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Abstract

The purpose of this dissertation is to identify the most effective form of written corrective
feedback (CF) for Japanese learners of English according to their English proficiency levels. In order
to accomplish the purpose, the relative effectiveness of written CF was examined under some
circumstances; the effectiveness of written CF on improvement in text revisions and the writing of
new texts, on improvement in different types of tasks, and on development both of explicit and
implicit knowledge (Studies 1 — 4). Besides, this dissertation examined learners’ attitudes toward
written CF, which are considered to influence the effect of written CF, in order to consider the
relationship between the effectiveness of written CF and learners’ affective states to written CF (Study
5).

The main findings showed that for higher proficiency learners, any type of written CF had a
positive effect on L2 development. However, no predominance of any type of written CF was found.
Study 1 investigated the relative effectiveness between direct written CF and metalinguistic written
CF on text revisions and on new pieces of writing through three provisions of written CF, and found
that written CF positively influenced the text revisions, but no clear difference was found between
direct written CF and metalinguistic written CF, and that the effect of written CF on new pieces of
writing was not clear. Study 2, which examined the relative effectiveness between focused direct
written CF, unfocused direct written CF, and focused metalinguistic written CF, proved that no forms
of written CF had any difference on improvement in accuracy examined in three different tests. Study
2 focused on the same grammatical category as Study 1, the conditionals. This is true for the results
of Study 4, which examined the relative effectiveness of indirect, direct, and metalinguistic written
CF in the long term, treating different grammatical category, present and past perfect tense forms.
From these findings, it is possible to say that written CF is actually helpful for higher proficiency
leaners in L2 development, however it is unclear as to what the most effective written CF is in this
proficiency group.

On the other hand, for lower proficiency learners, metalinguistic written CF, which gives

learners metalinguistic information about forms and rules, can be most effective in L2 development.

Vil



Study 1 illustrated that metalinguistic written CF had gradual positive effects on the text revisions
and contributed to an increase in accuracy in the writing of new texts, while direct written CF led to
improvement in accuracy only in the immediate posttest. In Study 2, focused metalinguistic written
CF proved to have a long-lasting effect in two of the three types of tests. However, the predominance
of metalinguistic written CF over the other types of written CF was not observed, which indicates
that the effectiveness of written CF is influenced by the types of tests. In Study 4, which focused on
the present and past perfect tenses, metalinguistic written CF was more effective than direct written
CF only in the immediate posttest. In Study 1, metalinguistic written CF gradually improved accuracy
in the text revisions and also improved it in the writing of new text accordingly. Thus, it became
obvious that a single provision of metalinguistic written CF would be insufficient for certain
grammatical categories.

Study 3 investigated the comparative effects of two types of written CF, direct and
metalinguistic written CF strategies, on development in explicit and implicit knowledge of English
present perfect tense. The findings showed that written CF had no effect on development in implicit
knowledge. They also showed that for higher proficiency learners only metalinguistic written CF had
immediate and long-lasting effects, while for lower proficiency learners, both metalinguistic written
CF and direct written CF had immediate effects, but only the effects of metalinguistic written CF
were long-lasting. These findings verified the validity of the information processing model claiming
that the effects of written CF are displayed only in development in explicit knowledge.

The difference in appropriate written CF according to the proficiency level can arise from the
relationship between the type of written CF and the quantity of existing explicit knowledge leaners
have in long-term memory, which has a great influence on the quality of errors. Higher proficiency
learners already have a significant amount of explicit knowledge, and their errors are usually caused
by a lack of some small part of the knowledge or by processing failures. Irrespective of which written
CF they are given, they are able to self-correct. What is needed for them is simply the information
that signifies the presence of errors, which any kind of written CF tells. On the other hand, lower
proficiency learners are lacking of explicit knowledge of targeted grammatical categories, and their

errors are mostly caused by a lack of it. When they receive input-providing written CF, direct CF,
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which provides accurate linguistic forms, they are likely to renew the information about forms and
rules stored in long-term memory. It is difficult for learners to induce a correct rule needed for new
pieces of writing, even if they can self-correct, using accurate forms in text revisions. When they
receive output-prompting written CF, metalinguistic written CF, they are able to reform and retest
hypothesis, using given metalinguistic information, and are more likely to induce correct rules used
in text revisions and necessary in the writing of new texts.

The main pedagogical implications led by these findings are as follows: (i) for higher
proficiency learners, any type of written CF should be provided to mistakes. When errors are present,
they need metalinguistic written CF; (ii) for lower proficiency learners, metalinguistic written CF is

more useful than any other CF and, therefore, should be given as many times as possible.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Feedback, which is given to students’ utterances or written texts, has been considered so far
as an important intervention by teachers both from the theoretical perspective among researchers
and from the pedagogical or practical perspective among classroom teachers. It includes some
varieties: feedback to grammatical errors, feedback to organizational errors or issues, feedback or
comment to the contents of a written text, feedback to oral or written performance, even feedback
to pragmatic errors and so on. Among them the feedback strategies (Ellis, 2017) that indicate to a
learner that his or her output is erroneous in some way, are called corrective feedback (CF). It is
defined as “any teacher behavior following an error that minimally attempts to inform the learner
of'the fact of error” (Chaudron, 1988, p. 150), and has been used as a synonym for negative feedback
or error treatment in second language acquisition research (SLA). CF can be provided both orally
and in a written manner, and in response to a wide range of linguistic errors.

One of the reasons why CF has been theoretically paid much attention to is its role as negative
evidence in second language (L2) acquisition. It has been said that positive evidence, which shows
an acceptable usage, is essential for both first language (L1) and L2 acquisition. However, it is not
clear as to whether negative evidence including CF, which tells incorrectness of an utterance, is also
necessary for language acquisition. Another reason why CF has been an attractive subject in SLA
is the role of CF that leads to learner’s noticing or hypothesis formation and testing, which are
considered to be important for L2 development. Recently, the main research interest has shifted to
examining the relative effectiveness of various CF strategies on L2 development in particular types
of learners and situations.

Practically, CF has been paid much attention to by teachers who are struggling with various
kinds of errors made by their students in their classroom, and trying to clarify whether they should

correct these errors and if so, when and how. Actually, a number of teachers correct errors, using



many kinds of CF strategies every day without the firm conviction that their error corrections surely
benefit learners’ oral or written performance. Therefore, irrespective of whether it is offered orally
or in a written manner, the findings of studies on CF have been valuable and suggestive for both

SLA researchers and classroom teachers.

1.2 Focus on Written CF

CF can be divided into two primary forms: CF that is orally given, and CF that is given in a
written form. In this dissertation, the main focus is placed on ‘written’ CF. Written CF has been a
traditionally popular pedagogical practice, but relatively ignored in terms of its contribution to L2
development. This is because oral communication is more likely to draw on the learner’s implicit,
automatized knowledge, and therefore to be a potentially more reliable indicator of what the learner
has acquired. However, this does not necessarily mean that, in terms of feedback, oral CF is any
more effective than written CF. Written CF would be better able to help learners develop their
explicit, conscious knowledge of the L2, thanks to its explicitness, which promotes ‘noticing’, to
permanence of a text, which reduces the burden of the working memory capacity, and to affective
comfortability, with which ‘hypothesis testing’ is fostered. Learners feel more comfortable
undertaking hypothesis testing in written modality than in more public settings where issues of face
and identity may be more threatened if hypotheses prove to be incorrect (Bitcherner & Storch, 2016).
In addition, explicit knowledge can be converted to implicit knowledge as a result of practice that
is appropriately contextualized according to the skill acquisition theories of Anderson and
Mclaughlin (Anderson, 1993; McLaughlin, 1990).

