J)

Std. 
Error

Sig. 95% Confidence
Interval

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Direct group
Coded
group

4.202* 1.37 .029 .30 8.09

Control
group

5.977* 1.21 .000 2.53 9.41

Coded group Uncoded
group

3.019 1.68 .364 -7.78 1.74

Control
group

1.775 1.111 .468 -1.36 4.91

Uncoded group Direct
group

1.183 1.757 .929 -6.15 3.78

Control
group

4.794* 1.55 .026 .39 9.19

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Based on Table 4.16, there is significant difference between the effects

of direct corrective feedback and coded corrective feedback on the learners’

grammatical writing accuracy (p < 0.05, p = 0.02). Therefore, it can be

concluded direct corrective feedback is significantly more effective than coded

corrective feedback on the learners’ grammatical writing accuracy. 

In addition, there is significant difference between the direct group and the

control group’s grammatical writing accuracy (p = 0.00). This means that

direct corrective feedback is an effective factor on the learners’ grammatical

writing accuracy. 

However, the results are indicative of no interactional effect between

coded corrective feedback and uncoded corrective feedback. In other words, 
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there is no significant difference in the grammatical writing accuracy between

the coded and uncoded groups (p = 0.36). The same can be said for the coded

and control group, there is no significant difference between receiving coded

corrective feedback and not receiving any corrective feedback on grammatical

writing accuracy (p = 0.46). 

Moreover a look at Table 4.16 makes it clear that although the difference

between the uncoded and direct groups is not statistically significant (p = 0.92), 

they are both significantly better than the control group (p = 0.02). From the

results of the One-Way ANOVA procedure, it can be claimed that the second

null hypothesis is rejected. The graphic representation of the results illustrates

the differences among the groups more clearly visible:  

Graph 4.6 The means of feedback groups grammatical accuracy
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4.1.4. Investigation of the third research question

The third research question aimed to investigate if the corrective

feedback modes significantly influenced the learners’ lexical writing accuracy. 

To this end, another One-Way ANOVA procedure was utilized to analyze the

data. Before running the One-Way ANOVA, the mean, standard deviation, etc. 

of the learners’ writing scores were computed. Table 4.17 presents the

descriptive statistics. 

Table 4.17 Descriptive statistics of the errors on lexical accuracy

Modes N Mean Std. 
Deviation

Std. 
Error

Min Max

Direct group 30 91.70 4.16181 .759 85.00 98.00
Coded group 39 88.46 5.39906 .864 75.00 98.00
Uncoded group 16 91.93 4.35842 1.089 81.00 97.00
Control group 79 81.74 5.75675 .647 60.00 94.00
Total 164 86.15 6.86410 .536 60.00 98.00

Based on the results of Table 4.17, the group that received the uncoded

corrective feedback mode has the highest mean ( x = 91.93), followed very

closely by the group that received the direct corrective feedback ( x = 91.70);

coming third is the group that received the coded corrective feedback ( x =

88.46). The control group, which received no corrective feedback, has the

lowest mean ( x = 81.74). What this implies is that the learners’ were more

influenced by the uncoded corrective feedback mode than the other corrective

feedback modes, and their performance was better, unlike the second research

question in which the learners preformed better on their grammatical writing

accuracy by receiving the direct corrective feedback. 
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The graphic representation of the participants’ performance on the in-

class writing post test is given in graph 4.7. 

Graph 4.7 Error rates on the in-class writing post test (lexical accuracy)

In order to see whether the differences among the groups are statistically

significant, another One-Way ANOVA procedure was run. The results of the

ANOVA procedure are presented in Table 4.18.  

Table 4.18 The results of the ANOVA on learners’ lexical accuracy

Score Sum of
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig. 

Between Groups 3200.012 3 1066.671 38.097 .000
Within Groups 4479.867 160 27.999   
Total 7679.878 163    

As it can be seen in Table 4.18, the observed F value and the

significance level are indicative of significant differences among the groups. 

Therefore, it can be claimed that there are significant differences among the

four groups. Thus, the third null hypothesis is rejected. The Post-hoc
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comparisons of the means helped locate the differences as shown in the

following Table:

Table 4.19 Post Hoc comparisons on learners’ lexical accuracy
(I) Modes (J) Modes Mean

Difference (I-J)
Std. 

Error
Sig. 95% Confidence

Interval

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Direct group Coded group 3.238 1.285 .100 -.39 6.86

Control
group

9.953* 1.134 .000 6.74 13.15

Coded group Uncoded
group

-3.475 1.570 .184 -7.91 .96

Control
group

6.714* 1.035 .000 3.78 9.64

Uncoded
group

Direct group .237 1.638 .999 -4.39 4.86
Control
group

10.190* 1.450 .000 6.0919 14.28

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.    

The above results indicate that there is not any significant difference

between the effects of direct corrective feedback and coded corrective feedback

on the learners’ lexical writing accuracy (p > 0.05, p = 0.10). Therefore, it can

be concluded that since the direct group had nearly the same lexical writing

accuracy as the coded group on the writing post test, the difference between the

effect of direct and coded corrective feedback on the learners’ lexical writing

accuracy is not statistically meaningful. 

In addition, there is significant difference between the direct group’s and

the control group’s lexical writing accuracy (p = 0.00). As a result, it may be

concluded that the mode of corrective feedback is not an effective factor with

regard to the learners’ lexical writing accuracy. 
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Furthermore, the results are indicative of no significant difference

between the lexical writing accuracy of the coded and uncoded groups (p =

0.18). However, there is a significant difference between the effect of receiving

coded corrective feedback and not receiving any corrective feedback on lexical

writing accuracy (p = 0.00). 