Empirical studies have shown that providing learners with written CF has a beneficial effect
on their written accuracy (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knock, 2008; Guo, 2015; Sheen, 2007;
Shintani & Ellis, 2013). However, we have to be careful about in what situation the effect emerges.
For example, we have to clarify whether positive effects of written CF are observed on both new
texts of writing and text revisions, on either of them, or on neither of them. We are also not sure as
to whether written CF leads to more or less development in implicit knowledge, or only to

development in explicit knowledge when an increase in written accuracy after providing written CF



is observed. In addition, when analyzing the effects of written CF on L2 development, we must not
forget the fact that individual learners, receivers of CF, differ with each other in their cognitive
abilities and affective attitudes to language learning including the reactions to written CF. These
cognitive and affective factors are considered to have the potential to influence the effectiveness of
written CF.

Practically, teachers are very concerned about the amount of time they spend correcting the
written errors that their students make, and about whether this practice is likely to benefit their
learners’ improvement in their original drafts and L2 development. Of course, teachers use various
oral CF strategies to errors emerging in learners’ utterances during classroom activities. However,
the amount of time and opportunities to offer CF for each learner are limited in oral contexts. It can
be assumed that in the whole-class instruction usually adopted in Japan, where students at any level
of proficiency learn English in one classroom, written CF provided to their written texts would give
individual learners a good opportunity for them to take individually well-tuned instruction. With
these theoretical and practical aspects in mind, not oral CF but written CF is mainly focused in this
dissertation.

Oral CF studies developed complex typologies of feedback strategies, which sometimes
make understanding of CF difficult. Therefore, researchers have settled on the simpler typology that
is based on two key dimensions — whether a strategy is input providing or output prompting, and
whether a strategy is explicit or implicit (Sheen & Ellis, 2011; Lyster, Saito, & Sato, 2013). On the
other hand, written CF studies have developed various taxonomies according to the aim of the
research. For instance, some studies adopted the distinction between direct and indirect written CF
(including metalinguistic written CF), while others adopted the distinction between focused and
unfocused written CF. Oral CF and written CF have been separately studied, and therefore it is
understandable that they have developed different taxonomies so far, even though they have some
common features. Thus, in order to comprehensively understand what CF strategies are, a mixed-
typology that was newly developed for this dissertation is introduced after each traditional typology
of oral CF and written CF is explained individually.

The next chapter begins with an introduction of taxonomies of oral and written CF with
reference to distinguishing features of each CF as well as some common features of CF strategies.

This is followed by a discussion of the potential contribution of oral and written CF to L2



development, using a newly developed cognitive processing model with reference to the
computational framework developed by Gass (1997). The main findings in the previous studies on
the relative effectiveness of CF are previewed, and the problems are pointed out, focusing only on
written CF. After that, the aim of this dissertation is clearly stated, and the chapter closes with an
outline of the structure and focus of the following chapters, briefly introducing five discrete studies

developed to accomplish the above stated purpose.



CHAPTER 2

Literature Review

2.1 Typology of CF

2.1.1 Classification of Oral CF

Early studies on oral CF were descriptive in that they focused on classifying or labelling CF.
Lyster and Ranta (1997) classified oral CF into six categories, depending on their detailed
observations of corrective strategies that teachers actually provided during lessons: (1) recasts, (2)
explicit correction, (3) clarification requests, (4) metalinguistic feedback, (5) elicitation, and (6)

repetition.

(1) Recasts
Recasts refer to the teacher’s reformulation of all or part of a learner’s utterance, minus the

CITOr.

A: Traveling is much harder in those days than we might think.

B: Oh, traveling was much harder in those days.

(2) Explicit correction
Explicit correction is the explicit and clear provision of the correct form indicating what the
learner had said was incorrect. It often includes phrases such as “Oh, you mean,...” and “You should

2

say....

A: Traveling is much harder in those days than we might think.

B: No, you should say “traveling was much harder in those days.”

(3) Clarification requests



Clarification requests indicate learners that their utterance has been misunderstood by the
teacher or that the utterance is ill-formed in some points and that a repetition or a reformulation is

needed. A clarification request includes phrases such as “Pardon me” or “What do you mean by X ?”’

A: T go to the hospital two days ago.
B: Pardon?

(4) Metalinguistic feedback

Metalinguistic feedback refers to comments or questions related to the error in the learner’s
utterance, without explicitly providing the correct form. The comments often entail the indication
that there is an error somewhere. Metalinguistic information provides some grammatical
metalinguistic information. Metalinguistic questions point to the nature of the error but attempt to

elicit the information from the learner.

A: T go to the hospital two days ago.
B: No, it’s past tense.

(5) Elicitation

Elicitation refers to some techniques that teachers depend on to directly elicit the correct form
from the learner. According to Lyster and Ranta (1997), teachers elicit the completion of utterance
by strategically pausing to allow students to ‘fill in the blank’ as it were. Or teachers ask some

questions to elicit correct forms, or occasionally ask them to reformulate their utterance.

A: If it will be fine tomorrow, shall we go out for lunch?

B: Ifit...., if it...

(6) Repetition
Repetition refers to the teacher’s repeated utterance, in isolation, of the learner’s erroneous

utterance with some changes of intonation so as to highlight the error.



A: If it will be fine tomorrow, shall we go out for lunch?

B: IF it WILL be fine TOMORROW?

This classification of oral CF strategies was, in a sense, complex, and therefore the simpler
typology was developed based on two key dimensions - whether a strategy is implicit or explicit
and whether a strategy is input providing or output prompting (Ellis, 2017). CF can be considered
as a kind of input, and is usually classified as reactive (i.e., occurring after an actual error). Then, if
CF can be considered as reactive negative evidence, it can be explicit or implicit (Gass, 1997). Oral
CF is either explicit or implicit. Another way to distinguish one from the other is based on the
provision of an accurate form for each error: input providing (i.e., provides learners with a correct
linguistic form) or output prompting (i.e., pushes the learners to self-correct without a correct
linguistic form). That is, oral input-providing CF, such as explicit corrections, provides learners not
only with information telling that errors were made, but also with information telling correct
linguistic forms for each error, whereas oral output-prompting CF, such as clarification requests,
offers learners merely with information about the presence of an error. Metalinguistic CF strategies
in oral or written contexts provide learners with metalinguistic information about linguistic forms
and rules as well as information about the presence of errors.

These two dimensions of CF are theoretically motivated. If L2 acquisition is seen as input
driven, input-providing CF strategies are to be preferred. However, if actually producing a correct
form is seen as assisting acquisition, then output-prompting CF strategies are preferable. Output-
prompting CF was once called as negotiation of meaning (Lyster, 1998; Mackey, Gass &
McDonough, 2000), but now it is sometimes called as prompts, which “include a variety of signals,
other than alternative reformulations, that push learners to self-repair” (Ranta & Lyster, 2007, p.
152). The choice of implicit or explicit CF strategies depends on the importance of conscious
noticing of the correction. Implicit CF caters to implicit acquisition, whereas explicit CF is more
likely to lead to conscious noticing and explicit learning. In Lyster and Ranta’s taxonomy, recasts
and explicit correction are considered to be input-providing CF, but recasts are more implicit and
explicit correction is less implicit (more explicit). On the other hand, clarification requests,
metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and repetition are regarded to be output-prompting CF, and

among them, clarification requests and repetitions are more implicit than metalinguistic feedback



and elicitation. It should be noted that explicit and implicit strategies are not two discrete

components. Rather, they lie in a single continuous component.

2.1.2 Classification of Written CF

Since the 1990s, studies on written CF have been conducted, following the flourishing studies
on oral CF. Written CF is different from feedback on writing in that the latter includes any comment
on the contents, and it is given such a definition that ““a written response to a linguistic error that has
been made in the writing of a text by an L2 learner” (Bitchener & Storch, 2016, p. 1).

Written CF is generally ‘explicit’ in the sense that its corrective force is overt to a learner
mainly due to permanence of a text where there are, for example, some underlines or acceptable
forms next to errors. Thus, written CF strategies are often divided into two types on the basis of the
provision of information about a correct linguistic form for each error, in addition to information
about the presence of an error: direct written CF and indirect written CF. Direct written CF is an
input-providing strategy that directly offers an accurate linguistic form near an error on a handout.
On the other hand, indirect written CF is an output-prompting strategy that only indicates the
presence of an error without any accurate linguistic form, and encourages learners to self-correct by
means of, for instance, highlighting errors by underlining them or leaving the total number of errors
on a handout (Bitchener & Storch, 2016).

In addition to these two types of written CF, there have been recent studies into metalinguistic
written CF. It is defined as “‘that which provides that learner with an explanation of what has caused
the error (and often this is in the form of grammar rules) and examples of correct usage. This is
usually done by giving each error a number and at the bottom of the page of text or at the end of the
full text providing the metalinguistic explanation and example(s) beside the relevant number
assigned to the error category in the learner’s text” (p. 17). Metalinguistic written CF strategies
consist of metalinguistic information about grammatical rules and sometimes linguistic forms that
are used to explain the rules as well as information telling the presence of errors. However, they do
not provide a correct linguistic form itself for each error. Linguistic forms in metalinguistic written
CF appeared in an example or explanatory sentence are used by learners to better understand the

relevant grammatical rules.



2.1.3 A Mixed-Taxonomy of Oral and Written CF

With regard to the classification for both oral and written CF, the way in which CF is offered
is sometimes used to characterize it as well as the properties of CF, such as the explicitness or the
presence of a correct form for each error. That is, written CF can be also classified, following these
dimensions: focused or unfocused, immediate or delayed, and single-provision or multi-provisions.

The question of how many linguistic categories CF should focus on at one time has attracted
pedagogical interest among teachers. Focused written CF is given to errors on some specific
linguistic categories. Feedback on only one targeted category of error is called ‘highly focused’ CF,
while feedback on a limited number of targeted error categories is called ‘less focused’ CF (Ellis,
Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008, p. 356). On the other hand, unfocused CF, or comprehensive
CF, refers to feedback given on a wide range of error categories.

The difference in the timing of giving feedback is also used to distinguish CF strategies.
Immediate CF is feedback provided immediately after the emergence of an error, while delayed CF
is feedback provided after an activity was completed. Written CF is more or less invariably delayed,
as it is provided after learners have completed a piece of writing (Li, Zhu, & Ellis, 2016).

Moreover, based on the frequency of CF treatment, CF can be classified into short-term
treatment or long-term treatment. Short-term treatment of CF refers to a more focused approach
providing learners with CF on a single occasion, even including one-off provision of CF. Long-term
treatment of CF refers to an approach where an opportunity of giving CF is set in multiple occasions

with some intervals of time.

Table 2.1
A Classification of CF

Manner Category Timing Frequeney Explicitness

Tiplicie Explicir
Input
providing

Oral FocusedUnfocused Immediate/DelayedSingleMulti Recasts Explicit correction
Written FocusedUnfocused Delayed SingleMulti - Direct CF

Output

prompting
FocusedUnfocused Immediate/DelayedSingleMulti Clarification Requests, Repetitions  Metalinguistic feedback, Elicitation

Written  FocusedUnfocused  Delayed SingleMulti - Indirect CF, Metalinguistic CF




Therefore, to be exact, each CF can be characterized on the basis of six indexes: (1) manner
(oral or written), (2) explicitness (explicit or implicit), (3) the provision of correct linguistic forms
(input-providing or output-prompting), (4) the number of targeted linguistic categories (focused or
unfocused), (5) the timing of feedback (immediate or delayed), and (6) the frequency of CF

provision (a single provision or multiple provisions) (Table 2.1).

2.2 L2 Development through CF

2.2.1 Defining the Term ‘L2 Development’

It is generally an accepted idea that the goal of L2 development is to acquire communicative
competence. Communicative competence is a term coined by Hymes (1972), and consists of four
components: linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic competence. A language learner
needs to use the language not only correctly (mainly based on linguistic competence), but also
appropriately (based on other three competence). What ‘L2 development’ means should originally
include the balanced development in each of the four competencies. One of the components, the
linguistic component, includes the knowledge of the sounds and their pronunciation (i.e., phonetics),
the rules that govern sound interactions and patterns (i.e., phonology), the formation of words by
means of inflection and derivation (i.e., morphology), the rules that govern the combination of
words and phrases to structure sentences (i.e., syntax), and the way that meaning is conveyed
through language (i.e., semantics). Written CF is typically given to errors in grammar and
vocabulary, so it can be considered to particularly influence development in the ‘linguistic’
competence among four components of communicative competence, which is usually examined by
an increase in accuracy in a written text.

In terms of linguistic knowledge that characterizes the linguistic competency related to
accuracy in language use, two types have been identified: implicit knowledge and explicit
knowledge. Implicit knowledge is the type of knowledge used automatically and with no conscious
attention. Explicit knowledge is, on the other hand, used with a controlled and conscious attention
to target-like accuracy. Taken together, in this dissertation, L2 development refers to development

in linguistic knowledge measured on the basis of an increase in written accuracy that is led by the
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acquisition of both explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge or of either of them.

The construct of L2 development is sometimes used interchangeably with L2 learning and
L2 acquisition. L2 learning and L2 development are most often used interchangeably to refer to the
process or processes of learning from the learner’s perspective, even though the term L2
development is, arguably, more about specific stages in the learning process. L2 acquisition can be
understood in terms of the acquired end-product with which learners can use the target language
automatically and without conscious attention. In this dissertation, the term L2 development is used
because it would be a more precise term that includes reference to any or all of the stages in L2
development, from the initial CF input stage to the implicit, automatized output stage.

Here, the key question is whether or not CF triggers development in linguistic competence,
and if CF actually triggers, whether or not the development in linguistic competence is caused by

development in both of two types of knowledge, or in either of them.

2.2.2 Information Processing for L2 Development through CF

In framing the discussion of the information processing in a single CF episode, the
computational framework for a model of second language acquisition developed by Gass (1997) is
mainly drawn upon because “the model ... constitutes the fullest and clearest statement of the roles
played by input and interaction in L2 acquisition currently available” (Ellis, 2008, p. 268). The
model progresses according to five main stages in the cognitive processing of input to output: (1)
apperceived input (apperception), (2) comprehended input (comprehension), (3) intake, (4)
integration and (5) output.

At the first stage, apperception, the learner needs to apperceive or notice the gap in his or her
L2 knowledge. For this to occur, the learner needs to consciously attend to the input that has been
provided. As Schmidt (1990, 1994, 2001) explains, there are three levels of attention: (1) alertness,
which explains the learner’s motivation and readiness to learn, (2) orientation, which refers to the
learner’s attention to linguistic forms or accuracy, not only to meanings, and (3) detection, which
refers to the cognitive registration of input being present for the processing of information.

The second stage of the framework, comprehension, explains the importance for input to be
comprehended before it can become intake (Stage 3). As widely known, comprehended input is not

the same as comprehensible input (Long, 1981, 1996). Comprehended input explains whether or

11



not the learner has actually comprehended the input.

The third stage, intake, requires the learner to match the input with each existing knowledge.
The matching processing contains different levels of analysis in the working memory capacity
comparing between the learner’s existing knowledge in the long-term memory, and the input that
has been received. During the process of comparison, the learner makes hypotheses about what is
acceptable and what is not acceptable in the L2.

As each hypothesis is tested by means of a modification to the learner’s original output, any
one of four outcomes is possible in the process of the fourth stage, integration. First, the learner’s
existing L2 hypothesis, drawn from knowledge stored in long-term memory, will be either
confirmed or rejected. Second, the learner’s current hypothesis will be strengthened through a
confirmation of the accuracy of a new use of the linguistic item. The third possible outcome is
storage. The information in this input is not immediately incorporated into the learner’s L2
knowledge but is stored until the learner has received more evidence later. The fourth possible
outcome is one in which the hypothesis may exit from the processing system because the learner
realizes it is incorrect. Before output, learners have acquired some implicit and explicit knowledge
in long-term memory, which are either correct or incorrect, and wait for being used in
comprehension and production.