A look at Table 4.19 makes it clear that although the difference between

the uncoded and direct groups is not statistically significant (p = 0.99), they are

both significantly better than the control group (p = 0.00).  

Moreover, with respect to the third research question asking if the

corrective feedback modes; direct, coded, and uncoded, significantly influence

learners’ lexical writing accuracy, and based on the results of the One-Way

ANOVA procedure it can be claimed that the third null hypothesis is also

rejected.  

The graphic representation of the results summarized in graph 4.8

demonstrates the differences among the groups more clearly. 
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Graph 4.8 The means of the different feedback groups on lexical accuracy

4.2. Discussions

The present study initially attempted to investigate Iranian learners’

perceptions, and preferences toward the modes of corrective feedback on their

writings, and the effectiveness of the modes of corrective feedback on their

grammatical, and lexical accuracy. Secondly, it experimentally investigated the

effectiveness of three corrective feedback modes; direct, coded, and uncoded, 

on Iranian EFL learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy.  

Based on the learners’ own preferences, learners often need and want to

receive corrective feedback to realize where their mistakes and errors are. 

Based on the questionnaire, most of the learners preferred to receive coded
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feedback with a description of what their mistakes and errors were for the

improvement of both their grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. In

accordance with the present study, Lalande (1982) and Lee (1997) compared

the modes of corrective feedback and revealed that indirect corrective feedback

was also most valued and preferred by the learners. 

In the same way, on the basis of the experimental results, the learners’

highest scores were when they received corrective feedback. Regarding

grammatical writing accuracy, the group that received direct corrective

feedback preformed better on the writing test with fewer grammatical errors. 

As to lexical writing accuracy, the group that received direct and uncoded

corrective feedback preformed slightly better on the writing test with fewer

lexical writing errors. On the basis of the results, it can be concluded that

various modes of feedback are appropriate and needed for both grammatical

and lexical writing accuracy of Iranian EFL learners. 

As it can be noticed, some of the findings of the present study are in

accordance with previous studies (Chandler, 2003; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, &

Takashima, 2008; Ferris, 1997; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2007; Robb et al., 

1986), which support the present findings in that they all, much like the present

study, emphasize the learners’ serious problems with their writing and the need

to provide corrective feedback. However, grammatical and lexical errors which

cause problems for learners in this study slightly differ from other studies such

as Bitchener et al. (2010) which have just considered singular and plural nouns, 
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and the agreement between subject and verb. One of the possible reasons for

such differences may be partially attributable to the different cultural

preferences leading to different linguistic backgrounds of the participants

which in this study they were Iranian learners, in comparison with other studies

such as Kepner (1991) and Frantzen (1995) which were Spanish learners. 

Another possible reason could be the differences in the level of the participants

which in this research they were intermediate B.A. students in comparison with

other studies such as Lee (2008) which the participants were secondary

students. 

The results of the present study are different from a number of studies

that were reviewed in chapter two. The present study revealed that there are

significant differences between the written corrective feedback modes, but

Frantzen (1995) found no significant difference between the corrective

feedback modes and regarded them as equal. Additionally, Ferris and Roberts

(2001) noted that there were no significant differences between the effects of

corrective feedback modes on the learners’ progress in their writing accuracy. 

They both concluded that learners mostly favored corrective feedback in the

form of underlining with description, followed by direct correction and finally

underlining (uncoded). Duppenthaler (2002) also reports that learners feel the

positive effect of written corrective feedbacks on their writing accuracy and

prefer to receive them.  
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Unlike the above results, there are other studies such as Truscott (1996)

and Polio et al. (1998), which conclude that written corrective feedbacks are

not effective for learners which these results are in contrast with the present

study. Polio et al. (ibid.) summed up that there were not much difference

between the groups that received corrective feedback and the control group, 

which received no corrective feedback at all, in their writing accuracy. On the

other hand, the present study found significant differences between the written

corrective feedback groups and the control group. 

It is worthy to note that one reason why the learners had the lowest

scores in the indirect feedback groups (coded and uncoded), could have been

their misunderstandings and confusions of their teachers’ comments and codes. 

Studies conducted by Hyland and Hyland (2001), and Hyland (2003) revealed

that indirectness of the corrective feedback modes led to misinterpretation and

incomprehension. Of course, it needs to be noted that in this study, the learners

were handed the list of codes and descriptions in order to prevent

misunderstandings.  

Another result of the present study is that the learners achieved better

results in their lexical writing accuracy although there were no significant

differences between the corrective feedback modes. This might be partially

accounted for by the fact that the learners might have had a richer lexical

background than grammatical knowledge, which may have forced them to be

more cautious in picking up their vocabularies. 
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Although, the above mentioned areas of conflict are probably indicative

of the need for further research. Perhaps what makes this study different from

other studies is that the present research was carried out in an EFL context

while, most of the mentioned studies were conducted in ESL settings.  
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Chapter Five:

Conclusions and Implications

In this chapter, the findings obtained from this research will be

summarized first. Then a brief summary, some pedagogical implications and

suggestions for further studies will be provided. 

5.1. Summary of the findings

The present study was an attempt to investigate Iranian EFL learners’

perceptions toward the written corrective feedback modes, to compare and

contrast their effects on the learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy, 

and to investigate and explain experimentally the possible effects of the written

corrective feedback modes; direct, coded, and uncoded, on the learners’

grammatical writing accuracy on the one hand, and lexical writing accuracy, on

the other hand. 