The last stage is output, which is the overt manifestation of whether or not the learner has
begun the process of developing linguistic competence. According to Gass (1997), output may
provide learners with four important functions for language learning: “testing hypotheses about the
structures and meanings of the target language; receiving crucial feedback for the verification of
these hypotheses; developing automaticity in interlanguage production; and forcing a shift from
meaning-based processing of the second language to a syntactic mode” (pp.139-140). Considering
the contribution of CF strategies, which are classified as ‘reactive’ negative evidence, to L2
development, this stage output can actually be a starting point. In Japan, grammatical rules would
be explicitly taught during a lesson, focusing on one single grammatical category at one time.
Through the instruction, where they experience the stages from input to integration, learners would
store some degree of information about the target language in long-term memory, and acquire some
degree of explicit and implicit knowledge.

If the output does reveal an accurate use of the L2, the learning process goes into the
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consolidation phase where learners can develop automatic processing through output. If the output
leads to CF from the interlocutor then, learners can attend to CF and notice the presence of errors in
their output and mismatch or gap between their production and given correct forms. As a result, this
noticing-the-gap leads to reassessment, including hypothesis reformation and retesting, which may
be on the spot reassessment in the case of oral production, or longer-term complex thinking in the
case of written production. The latter can be also accomplished by gathering additional information
from a variety of sources. Written CF is usually a delayed strategy, while oral CF is immediate, and
therefore learners can search for the information required for reassessment not only in CF but also
in, for instance, a grammar book or dictionary after receiving CF. That is, learners are able to have
many kinds of information resources for reassessment if they want. In the process of reassessment,
in other words, the process of hypothesis reformation and retesting, learners can depend on three
kinds of information resources at hand according to CF they receive: the CF-driven information
about an accurate form for each error, the CF-driven metalinguistic information about forms and
rules, and the existing information in their long-term memory. Renewed information and hypothesis,
which result from the reassessment, also differs according to the type of CF, and stays in long-term
memory waiting for a chance to be produced, or a chance to be reassessed again. If CF pushes
learners to produce the renewed information, they get four benefits for language learning again. In
addition, output gives a chance to notice the hole, which would result in a search for help to the
interlocutor or grammar books, for instance.

To sum up, considering this cognitive model of L2 development, when learners produce
something in an oral or a written mode, they obtain an opportunity to receive CF, which may lead
them to notice the gap between existing linguistic knowledge in their long-term memory and the
information that has been received through CF. Noticing, then, leads to immediate or delayed
reassessment of hypothesis (hypothesis reformation and retesting), which leads to storage of
renewed knowledge. When it is produced orally or in a written manner, learners have the benefits
of testing hypotheses, receiving feedback, developing automatized production (of course, this needs
a significant amount of practice), forcing a shift of meaning-based to form-based processing, and
noticing the hole, all of which are considered to be important for L2 development.

Through the stages in the information processing framework, it seems that learners can obtain

more explicit knowledge than implicit knowledge by means of written CF. Therefore, we can
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assume that it is difficult for written CF to directly contribute to development in implicit knowledge.
In order to explain the possibility of conversion from explicit knowledge into implicit knowledge,
the interaction theorists argue that explicit knowledge can be converted to implicit knowledge if
certain conditions are satisfied. According to Dekeyser (1998), who supports the strong interface
position, explicit knowledge can be converted into implicit only through practice in actual
communication. Practice is seen as an important term in this context. Traditionally, practice has been
viewed as an activity that involves the process of repeatedly and deliberately attempting to produce
a specific feature of the target language, but, according to Dekeyser, it is more important to focus
on behavior rather than structure. Therefore, mechanical practicing of a linguistic feature in
decontextualized activities (e.g., mechanical drills) is seen as unlikely to affect the learner’s long-
term memory and to lead to a change of behavior (i.e., from controlled processing to automatic
processing). On the other hand, the weak interface position (N. Ellis, 2005), while also stating that
explicit knowledge can be converted to implicit knowledge, explains explicit knowledge of
developmental feature would only be expected to be converted if the learner was at the
developmental stage required for performing them without conscious attention. Irrespective of
whether the interface position is strong or weak, in order to acquire implicit knowledge, further
practice of retrieving the stored knowledge and of accurately using forms or structures in
contextualized situations are at least required. In other words, explicit knowledge stored in the
integration stage, could become implicit only by pulling it out many times through a significant

amount of practice after approval for accurate use in the stage, output.

2.2.3 A Mechanism of L2 Development through CF

In order to understand the influence of CF on L2 development, focusing on the information
CF provides is useful. Both oral and written CF are divided into three types according to the
information CF provides when their contribution to L2 development is considered. Input-providing
strategies (Type 1) include input-providing CF providing an accurate linguistic form for each error,
such as recasts and explicit correction included in oral CF strategies, and direct written CF. Output-
prompting strategies with no additional information (Type 2) contain output-prompting CF
providing no additional information except for the information telling the presence of some errors,

such as clarification request, repetition and elicitation in oral CF strategies, and indirect written CF.

14



Table 2.2
Summary of Information Given by CF and Information Potentially Stored in Long-Term Memory

after Reassessment
Information given Information potentially stored
Type 1: Input-providing
Oral (REC, ExC) Accurate linguistic form Accurate linguistic form
Written (Direct CF) +

Reformed information about

form and rule

Type 2: Output-prompting
Oral (CIR, REP, ELI) (no information) Reformed information about
Written (Indirect CF) form and rule

Type 3: Output-prompting
Oral (MF) Metalinguistic information Metalinguistic information
Written (Metalinguistic CF) +
Reformed information about

form and rule

Note. REC = Recasts, ExC = Explicit Correction, CIR = Clarification Request, REP =
Repetitions, ELI = Elicitation, MF = Metalinguistic Feedback

Output-prompting strategies with metalinguistic information (Type 3) include output-prompting CF
providing metalinguistic information related to errors, such as oral metalinguistic feedback and
metalinguistic written CF (Table 2.2). It is, of course, uncertain whether learners can actually renew
and store linguistic forms from the grammatical rule or the grammatical rule from linguistic forms,
or whether the renewed information about the linguistic forms or the grammatical rules are really

accurate.
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2.2.3.1 Type 1: Input-Providing CF Strategies

Noticing the ‘gap’ is fostered when input-providing strategies, such as recasts and explicit
correction, which offer information about correct forms as well as information about the presence
of errors, are provided. According to Long’s updated Interaction Hypothesis (1996) or Schmidt and
Frota’s Noticing Hypothesis (1986), learners can notice the gap or mismatch between correct forms
or structures that oral CF shows and their existing knowledge when they are provided with recasts.
However, recasts, which are classified as ‘implicit’, might be ignored because their corrective forces
are covert. The other oral input-providing strategy, explicit correction, is more likely to be noticed
because its corrective force is clear to learners. There is a danger, however. Explicit correction might
ruin the learner’s motivation, which may prevent him or her from initiating language learning
process. Teachers are sensitive to how their utterances, including oral CF, affect learners’ affective
states, and therefore they are likely to prefer the implicit oral input-providing strategy, recasts, to the
explicit one.

In the case of direct written CF, every strategy is explicit due to its clear corrective force,
permanence of a text, and sufficient time allocated for cognitive processing. Therefore, it can be
more noticeable than oral CF. The fleeting nature of oral CF might give learners less opportunity to
notice. Moreover, thanks to them, less proficient learners, who possess only limited working
memory capacity, can easily notice the gap in a written manner.

By means of attended and noticed input-providing CF, linguistic hypothesis related to the
error is reformed and retested with the related knowledge existing in long-term memory. As a result,
newly given information about the correct form for each error and renewed linguistic information
about forms or rules might be stored in long-term memory in the stage of integration. The renewed
information, of course, stays as hypothesis, and therefore whether it is actually correct or not is
uncertain.