The analysis of the participants’ performance (n = 164, including all four

groups; direct, coded, uncoded, and control group) on the preference

questionnaire revealed that most learners preferred the corrective feedback

modes in the following way:
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Underlining and description (coded) > correction (direct) > description >

underlining (uncoded)

The analysis of the related data resulted in significant findings. All the

null hypotheses were rejected, indicating that the corrective feedback modes;

direct, coded, and uncoded, do significantly influence the learners’

grammatical and lexical writing accuracy (Table 4.15 and 4.18). Comparing

the grammatical writing accuracy scores, it can be concluded that the learners

in the direct corrective feedback group (n = 30, x = 85.43) preformed the best

on their writing post test, while the control group, not receiving any corrective

feedback modes, preformed the worst on their writing post test (n = 79, x =

79.45).  

In contrast, from the means of the lexical writing accuracy scores, it can

be concluded that the learners in the uncoded corrective feedback group (n =

16, x = 91.93) preformed the best on their writing post test followed closely by

the direct corrective feedback group (n = 30, x = 91.70). But the control group, 

as expected, preformed the worst on their writing post test (n = 79, x = 81.74). 

The results obtained from the two independent One-Way ANOVA

procedures (Table 4.16 and 4.19) revealed that the corrective feedback modes

do significantly influence learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy in

Iranian classrooms. In short, Iranian learners do prefer to receive written

corrective feedback in order to understand where their errors and mistakes are, 

and to improve their grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. 
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5.2. Pedagogical implications  

Iranian EFL learners attend writing courses and classrooms with

different aims. They tend to focus and operate on different types of information

in different ways and achieve understanding and produce language in different

ways. Using appropriate syllabuses, teachers can determine what learning

patterns the learners prefer. Additionally, based on the information that

teachers get from the learners, they can take important and influential steps

toward improving the learning-teaching situation in their classrooms. However, 

providing written corrective feedback is not as easy as it might be thought. 

This research aimed to investigate Iranian EFL university learners’

perceptions and points of view toward the different modes of written corrective

feedback and their influence on the learners’ grammatical and lexical writing

accuracy. By taking the learners’ point of views into consideration, a learner-

centered approach can be encouraged and learners may improve in their

writing. Teachers can also give an appropriate mode of feedback to each

individual learner.  

In the first session of the treatments in this research, learners were asked

to express their opinions about their writing courses and modes of written

corrective feedback. They unanimously believed that receiving written

corrective feedback improved their motivation and made them realize where

they needed more exercise and practice. From this point of view, teachers

should first help learners to understand the purposes of writing and the
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corrective feedback modes, and then help them to use the corrective feedback

modes to improve their writing accuracy. As an example, teachers can

encourage learners to receive coded or uncoded corrective feedback to explore, 

identify and correct their own errors. In this way the learners will be eager to

take control of their learning processes.  

Furthermore, teachers can adapt their written corrective feedback modes

to their learners’ learning styles. In light of the results of the present research, 

teachers should be aware that each mode of corrective feedback has a different

effect on the learners based on their proficiency level and specific writing

required. They should respect each learner’s personality and grammatical and

lexical background by providing the mode of feedback to each individual.  

The awareness of the effectiveness of written corrective feedback on

learners’ writing accuracy can also have implications for language assessment. 

It is believed that teachers should treat learners’ errors seriously and carefully, 

so should learners. The knowledge of how various feedback modes influence

learners’ writing accuracy can help teachers make more informed decisions as

to how to provide feedback and how to assess learners’ writings.  

5.3. Limitations and delimitations of the study

The present study had the following limitations and delimitations. One

notable limitation of this study was that participants were just randomly

selected only from three universities out of a population of English majors
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taking a writing course and at the same level of language proficiency. Another

major challenge was to find a writing course which did not provide written

corrective feedback for the control group.  

The participants who took part in the present study were male and

female. But the possible differences between the male and female participants’

performances were not investigated. In other words, gender was not a variable

in this study. The proficiency level of the learners was limited to B.A. 

university students. Similarly, the learners’ field of study was also limited to

English translation; so care must be exercised in generalizing the results of this

study. 

Finally, the linguistic background of the learners was not considered to

be a variable. In addition, due to the time limits in this study, the results must

be cautiously interpreted. Replication studies are probably required to create a

greater degree of certainty.  

5.4. Suggestions for further research

The present study did not aim to investigate the gender and age of the

learners as independent variables. Thus, this study can be replicated with

language learners of different age and gender. This is important because of the

assumption that individual learners tend to be more eager to written corrective

feedback modes as they are younger and tend to be more flexible towards the

corrective feedback modes (Lee, 2007, 2008; Peterson, Childs, & Kennedy, 
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2004). If this is true, studies will be more practical, valid, and reliable with

younger learners.  

This study focused on the effect of direct, coded, and uncoded corrective

feedback modes on learners’ grammatical and lexical writing accuracy. Further

researches can investigate the influence of other forms of written corrective

feedback modes such as different modes of direct and indirect corrective

feedback on other error categories or specified error categories (such as

morphological or phonological or syntactic errors). Furthermore, this study

took written corrective feedback modes as independent variables under

investigation; other studies can consider oral or aural corrective feedback

modes on learners’ speaking and reading skills.  

In most of the related studies (Fowler, 2008; Stapleton, 2005; Ware &

Warschauear, (2005); Xiao & Lucking, 2008) in which electronic corrective

feedback and online writing have been used as an instrument, most of the

researchers have concentrated on ESL learners and writing accuracy as a whole

package. Further studies can investigate providing different modes of written

corrective feedback through the internet especially on Iranian learners’ writing

accuracy.  