In a written manner, learners are provided with enough time to properly consider and to search
for additional information resources outside CF in the process of reassessment. After the writing
task 1s returned to learners with written CF, they can refer to, for example, a grammar book if they
want. In this sense, written CF has more opportunity to bring accurate renewed information about

forms and rules in long-term memory.
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2.2.3.2 Type 2: Output-Prompting CF Strategies with No Additional Information

Output-prompting CF strategies, such as clarification requests, repetitions, elicitation and
indirect written CF, provide the information about the presence of errors. Because the corrective
force of oral output-prompting CF in this type is usually unclear to learners, there is a high risk that
learners cannot attend to and notice the strategies. Indirect written CF is more overt than oral output-
prompting CF, but less overt than direct written CF or metalinguistic written CF, and therefore there
is also the possibility that learners do not notice it. Even if these strategies are noticed, it would be
so difficult for learners to reform and retest hypothesis, and finally, to store correct, renewed
knowledge because what learners can rely on to reform and retest it is only existing linguistic
knowledge already stored in their long-term memory. The result can be, of course, that they cannot
correctly renew the linguistic forms or rules. Even if they can, learners are not sure whether these
forms or rules are really correct or not.

For this reason, it is possible to say that it is only when their errors are not ‘errors’ but
‘mistakes’ that learners can correct with output-prompting CF in Type 2. According to Corder
(1967), ‘errors’ are made as a result of a lack of explicit knowledge, while ‘mistakes’ reflect
processing failures in performance that arise, for example, as a result of the limitation in the working
memory capacity. In the case of errors, learners cannot reform and retest a new hypothesis only with
information about the presence of errors. They have to ask the interlocutor during conversation or
refer to a grammar book in order to receive more explicit input-providing CF, for example.

The output-prompting strategies in Type 2 would encourage learners to output more strongly
than input-providing CF, which can lead to notice the ‘hole’ (learners want to say something, but
they don’t know how to say in the target language). Swain (1985) proposed the Output Hypothesis,
arguing that not only comprehensible input but also comprehensible output is also important for
language acquisition during interactional negotiation. When learners are required to produce
‘pushed output’ and make output comprehensible, they usually engage in semantic and syntactic
processing. Nobuyoshi and Ellis (1993) reported that when learners made errors and received CF
in the form of output-prompting CF such as clarification requests, they tried to modify their output
by self-correcting their errors and, subsequently, showed improved accuracy in later tasks. Uptake
is optional output and defined as “a student’s utterance that immediately follows the teacher’s

feedback and that constitutes a reaction in some way to the teacher’s intention to draw attention to
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some aspect of the student’s initial utterance” (Lyster & Ranta, 1997, p. 49). This uptake, or pushed
output by oral CF, can be thought of as equivalent to the revision of the learner’s initial piece of
writing or to a new piece of writing by written CF. Immediate hypothesis-testing in uptake by oral
output-prompting CF or delayed hypothesis testing in revisions or new pieces of writing by written
output-prompting CF optimizes the learning potential in that learners can access to not only meaning,
but also syntactic processing, obtain a chance to receive another new CF while interacting with the
interlocutor or the teacher to reform hypothesis, or by referring to other information resources,

develop automatic processing, and notice the hole.

2.2.3.3 Type 3: Output-Prompting CF Strategies with Metalinguistic Information

The other output-prompting CF strategies include metalinguistic oral and written CF, both of
which provide metalinguistic information about forms and rules. Learners cannot directly obtain
information about a correct form for each error (that’s why this strategy is not called ‘input-
providing’) from these strategies, but instead, can obtain metalinguistic information such as “you
should use the past tense.” When receiving this type of CF, learners can reform and retest hypothesis,
using newly given metalinguistic information in CF and existing explicit knowledge. Stored
knowledge in long-term memory after hypothesis reforming and retesting may be metalinguistic
information and renewed linguistic information about forms and rules, which would be tested in the
following opportunities for output. In the case of metalinguistic written CF, learners are able to
depend on outer resources of information for hypothesis reformation and retesting just like other
written CF strategies.

These output-prompting strategies in Type 3 can also lead to output, which provides learners
with four functions: testing hypothesis; receiving crucial feedback for the verification of these
hypotheses; developing automaticity in interlanguage production; and forcing a shift from meaning-
based processing of the second language to a syntactic mode. In addition, they give a chance for
learners to notice the hole.

Theoretically considering the role of CF in L2 development, it turned out that CF probably
contributes to development in explicit knowledge rather than implicit knowledge, and that the

difference in explicitness of CF influences noticeability. Moreover, it is also probable that learners
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Figure 2.1. A model of cognitive processing for L2 development through CF.

can store different kinds of information in their long-term memory, depending on the type of CF

19



(Figure 2.1). Thus, it is important to investigate the effects of CF on L2 development, identifying
what kind of information each CF offers, what kind of information learners can renew, and what
kind of information or knowledge they can store in the end.

In order for explicit knowledge to be converted into implicit knowledge, repeated retrievals
of explicit knowledge from the long-term memory during meaningful practice are needed. Through
them, less controlled processing changes into more rapid, automatised processing. Therefore,
output-prompting CF, specifically oral output-prompting rather than written output-prompting, is
more desirable to elicit numerous opportunities to retrieve explicit knowledge. Uptakes prompted
by oral output-prompting CF are urged immediately after CF because the strategy is provided in the
interaction with an interlocutor, and therefore it is difficult for learners to keep on conversation,
intentionally ignoring it. In contrast, a feeling of pressure or motivation to output or self-correct after
written output-prompting CF would be lower because learners can ignore it, which deprives explicit

knowledge of an opportunity to change into implicit knowledge.

2.3 The Relative Effectiveness of CF

2.3.1 Oral CF

Researchers have investigated the relative effectiveness of oral CF on the basis of comparison
between implicit and explicit feedback, and between input-providing feedback (e.g., recasts) and
output-prompting feedback (e.g., prompts in the form of elicitation, clarification requests, and
repetition) separately.

Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam (2006) studied the relative efficacy of implicit and explicit on
learners’ development in regular past tense by comparing an implicit type of CF, recasts, and an
explicit type of CF, metalinguistic feedback. They found no significant effect for both CF types on
the immediate posttests but found that the explicit CF group outperformed both the implicit CF
group and the control group on the delayed posttest. Sheen (2007) also found that whereas explicit
CF (in the form of metalinguistic feedback plus provision of the correct form) resulted in significant
gains in learning in both immediate and delayed posttests, the implicit CF did not. Both of the studies

above used intact intermediate level classes of adult learners, and CF was provided in the context
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of communicative activity. Thus, in a communicative L2 classroom context, explicit CF seems to
be more effective than implicit recasts. However, it should be noted that a number of laboratory-
based studies (e.g., Han, 2002) have shown that recasts can be also effective and facilitate
acquisition.

Lyster (2004) and Ammar and Spada (2006) investigated the relative effectiveness of input-
providing oral CF and output-prompting oral CF. Lyster (2004) compared the effects of recasts (as
an input-providing CF) and a mixture of output-prompting CF strategies on the acquisition of gender
marking on articles and nouns in French. The latter group was the only group to outperform the
control group on every measure. In another study, Ammar and Spada (2006) compared the effects
of recasts and prompts on learning of possessive pronouns. Prompts were especially effective for
learners who had pretest scores below 50 percent, whereas learners with the score above 50 percent
benefited similarly from both recasts and prompts. Taken together, these studies suggest that CF that
prompts learners to self-correct, that is, output-prompting CF, is more effective than CF such as

recasts, at least, for learners who have already begun to acquire the target feature.

2.3.2 Written CF

The comparative studies on the relative effectiveness of written CF have generally illustrated
that direct written CF is more effective than indirect (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012). Bitchener and
Knoch (2010) divided the participants into four groups: a group which receives metacognitive
explanation, a group which receives indirect written CF, a group which receives metalinguistic
explanation and explicit instruction, a group which receives no feedback (a control group), and
compared them. The results showed that three experimental groups outperformed the control group
in the immediate posttest, and in the delayed posttest, two experimental groups outperformed the
experimental group which received indirect written CF and the control group, which showed that
only direct written CF had a long-lasting effect. Van Beuningen, De Jong, and Kuiken (2008, 2012)
also found that even though there were positive short-term effects for both direct and indirect
feedback, direct error correction had a more significant long-term effect than indirect written CF.

The relevant studies have examined the effectiveness of written CF on L2 development on
the basis of the classification of direct written CF and indirect written CF, and therefore have not

fully included metalinguistic written CF. Guo (2015) found that the Chinese EFL learners who
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received more explicit types of written CF (direct error correction; metalinguistic explanation; direct
error correction plus metalinguistic explanation) outperformed those who received the less explicit
types of feedback (underlining and error code) and that there was no difference between the three
most explicit types. Similarly, Shintani and Ellis (2013) found no significant difference between
direct error correction and written metalinguistic explanation in the effectiveness in the use of the
indefinite article (but at the immediate posttest, the metalinguistic explanation group outperformed
the direct error correction group). On the other hand, the study by Shintani, Ellis, and Suzuki (2014)
showed that direct error correction was found to be more effective than metalinguistic explanation.

With these findings in mind, it is acceptable that explicit oral CF is more effective than
implicit one because learners are more likely to notice its corrective force if the strategy is clear.
Whether or not learners can attend to CF is crucial for initiating the cognitive processing for L2
development. However, it is surprising and interesting that output-prompting CF such as prompts is
more effective than input-providing CF such as recasts in oral contexts, while input-providing CF
such as direct written CF is more effective than output-prompting CF such as indirect written CF in
written contexts. This can be explained from the frequency of output that learners produce as self-
correction, which leads to a syntactic processing, as explained above. Thus, in order to examine the
effects of written output-prompting CF, it would be important to make sure that after the provision

of written CF, learners actually self-correct their errors in their revision of the initial piece of writing.

2.4 Problems and Limitations in the Previous Studies on Written CF

In this section, focusing only on written CF treated in this dissertation, problems or limitations
are stated: those related to ‘effectiveness’; those related to CF types for comparison; those related
to individual learner-internal differences. These are followed by an explanation of other problems

related to a research design.
2.4.1 Problem of How ‘Effectiveness’ Is Measured

2.4.1.1 Text Revisions or the Writing of New Texts

When stating the relative effectiveness of three types of written CF, i.e., indirect, direct, and
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metalinguistic written CF strategies, on L2 development, the difference between text revisions and
the writing of new texts appears to hold great importance. In other words, we should distinguish the
effects of written CF on improvement in text revisions, i.e., self-corrected versions of an initial
writing, from the effects on improvement in the writing of new texts. This is mainly because there
is a difference in information that each written CF provides as explained before. The information
that direct written CF offers is about a correct linguistic form for each error, and this becomes helpful
in the case of text revisions because learners can directly use the form, even if they do not understand
the rule when revising their original writing. However, in the case of the writing of new texts, direct
written CF strategies may not be helpful because learners have to understand why and how the form
and structures are used. In the latter case, metalinguistic written CF would be the most effective,
which provides metalinguistic information about forms and rules on which learners can rely in a
new piece of writing. It is for this reason that the relative effectiveness of written CF must be
examined both in text revisions and in new pieces of writing.

Traditionally, the effectiveness of written CF has been hotly debated on the basis of the
difference between text revisions and the writing of new texts, rather than of the difference between
explicit and implicit knowledge. Although most teachers assume, to some extent, that written CF
contributes to the learning process in some way (Ferris, 2003), Truscott’s (1996) call for the
abandonment of the practice, challenging this assumption. He argued that there was no compelling
research evidence of the benefits of written CF for L2 development. He also claimed that that written
CF is effective not in the writing of new text but in the learners’ text revisions, and that written CF
even has harmful effects because learners who are corrected tend to shorten and simplify their
writing so that they avoid making too many errors. More specifically, Truscott advanced three major
arguments against the effects of written CF. First, he contended that there is no empirical evidence
to support the claim that written CF assists L2 learners in improving their accuracy. Second, he
further claimed that written CF cannot contribute to development in L2 competence or influence
the natural order and sequence of second language acquisition. Third, he argued that the provision
of written CF creates many practical problems ranging from the inconsistent way in which feedback
is provided, students’ negative attitudes toward written CF, to anxiety and a lack of motivation that
written CF generates (Truscott, 1996, 1999, 2007). On the other hand, Ferris, who stands in an

affirmative side, maintained that written CF can lead to improvement in learners’ grammatical
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accuracy when written CF is unambiguously and consistently given (Ferris, 1999, 2003). Moreover,
in reaction to Truscott’s claim, a number of studies have been conducted, examining not only the
effects of written CF on text revisions, focusing on the role of written CF as an editing tool, but also
the effects of written CF on the writing of new texts, focusing on the role of written CF as a learning
tool. They have mainly illustrated the beneficial effects of written CF on new writing texts so far
(Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Shintani et al., 2014), however, they are sometimes
criticized for overgeneralizing the effects which proved to be clear only in a limited number of
linguistic categories (Xu, 2009).

Although most preceding studies have treated the effects of written CF on a text revision and
those on a new piece of writing separately, a few studies investigated them in a single study and
tried to reveal whether the improvement in accuracy in text revisions leads to that in the writing of
new texts. Truscott and Hsu (2008) failed to illustrate it, while Van Beuningen, Jong, and Kuiken
(2012) succeeded. Thus, we have been lacking the preceding studies in order to judge whether
written CF has a positive effect not only on text revisions, but on the writing of new texts (Sheen,
2011). In addition, as Bitchener and Storch (2016) cautioned, we should not conclude that the
studies implying that written CF is effective show that learners have reached the level of native-like
competence, that is, fully gained implicit knowledge. A period of consolidation is required for
learners to convert explicit knowledge (demonstrated in immediate posttests and delayed posttests)
to unconsciously retrieved and used implicit knowledge (demonstrated through consistent accuracy
on multiple occasions and in multiple contexts over time). Thus, the hybrid research where the
effectiveness of written CF on a text revision and on a new piece of writing is examined at the same

time in a single study should be conducted (Van Beuningen et al., 2012).

2.4.1.2 A Single New Writing Task or Multiple New Writing Tasks

The effects of written CF on a new piece of writing should be examined, using different types
of writing task. In classroom settings in Japan, learners perform many kinds of writing tasks such
as a Japanese-English translation task and an essay writing task. These tasks must differ in cognitive
load on the working memory capacity, which is one of the main constructs of L2 proficiency. A
writing task such as a translation task would be less cognitively demanding than a task such as an

essay writing task. In addition, from a pedagogical point of view, teachers are more interested in
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whether the learner’s performance in various tasks, which owes to both explicit and implicit
knowledge, improved with written CF, than in which type of knowledge, explicit or implicit, was
actually used. For these reasons, the effectiveness of written CF even in the writing of new texts
cannot be estimated only by a single writing task. However, we are lacking the studies on the
effectiveness of written CF on improvement in different kinds of tasks that are conducted in a single

research.

2.4.1.3 Explicit Knowledge or Implicit Knowledge

When stating the relative effectiveness of CF strategies, we also need to compare the direct
effects of written CF strategies on the acquisition of explicit knowledge, or on that of implicit
knowledge. The main purpose of this separation is to examine whether negative evidence including
CF actually is essential for learners’ L2 acquisition. In this sense, this question is theoretically
motivated.