As a final word, Ferris (1999) emphasizes that “as teachers, we can only

hope that we will continue to find answers and discover ways to respond more

thoughtfully and effectively to our student writers’ needs” (p. 10).  
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Apart from the above suggestions, the following questions can be taken

as the starting point for further studies:

1. How should teachers be prepared to respond accurately to their

learners’ errors? What kind of training and practice do they

need?

2. How should learners react to the written corrective feedback

they receive?

3. Which corrective feedback mode improves learners’ short-term

writing accuracy?

4. How should the teachers vary their written corrective feedback

modes in order to maximize learners’ benefits in specific

contexts?

5. How are written corrective feedback modes related to different

cognitive styles?
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Appendix A
Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency

Instruction:

This part of the examination contains 100 problems, numbered 1-100. There are 40
grammars, 40 vocabularies, and 20 reading comprehension problems. The examiner will not
explain any test problem. If you don't understand how to do the problems, raise your hand, 
and a proctor will explain the examples to you. 
Do not spend too much time on any one problem. Each problem counts the same. If you do
not know the answer to a problem, you may make a reasonable guess. Each problem had
only one correct answer. Work fast but carefully. You have one hour (60 minutes) to answer
all 100 problems. 
Here are examples of each kind of problem. In each example, the correct answer has been
married with an asterisk (*). For the actual problems, fill in the circle on your answer sheet
that corresponds to your answer choice. Do not write in this test booklet. 

GRAMMAR:  Choose the word or phrase that best completes the conversation. 
What is that thing?
That ______ a spider. 
a. to call
b. for calling
c. be called
*d.       is called

VOCABULARY:  Choose the word or phrase that most appropriately completes the
sentence. 
The first things we study in school are very _____. 
a. sturdy
b. shifty
c. trusty
*d.       elementary

READING: Read the passage, and then answer the questions following it according to the
information given in the passage. 

While I was getting ready to go to town one morning last week, my wife handed me a little
piece of red cloth and asked if I would have time during the day to buy her two yards of
cloth like that.  

The person telling the story is …
a. a married lady. 
b. an unmarried lady. 

a married man. 
d.         an unmarried man. 

Please observe silence. Do not leave before the end of the time period. Please remain in
your seat until the examiner dismisses the group. Remember, you have 60 minutes to
complete all 100 problems.  
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GRAMMAR

1. “Sorry I was late again this morning.”
       “Well, don't let it happen again. I expect you
        ____ on time.”
a.    be  
b.    are
c.   being
d.   to be

8. “Will you write my term paper for me?”
       “No. The only thing I can do is_____ you
  write it.”

a. are
b. being
c. to be
d. help

2. “John’s remark was very strange.”
      “Yes. I was completely____ by what he
        said.”

a. amaze
b. amazing
c. amazingly
d. amazed

9. “Did Bob take the test?”
       “Yes. And_____, he passed it easily.”

a. surprisingly
b. surprised
c. so surprising
d. by surprise

3. “Why is Jane upset?”
       “She’s disappointed because her son's low      
       test scores prevented _____to the university.”

a. him from being admitted
b. him to admit
c. to admit him
d. him from admitting

10. “Why are you calling the weather service?”
       “I want to see how much rain___ in Florida
        this month.”

a. has there been
b. had been there
c. there has been
d. it has been

4. “Do you know where Barb is?”
       “Strange___ sound. She is in Timbuktu.”

a. may it
b. as it may
c. like it may
d. does it

11. “Jack is quite a scholar.”
      “Yes. In addition ____ Latin he also  
       speaks Geek.”

a. to know
b. to knowing
c. knowing
d. knows

5. “I understand you don't like opera.”
       “____ . I go at least once a month.”

a. On the contrast
b. In contrary
c. On the contrary
d. In the contrast

12. “Why is that building closed?”
       “The police are looking for a___ bomb.”

a. timing
b. timer
c. timed
d. time

6. “How did you decide what kind of car to
       Buy?”
      “After ___ all the alternatives, I chose the
       fastest car I could find.”

a. considering from
b. considering
c. I consider
d. Consider

13. “The teacher said the test would be easy.”
       “Despite____, we'd better study hard.”

a. what she said
b. she said it
c. she said
d. that she said
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7. “Who did you invite to dimmer?”
      “No one___ than Frank and his family.”

a. rather
b. except
c. besides       d.     other

14. “There’s a lot of traffic here!”
        “Yes. A lot of people ___ here find it too
          crowded.”

a. Live                                c. living  
b. were living                      d. lived

15. “It’s really cold today!”
       “Yes, I didn’t want to get out of bed,____
       go outside.”

a. even though
b. much less
c. aside from
d. not only          

22. “What did the paper say about the  
         president’s plans for next week?”
        “He ___ to South America then.”

a. will be fly
b. has flown
c. is flown
d. is to fly

16. “Is John a good student?”
      “He is,_____  an excellent student.”

a. in most parts
b. for most parts
c. for the most part
d. in most of the parts

23. “What are they talking about?”
        “They are discussing problems___ the
          budget.”

a. concerning
b. concerning to
c. concerned
d. concerned to

17. “Has Jennifer ever been to Paris?”
      “No, but ____. She’s going next week.”

a. interestedly
b. interested enough
c. interesting enough
d. enough interesting

24. “Do you think John is smart?”
        “He is ____ can be.”