Polio (2012) suggested that written CF leads to improvement only in the amount of explicit
knowledge and it contributes to development in accuracy, even though the learners depend on both
explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge when writing. Williams (2012) also stated that written
CF affects development in explicit knowledge, not in implicit knowledge. There are no empirical
studies directly tackling this issue in the field of ‘written’ CF studies, but there are some empirical
studies treating the effects of ‘oral’ CF on development in implicit and explicit knowledge. Li et al.
(2016) examined the effects of two types of ‘oral’ CF on development in both types of knowledge
for the English past passive construction. One strategy was corrective recasts (Doughty & Varela,
1998), where erroneous utterances were immediately repeated with the error highlighted through
emphasis to encourage self-correction, followed by recasts that reformulated the wrong utterance
without altering the meaning. The other strategy was delayed feedback, which was provided to
every error one by one after the completion of the task by the teacher, and which encouraged a
learner to self-correct such as “Can you say it correctly?”” When failed to self-correct, the learners
were provided with a corrected linguistic form from the teacher. The results showed that both types
of oral CF only improved the scores of the untimed grammaticality judgment test (untimed GJT),
in other words, explicit knowledge. However, giving recasts led to improvement in accuracy in

relatively free communication where implicit knowledge was demanded. Ellis (2004) explains that
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immediate and delayed judgements in a GJT reflect implicit and explicit knowledge respectively.
According to his detailed explanation, a GJT potentially involves three processing operations:
semantic processing, noticing, and reflecting. In the stage of semantic processing, learners
understand the meaning of a sentence. In the stage of noticing, they search to establish whether
something is formally incorrect in the sentence, and in the last stage, reflecting, they consider what
is incorrect about the sentence and, possibly, why it is incorrect. In a timed GJT, learners are allowed
semantic processing and noticing, while an untimed GJT allows opportunity for all three processing
operations semantic processing, noticing, and reflecting to take place. In addition, Gutierrez (2013)
stated that learners’ responses to grammatical and ungrammatical items load on separate factors,
with the former tapping implicit knowledge and the latter explicit knowledge in addition to the
existence of time pressure. Although a timed GJT should keep the participants on the access only to
semantic processing and noticing, those who can quickly process are considered to further access
to reflecting and to use explicit knowledge to identify what is incorrect and why it is incorrect. For
this reason, only the sentences with no error were focused and the other ungrammatical sentences
were not given attention. On the other hand, there is the possibility of using only implicit knowledge
when learners judge grammatical sentences as grammatical, therefore, only the sentences including
some errors were focused on for examining development in explicit knowledge. In addition, Meta-
analysis of oral CF studies (L1, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010) indicated that some studies claimed that
oral CF brought development in implicit knowledge though the effect size was small.

These findings, however, should be treated with care. Li et al. (2016) introduced a theory in
cognitive psychology regarding delayed CF as stimulus to acquire implicit knowledge in order to
explain the potential for direct contribution of written CF to development in implicit knowledge.
According to reactivation and reconsolidation theory (Nader, 2003), when memories are reactivated
in conditions that make them susceptible to change, their labile state allows for reconsolidation. This
reconsolidation occurs not only in declarative or explicit but also in procedural or implicit memory
knowledge. For example, when the linguistic explicit knowledge of some rules is activated when
recalled, and corrected if the knowledge is inaccurate, accurate knowledge written CF offers is
reconstructed or stored. This reconstruction is said to happen both in declarative or explicit
knowledge and in procedural or implicit knowledge. Thus, this theory implies that procedural or
implicit knowledge is directly acquired through written CF without repeated practice. The theory is
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not established in the field of SLA, and there have not been enough empirical studies to illustrate
that procedural knowledge related to language is really acquired by only reactivation and
reconsolidation without practice related to language.

Moreover, the influence of Transfer-Appropriate Processing (TAP) should be also taken into
consideration. According to Lightbown (2008), TAP theory claims that what we have learned can
be best retrieved when the condition for retrieval matches the condition in learning. That is, there
were more or less possibilities of influence of TAP in the studies mentioned above because the
condition of treatment where recasts were given during communication matched the condition of
tests which investigated the effects of recasts on implicit knowledge.

In short, we are lacking in empirical studies examining the effectiveness of written CF on
development in explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge within a single research design, using

appropriate measuring tools developed for examining two types of knowledge.

2.4.1.4 A Single Provision or Multiple Provisions

Kang and Han (2015) claimed that even a single treatment of written CF is effective for
improving accuracy in the writing of new texts. Most empirical studies have focused on a single
treatment and treated a narrow range of linguistic categories so far, so it is difficult to draw any
conclusion about whether a single-shot written CF truly contributes to L.2 development. In addition,
we do not know much about how learner’s knowledge and performance gradually change as they
are given some opportunities to receive written CF through multiple treatments. In educational
settings, it is natural for language teachers to offer written CF again and again on errors of the same
linguistic categories. Making clear how multi-shot written CF strategies affect learner’s L2

development and how the effectiveness of written CF gradually changes will be helpful for teachers.

2.4.2 Problem of Which Types of Written CF Are Compared

As stated earlier, the comparison of the effects of written CF has been mainly conducted
between direct written CF and indirect written CF, and therefore have not fully included
metalinguistic written CF.

In addition, the relative effectiveness of written CF has been studied on the basis of the

dichotomy: either focused or unfocused. Many studies have targeted only one, two or three error
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categories at one time, and found that focused written CF strategies facilitated accuracy. On the
other hand, very little research has investigated the effectiveness of unfocused written CF, and the
findings are contradictory (Truscott & Hsu, 2008; VanBeuningen et al., 2012). Irrespective of
whether a single-shot focused written CF or a single-shot unfocused written CF is effective in
learner’s improvement in linguistic accuracy, the question of whether one of these approaches is
more effective than the other can be answered only if the two strategies are compared within a single
research.

Ellis et al. (2008) compared the effectiveness of focused and unfocused written CF on
Japanese intermediate EFL learners in a single study. While the focused group received direct
written CF only on the errors in the article, the unfocused group received direct written CF on the
errors not only in the article but in other error categories. Although the researchers concluded that
both types of feedback were equally effective, they acknowledged that they were not able to
sufficiently distinguish one from the other because article errors appeared with high frequency in
both. Sheen, Wright, and Moldawa (2009) investigated the effects of focused and unfocused written
CF on article errors and on a broader range of grammatical structures (articles, copula ‘be,” regular
past tense, irregular past tense, prepositions). They reported that focused written CF on a single
grammatical target (the English article system) alone was more effective than unfocused written CF,
but at the same time, they admitted that the written CF given to the unfocused group was not so
systematic; some of the errors were corrected but others were not.

Because of the limitations in both studies above, it is not possible to draw any conclusion
about the superiority of focused written CF for or L2 development over unfocused written CF.
Theoretically, it may be argued that learners with a more developed knowledge of the forms or
structures may benefit from unfocused written CF, while learners with only partially developed
knowledge may need more focused feedback if cognitive load is considered to be critical for L2

development. Thus, more empirical studies are needed.

2.4.3 Problem of Whether Individual Learner-Internal Factors Are Concerned
According to Sheen (2007), learners can vary enormously with regard to cognitive factors
such as aptitude, intelligence, and proficiency, as well as affective factors such as language anxiety,

motivation, and attitude. It has become clear that the effectiveness of written CF is mediated by such
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individual factors. Therefore, it is important to consider a wide range of factors that might facilitate
or impede the learner’s cognitive processing of input. Factors that may impact upon cognitive
processing include individual learner-internal cognitive factors (e.g., working memory and
processing capacity), individual learner-internal motivational or affective factors (e.g., interest,
attitudes, beliefs) and individual learner-external factors (e.g., pedagogical and instructional factors,
social relationships). In this dissertation, individual learner-internal cognitive and affective factors
are given focus, which are considered to have a strong influence on progress in cognitive processing
for L2 development.

The individual cognitive factor of focus in this dissertation is L2 proficiency. It is the ability
of an individual to speak or comprehend in the target language. It is largely related to the size of the
learner’s long-term memory storage including both explicit and implicit L2 knowledge, and to the
working memory capacity related to language comprehension and production. Working memory is
the site where new input is stored and incorporated with information already stored in long-term
memory, which is said to be important in the processes such as attention, noticing, hypothesizing
and restructuring. Unlike long-term memory, working memory has a limited capacity, and therefore
is constrained by the amount of cognitive load in processing at one time. According to Skehan
(1998), learners with larger working memory capacities are better equipped to attend to and process
input, and prepare for output. In particular, lower proficiency learners may have great difficulty in
attending to more than one aspect of language simultaneously. Because learners with a lower level
of proficiency need to process new information in a more controlled manner, more effort and
attention are needed in their working memory. In all stages of the information processing and
production, it is expected that individual differences in L2 proficiency influence more or less any
process in the stages. For example, the L2 proficiency level may determine if the CF is
comprehended. If the learner has only partially stored information about when and why the
linguistic form or structure in his or her long-term memory, explicit metalinguistic information may
be most helpful to comprehend more clearly and fully. In the process of hypothesis testing, it may
be that the working memory has a less crucial role to play in the processing of written CF where
learners can refer to what they wrote and to what the feedback says many times, and obtain the
greater amount of time for analysis than in that of oral CF where the engagement period is fleeting

(Williams, 2012). One advantage of hypothesis-testing that results from processing ‘written” CF
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may be that learners feel more comfortable doing it than they feel in the settings where issues of
face and identity may be more threatened if hypotheses prove to be incorrect, which would usually
happen in oral communication. There are many factors that can explain why a learner fails to
produce an accurate output on certain occasions. When they produce the target language, they need
to have attentional control over the production of meaning and appropriate form and structure, and
to retrieve the newly integrated knowledge from the long-term memory. This processing in output
requires the working memory capacity, and therefore it is influenced largely by L2 proficiency.