a. more clever as
b. as clever as
c. more clever than
d. so clever he

18. “What math class are you taking next term?”
       “My advisor recommended____ Algebra II.”

a. me to take
b. to take
c. me
d. that I take

25. “Do you like frog’s legs?”
        “_____ them. I don’t really know.”

a. Never trying
b. Not to have tried
c. Never having tried
d. Never had tried

19. “What do you know about your new
       roommate?”
       “Well. She prefers tea_____ coffee.”

a. than
b. to  
c. as
d. instead

26. “Did the painter say when he would finish
         the work?”
         “No. he _____ to tell me.”

a. yet has
b. has yet
c. hasn’t yet
d. yet hasn’t

20. “Was Jack wearing a seat belt?”
         “Yes. He would have ____ without it.”

a. been injured
b. injured                                                   
c. been injure
d. injure

27. “Was the test long?”
        “Yes, John was the only one ____it.”

a. to finish
b. finished
c. could finish
d. has finished
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21. “Are you coming to the party?”
         “I’m not sure. But there’s a good chance
          _____ there.”

a. we are
b. of us
c. of our being
d. we would be

      

28. “Why did Johnny buy that fumy looking
          Shirt?”
     “That’s one of____ that teenagers like this
          year.”

a. style
b. styles
c. the styles
d. the style

29.”Are there any dinosaurs living now?”
        “Oh. No. They have____ for millions of
         years.”

a. been made extinct
b. been extincted
c. extincted
d. been extinct

35. “What point does Ganger make in her
          Book?”
          “She says that snakes are perceived
           ____being evil in some societies.”

a. of
b. by
c. as
d. like

30. “Why didn’t they buy the vase?”
         “It was too expensive ____ it was on sale.”

a. however
b. despite
c. even
d. although

36.”How should we do this?”
        “It should be done ____ we did it  
          yesterday.”

a. the same way as
b. as the same way as
c. as the same way than
d. as the same way

31. “Have you been to Chicago recently?”
        “No. not since ____ here last May.”

a. moving
b. I move
c. I had moved
d. I had been moved

37. “Is your new house large?”
        “Not really, but ___ to this apartment, 
         It seems large.”

a. comparing  
b. in comparing
c. compared
d. by comparing

32. “I couldn’t take the history class I wanted
         wanted last semester.”
          “Why didn’t you talk to your advisor?
           She ____ able to help you get in.”

a. wasn’t  
b. might have been
c. might be
d. couldn’t have been

38. “All these desserts look delicious.”
         “Yes, but___ the pie looks the best.”

a. of them
b. of them all
c. from them
d. from all

33.  “Is this Mary’s original copy of the letter?”
        “No. it’s the ____ one.”

a. rewrote
b. rewritten
c. rewrite
d. rewriting

39. “Is it hard to get around because you don’t
       Have a car?”
      “Not since I got used_____ the bus.”

a. to riding
b. to ride
c. riding
d. ride
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34.  “The reservations weren’t made on time.”
         “Sorry. The computers were down; it____.”

a. couldn’t be helped
b. didn’t help
c. couldn’t help  
d. wasn’t helped

40. “What did John do after he fell?”
         “He kept running ____ his pain.”

a. even though
b. unless
c. however
d. despite

VOCABULARY

41. “Sally said she would paint the house for a  
         _____ fee.”  

a. formulaic
b. miniature
c. superfluous
d. nominal

49.”Those two countries have always ____ the
         location of their shared border.”

a. disputed
b. dissented
c. dissolved
d. declined

42. “No one can visit her because she has a very
        _____ disease.”

a. intoxicating
b. contagious
c. corporal
d. exasperating

50. “He received a silver _____ for winning the
        Contest.”  

a. trophy
b. technique
c. chasm
d. grant

43. “He tried to explain how he felt. But he was
        unable to ____ his true feelings.”

a. articulate
b. evolve
c. inhibit
d. inflict

51. “Inflation has risen in _____ years.”
a. current
b. recent
c. the latest
d. the last

44. “That popular magazine has many ______ .”  
a. denominations
b. prescriptions
c. subscribers
d. spectators

52. “No one knew what to do because his
        Instructions were so ______.”

a. unconscious
b. precarious
c. ambiguous
d. restrictive

45. “John tried to eat a large piece of meat too
        Fast and began to ____ on it.”

a. exploit
b. lash
c. gauge
d. choke

                                          

53. “The noise of the traffic is a real ____ when
         I’m trying to study.”

a. epidemic
b. outburst
c. nuisance
d. fragment

46. “Jane is a very _____ student.”
a. eventual
b. foregoing
c. conscientious
d. admissible

54. “After Eric had run the race. His shirt was
        ______ sweat.”

a. overcome by
b. reinforced with
c. invaded by            d.  saturated with
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47. “Jenny is _____ of the mistakes of others.”
a. tolerant
b. benevolent  
c. cordial
d. cooperative

55. “He took a second job to _____ his
income.”
a. engender
b. augment
c. exploit
d. hasten
    

48. “Frank _______  to travel the world.”
a. conspires
b. inspires
c. asserts
d. aspires

56. “Bill’s teachers ______ him as a
troublemaker.”
a. regard
b. remind
c. conclude
d. measure

57. “Because John didn't take good care of
himself, it was ____ that he would get
sick.”

a. invariable
b. notorious
c. inevitable
d. conclusive

63. “Bill just doesn't fit in here: he's like ____.”

a. a bird in the hand
b. a fish out of water
c. a fly in the ointment
a. d. water on a duck’s back

58. “He said it would never work, that all
our efforts had been _____.”

a. distracted
b. vacant
c. futile
d. convertible

64. “When Helen told me she was mad at her
        boss, I asked her not to do anything ____.”
       a. incidental
       b. distorted
       c. crucial
       d. drastic

59. “Jane was _____ that an unqualified
        person got the job.”
       a. infected
       b. beset
       c. bold
       d. resentful

65. “The old man’s health was improving. 
        But then some ____ developed.”
       a. complications
       b. implications
       c. terminations
       d. conclusions

60. “Don’t use that airline. Its safety
record is______.”
       a. brazen
       b. appalling
       c. terminal
       d. existential

                                    

66. “John couldn’t say a word: he was ____
        by the shocking news.”
       a. jammed
       b. clamped
       c. stunned
       d. clenched

61. “Fred bought his new car on _____ . 
       quickly and without thinking.”

a. impulse
b. expectation
c. prejudice
d. reaction

67. “When we heard the criminal was released
        from prison we felt nothing but _____ .”

a. infection
b. revulsion
c. combustion
d. restriction
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62. “They did not believe the candidate’s
_____.”

a. apertures
b. assertions
c. imperatives
d. resumptions   

68. “They didn’t finish the project in time though
        they had _____ three weeks to it.”

a. accused
b. adhered
c. aggregated
d. allotted

69. “Because so much wheat has been sold to  
       other countries, local supplies are ____ .”

a. expanded
b. depleted
c. apprehended
d. preoccupied

75. “The politician told _____ lie.”
          
         a.  a dense
         b.  a sundry
         c.  and outright
         d.  a snug

70. “Jane wasn’t driving carefully, and had a  
       ____ when she almost crashed into a truck.”

a. last call
b. look out
c. knock out
d. close call

76. “That scale isn’t correct. It needs _____.”
a. cohesion
b. calibration
c. resignation
d. approximation

71. “Scott _____ his success to luck.”
a. attributes
b. contributes
c. concedes
a. d. attests

77. “We hope that increasing the size of the
police force will act as a _____ to crime.”

a. deterrent
b. contraction
c. suspension
d. deficiency

72. “The teacher told Sue her comments were
        interesting but not _____ .”

a. stimulating
b. synthetic
c. relevant
d. peripheral

78. “When he parked his car in our driveway, 
        he _____ our property rights.”  

a. restrained
b. penetrated
c. infringed on
d. invested in

73. “The papers were easy to find because the files
        were _____ organized.”

a. progressively
b. intimately
c. ironically
d. meticulously

79. “The boy didn't fall even though he was
       ____ on the edge of the cliff.”

a. peering  
b. presiding
c. perceived
d. poised

74. “If you pay for the movie, I’ll _____ for  
        dinner.”

a. snap
b. sprout
c. spark
d. spring

80. “From her accent he ____ that she was
        from Canada.”

a. deduced
b. evoked
c. incurred
d. implied
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READING COMPREHENSION

Like all growing plants, the potato is a product of the seamless cooperation of sun, 
soil, temperature and water. However, while potatoes thrive on moisture, so, too, does the
potato's worst affliction, late blight.  After attacking and blackening the leaves, phytophthora
infestans spores move down the stem, eventually reaching and rotting the tubers in the
ground. Even those potatoes harvested and stored may carry the fungus and be wiped out. 

The search for the cause of the blight that ruined the Irish plants in the 1840's and the
Polish plants in 1980 preoccupied researchers for years. M. J. Berkeley, a 19th-century
naturalist, first recognized that the fungus appearing on the potato plants in 1845 in Ireland
and elsewhere was not the result of the blight but the cause. Working in Germany, another
scientist Heinrich Anton de Bary, proved Berkeley's theory by identifying the fungus as an
outgrowth on the host. It took another hundred years. However, before the mystery of the
origin of the fungus was solved, and the pathogen itself was traced to central Mexico. 

Late blight has traditionally been held in check with costly chemical fungicides. 
Unfortunately, for many farmers, the chemicals are too expensive, if a valuable at all. 
Therefore today, identifying or creating blight-resistant potato species is the major goal of
agricultural researchers interested in late blight. 

81. Where does late blight begin?
a.    in the stems of potato plants
b.    on the leaves of potato plants
c.    in potatoes in the ground
d.    in potatoes that are being stored

82. M. J. Berkeley is known for …
a.   discovering the cause of late blight. 
b.   finding a treatment for late blight. 
c.   understanding that the fungus was a result of late blight. 
d.   recognizing that the blight in Ireland was the same as the blight in Germany. 

83. The work of Heinrich Anton de Bary supported the theory that …
a.   blight was a disease caused by potatoes.  
b.   late blight caused a fungus.  
c.   the cause of late blight was a fungus. 
d.   German potato blight and Irish potato blight had different causes. 

84. Where did the fungus come from originally?
a.   Ireland
b.   Poland
c.   Germany
d.   Mexico

85. According to the passage, current research is primarily aimed at …
a.   finding types of potatoes not so affected by late blight. 
b.   developing more effective chemical fungicides to fight late blight. 
c.   developing less expensive chemical fungicides to fight late blight.  
d.   discovering the cause of phytophthora infestans. 

A little more than a hundred years ago, a number of European scholars began to
record stories being told in peasant cottages and compile them into the first great collections
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of European folk tales. Written evidence exists to prove that the folk tales they recorded
existed long before then. Though. Collections of sermons from the 12th to the 15th century
show that medieval preachers knew of some of the same stories as those recorded by the
19th century folklorists. 

The collections of folk tales made in the late 19th and early 20th centuries provide a
rare opportunity to make contact with the illiterate masses who have disappeared into the
past without leaving a trace. To reject folk tales as historical evidence because they cannot
be dated and situated with precision like other historical documents is to turn one's back on
one of the few points of entry into the previous centuries. But to attempt to penetrate that
world is to face a daunting set of obstacles. The greatest of which is the impossibility of
listening in on the story tellers. No matter how accurate they may be. The versions of the
tales recorded in writing cannot convey the effects that the storytellers must have used to
bring the stories to life: the dramatic pauses. The sly glances. The use of gestures to set
scenes, and the use of sounds to punctuate actions. All of those devices shaped the meaning
of the tales, and all of them elude the historian. He cannot be sure that the limp and lifeless
text he holds between the covers of a book provides an accurate account of the performance
that took place in earlier times.  

86. The author believes that written versions of folk tales …
a.   changed dramatically from the 19th to the 20th century. 
b.   are valid historical documents. 
c.   show how illiterate the masses were before the 19th century. 
d.   should be rejected as historical evidence.  

87. What problem of folk tale collections does the author discuss?
a.   There is no way to tell which version of a story is the original version. 
b.   They contain historical inaccuracies. 
c.   They are used as historical evidence. 
d.   They don’t preserve the original performance style of the storytellers.  
  
88. The author’s main purpose in this passage is to …
a.   criticize historians who use folk tales as historical documents.  
b.   argue that folk tales are authentic historical documents. 
c. convince readers that modern versions of folk tales are probably not the same as the     
     originals.  
d.   explain why historians must study the illiterate masses of the past. 

89. According to the passage. Peasant folklore was recorded by …
a.   19th century folklorists. 
b.   19th century preachers.  
c.   historians in the 12th to 15th centuries. 
d.   19th century peasants. 

90. The author talks about “limp and lifeless” texts because …
a.   the original texts have been damaged. 
b.   the texts do not reveal how the storytellers presented their folk tales. 
c.   some of the texts are no longer relevant to historians. 
d.   the texts provide and accurate account of life in earlier times.  

Bioacoustics is a field that cacophony of sound emanating from the animal kingdom. 
Using the equipment adapted from the sound recording industry and the military. 
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bioacousticians are learning how creatures use sound in mating , socializing, and staking out
territories. The work of Eugene Morton of the National Zoological Park exemplifies the
interests of scientists in this field. He has shown that most animals warn others away with a
harsh. Low-pitched growl. The reason seems to be that deep. Low-frequency sound suggests
bigness, in the same way a bass drum sounds mightier than a snare drum. Conversely, he has
found that animals use high-pitched sounds to show amiability or submissiveness. A pocket
mouse. For example, signals appeasement with a whining squeal. A rhinoceros rumbles
when hostile. But whistles when feeling friendly.  

Morton and other scientists owe such findings to the sonograph, the device that
helped launch bioacoustics in the 1950’s Developed for use in creating human voiceprints
and submarine identification. The sonograph converts sound waves in the atmosphere into
electrical signals. The signals drive a stylus. Which makes a two-dimensional "picture" of
sound on paper. Using the sonograph, Morton has found that although a bird's warning chirp
and a dog's growl sound dissimilar, pictures of their sounds are much alike. Both reveal a
low overall frequency and broad bandwidth; the sonogram looks like a thick, black bar. At
the opposite end of the sound spectrum is the thin-lined sonogram representing an animal's
friendly call, a high tone that makes the producer seem smaller and unthreatening. Using
sonograms and sophisticated computers. Bioacousticians are scrutinizing everything from
cricket chirps to lion roars to learn more about why an animal makes particular sounds in
particular situations.  

91. What is the importance of the sonograph in biacoustice?
a.    It creates human voiceprints. 
b.    It sends electrical signals.  
c.    It helps scientists compare animal sounds.  
d.    It allows the identication of submarines. 

92.  The original purpose of sonographs was to …
a.   identify submarines. 

b.   compare the sounds of birds and dogs. 
c.    warn threatening animals away. 
d.    learn more about how animals use sound.  

93.  What does a sonograph do?
a.   It decreases the frequency of sounds. 
b.   It makes sounds louder so scientists can study them.  
c.   It creates sounds like animals make. 
d.   It makes a visual record of sounds. 

94.  According to the passage. What does research show about large animals?
a.   They may make high pitched sounds to show they are in danger. 
b.   They may make low pitched sounds to show they feel friendly.  
c.   They may make high pitched sounds to show they feel friendly.  
d.   They may have difficulty making high-pitched sounds.  

95.  The research mentioned in the passage suggests that low-pitched sounds made by an
animal …
a.   may mean the animal feels relaxed.  
b.   indicate the animal is bigger than a bird.  
c.   do not appear on a sonogram. 
d.   may mean the animal is giving a warning.  
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Printers use the term broadside to refer to a large piece of paper printed on one side. 
In military language, it means an attack with all one's forces. Dudley Randall invoked both
these senses of the word when he established the Broadside press in 1965. Randall was a
librarian and poet in Detroit when he began the press with his personal savings as a way to
copyright the words to his ballad about a 163 racial incident in which whites killed three
Black children. The poem was printed ad a broadside.  

"By creating the Broadside press, the most successful poetry institution in the
history of African American literature. Randall created something that had previously not
existed in the United States-an organization that would publish the works of Black poets, 
“explains professor Melba Boyd, a poet and former press editor. Historically, work by Black
poets had been criticized for emphasizing political issues and not using the traditional poetic
forms of the white literary establishment. Thus, Black poets had found it difficult to get
published.  

Boyd is producing a film documentary that will present Randall's biography as well
as his poetry. Randall served as general editor of the press from 1965 to 1977. In the mid-
seventies. Sky-rocketing printing costs and the closing of many small bookstores to whom
he had extended credit left the press in financial straits. Randall then sold the press and
slumped into a depression. But in the 1980's. He revived community support for the press
through the Broadside Poets Theater. Boyd hopes her documentary on Randall will
introduce more people to African American literature.  

96. According to the passage, the Broadside press is most famous as a publisher of …
a.   criticism of traditional white poetry.  
b.   biographies of famous African American poets. 
c.   poetry written by African Americans. 
d.   African American documentaries. 

97. Who paid the costs to start the press?
a.    An organization of black writers
b.    Dudley Randall
c.    Professor Boyd
d.    Many small bookstores

98. according to Professor Boyd. What significant change occurred because of the Broadside
Press?
a.   black poets returned to traditional poetic forms. 
b.   Historical works about African Americans began to appear in print.  
c.   The Black literary establishment began to emphasize political issues. 
d.   It became easier for Black poets to get their work in print.  

99. What happened to the Broadside Press in the 1980’s?
a.   It was renamed the Broadside Poets theater.  
b.   It moved into a different community.  
c.   It regained popular support. 
d.   It helped support small bookstores during a depression. 

100. What did the Broadside Poets Theater do?
a.   helped get support for the Broadside Press
b.   led Randall into a personal depression  
c.   led the Broadside  Press into financial difficulties
d.   supported many bookstores in the community
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Appendix B
Preference Questionnaire

Student’s questionnaire

Dear students we would like to know your views about how your writing in English
should be corrected in your classroom. Please answer the questions honestly and
rest assured all information you provide here will be treated in the strictest
confidence. Thank you so much for your valuable time. 

1. Which one of the following ways of correction do you like most?
a. Correction
b. Underline and describe
c. Describe
d. Underline

2. Which one of the following ways do you like best?
a. My teacher makes a list of common errors of all students and puts them on the

board each session to be discussed by the class. 
b.     My teacher puts each individual student’s error on the board to be discussed    
        by the class. 

      c.     My teacher makes a list of common errors of all students and gives it to each   
             student to comment on. 
      d.     My teacher corrects each students paper and gives it back to that student for  
              revision. 

3. Which way helped you most to progress in grammatical writing accuracy?
a.     Correction
b.     Underline and describe

      c.      Describe
      d.     Underline

4.   Which way helped you most to progress in lexical writing accuracy?
a.     Correction
b.     Underline and describe

      c.      Describe
      d.     Underline
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Appendix C
Corrective Feedback Codes

Codes for the coded corrective feedback group:

Here is a basic list of commonly used symbols, and codes for the coded written

feedback group:                                                                                                                

@: Start a new paragraph with indentation

Cap.: Error in capitalization

P.: Error in punctuation

V.: Error in verb form and tense

     : Change the word order

Vocab.: Wrong choice of word (remind for remember)

Form: wrong word form (efficient for efficiency)

       : Missing letter or word

Gr.: Grammar error (He have gone)

SB: Problem with sentence boundary: fragment or run-on sentence (“Because                                   

it was raining.”  

SS: Error in sentence structure (“He wants that I go.”)                                                                        
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Appendix D
Additional tables and graphs

Tables

Table C.1 Homogeneous subsets on learners’ grammatical writing accuracy   
Modes N Subset for alpha = 0.05

1 2 3
Control group 79 79.4557   
Coded group 39 81.2308 81.2308
Uncoded group 16  84.2500 84.2500
Direct group 30   85.4333
Sig.  .693 .243 .885

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

Table C.2 Homogeneous subsets on learners’ lexical writing accuracy

Modes N Subset for alpha = 0.05
1 2

Control group 79 81.7468
Coded group 39  88.4615
Direct group 30  91.7000
Uncoded group 16  91.9375
Sig.  1.000 .097
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
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Graphs

Graph C.1 Simple Bar of MTELP before homogenization process
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Graph C.2 Histogram of the MTELP before homogenization process

Graph C.3 Simple Scatterplot graph of the MTELP scores
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Appendix E
In-class writing post test

I. Choose one of the following topics and then make your outline, then write a five

or four paragraph essay. 

a. Compare and contrast “Traveling alone” with “traveling with a companion”. 

b. Compare and contrast “Knowledge gained from experience” with

“knowledge gained from books”. 

c. Compare and contrast “Living in a house” with “living in an apartment”. 

d. Compare and contrast “New generation” with “old generation”. 

e. Compare and contrast “E-books” with “paper books”. 

II. Select two of the topics given below and write two types of paragraphs each in

ten lines. 

a. Describe an effective leader. 

b. Write a memorable experience; frightening, amusing or exciting. 

c. Think of a person who has a job that you are interested in, perhaps electrical

engineering, nursing or teaching. 

d. An important custom or ritual in which you have actively taken part. 

e. An important site in your country. 

III. Develop one of the topics below into a unified paragraph in which you use

“comparison/contrast” development to support the main idea. Your

paragraph should include a minimum of 120 words. 

a. Differentiate between two of your favorite hotels.  

b. Compare/contrast two of your teachers. 

IV. Write a paragraph of cause and effect about climate change. 
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Appendix F
Samples of learners’ writings

I. Direct written corrective feedback

II. Coded written corrective feedback

III. Uncoded written corrective feedback
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