Studies 1 to 4 in this dissertation try to identify the most effective written CF according to the
learner’s language proficiency level, one of the individual learner-internal factors. In Study 5, the
learner’s attitude toward corrective feedback strategies and text revisions is focused on, which is
one of the individual learner-internal affective factors considered to influence their receptivity to
error correction, and thus the effectiveness of the feedback.

Although attitudes to language learning in general, to target language communities, and to
learning of a particular target language have also been identified in the SLA literature as affective
factors, little attention has been given to the way L2 learners respond to written CF and text revisions.
They might affect whether or not learners are ready and willing to attend to accuracy and to written
CF, and engage in cognitive processing activities such as noticing the gap and hypothesis testing.
For example, if they have prior experiences that written CF did not enable learners to accurately
modify linguistic errors, they may decide to ignore written CF. Motivated learning behavior would
seem to be necessary for learners to consolidate their renewed knowledge so that it can be retrieved
automatically from their long-term memory over time.

CF research into learners’ attitudes has been mainly descriptive so far, identifying learners’
perceptions and preferences to certain types of feedback. Leki (1991) studies ESL students’
preferences for error correction and found that they wanted to write errorless English and considered
their teacher as the best source of error correction. Regarding the students’ preferences for the type
of CF, about seventy percent of the students asked for indirect CF which indicates the location of
the error together with metalinguistic clues to help them to correct the error by themselves. Twenty-
five percent of the students considered direct CF providing the corrected error as most desirable.
Lastly, no students approved of indirect CF.

Enginarlar (1993) investigated students’ feelings about the utility and instructional value of
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written CF. He found that most students highly valued the teacher’s CF on their written
compositions, which agrees with Leki’s (1991) finding, while the students did not favor revision
exercises. In addition, Schulz (1996, 2001) reported that ESL students and FL students viewed
grammar instruction and corrective feedback as very important for learning a second or foreign
language. However, it is not clear whether what learners prefer and desire is actually what is best
for language development. Thus, what is needed is empirical studies that examine the relationship
between learners’ attitudes toward error correction and text revisions, and actual language learning

resulting from CF.

2.4.4 Other Problems and Limitations in Research Design
2.4.4 1 Linguistic Category Treated

It is also said that targeted linguistic categories have been very limited and almost all of the
studies have dealt with English article systems. Conditionals (Shintani et al., 2014) and preposition
(Guo, 2015) have been focused, but more research that deals with a wide range of linguistic

categories is asked for, which will provide useful information for language teachers.

2.4.4.2 Scientific Method Used

Empirical and scientific research, which asks researchers to plan, conduct and analyze the
study adequately by, for example, controlling various factors and adopting the pre-post-delayed-
posttest design, is also needed. This is partly because the research on written CF has been conducted
mainly within the pedagogical domain of L2 writing. L2 writing research has focused on feedback
to the contents of a written text as well as to errors in linguistic forms, while SLA has only focused
on the linguistic errors. Interest for written CF from SLA researchers has emerged relatively recently.
L2 writing research is mainly interested in how written CF contributes to development in learners’
editing strategies in writing, that is, development in self-correction of the first draft, where SLA pays
more attention to the linguistic development, that is, development in accuracy in new pieces of
writing. Therefore, it is not clear whether written CF really contributes to L.2 development, and more
studies adopting a pre-post-delayed-posttest research design and a control group are needed.

To sum up, problems and limitations in the previous studies are as follows:
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(1) Many studies have examined the effects of written CF on new pieces of writing and on text
revisions separately.

(2) The effects of written CF have not been fully examined on the basis of different types of new
texts.

(3) Many studies have focused on the effects of written CF on development in explicit knowledge,
not in implicit knowledge.

(4) The effects and gradual changes of effects caused by multiple provisions of written CF are not
clear.

(5) The comparative studies on the effects of written CF have mainly treated the difference between
direct and indirect written CF. Metalinguistic written CF has not been treated so frequently.

(6) There are few comparative studies conducted within one single research design on the effects
of focused and unfocused written CF.

(7) The individual learner-internal cognitive or affective factors which would mediate the
effectiveness of written CF, such as English proficiency and learner’s attitudes toward written CF
and text revisions, have not been fully included so far.

(8) The range of targeted linguistic categories is narrowly limited.

(9) The studies have sometimes ignored a control group or the pre-post-delayed-posttest research

design for examining the effects of written CF on L2 development.

2.5 Aim of the Dissertation

The overarching aim of this dissertation is to identify the most effective written CF according
to learners’ levels of L2 proficiency. In order to accomplish this purpose, the relative effectiveness
of written CF is examined under different circumstances from theoretical and pedagogical
perspectives. More specifically, the purpose is to compare and clarify the effects of written CF
strategies on improvement in text revisions and the writing of new texts, on improvement in
different types of tests, and on development in both explicit and implicit knowledge, dividing the
proficiency into mainly two levels, higher or lower, which could be one of the mediating factors

influencing the effectiveness. Additionally, the study also focuses on learners’ attitudes toward
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written CF and text revisions, which are also one of the mediating factors, in order to consider the
relationship between the effectiveness of written CF and their affective states. In order to accomplish
these purposes, five individual studies are designed and conducted, which will be explained in

Chapters 3 to 7 respectively in more detail.

2.6 Structure and Focus of the Dissertation

The first study (Study 1) reported in Chapter 3 examines the effectiveness of two types of
written CF, i.e., direct written CF and metalinguistic written CF, on development in text revisions
and on new pieces of writing, which have been often treated separately, in a single research
containing a control group. In addition, the study manifests how test scores and the ratio of
successful self-correction change, given multiple episodes of providing written CF. Therefore, .2
development through written CF is measured on the basis of an increase in accuracy on the tests for
new pieces of writing, and of an increase in the ratio of successful self-correction for text revisions.
The targeted grammatical categories are the conditionals including the future conditional, the
present-counterfactual conditional, the past-counterfactual conditional, and the mixed-
counterfactual conditional, and one type of test, an English translation test (ETT), is adopted. The
learners are divided into two groups according to their English proficiency levels, higher or lower.
The learners at each level of proficiency are further divided into three groups, 1.e., the metalinguistic
written CF group, the direct written CF group, and the control group. In order to examine the effects
as an editing tool of written CF on text revisions, the ratio of successful self-correction is calculated,
and in order to examine the effects as a learning tool on a new piece of writing, the test scores are
calculated.

The second study (Study 2) reported in Chapter 4 investigates the relative effectiveness of
written CF on three kinds of tests. One test examines the effects on the acquisition of accurate
grammatical knowledge, and others in performance in new writing tasks. In this study, the effects
on the acquisition of accurate grammatical knowledge can be equivalent to the effects on the
acquisition of explicit knowledge caused by reassessment and hypothesis reforming, which are also

investigated in Study 3. The effects of written CF on new performance are investigated not with a
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single task, but with two tasks demanding different amount of the working memory capacity. L2
development is measured on the basis of an increase in accuracy on the tests. The targeted
grammatical categories are the conditionals including the future conditional, the present-
counterfactual conditional, and the past-counterfactual conditional. Three different measuring tools
are adopted: the untimed GJT for measuring the acquisition of accurate explicit knowledge, and the
ETT and the essay writing test (EWT) for measuring the improvement in accuracy in the writing of
new texts. The learners are divided into two groups according to their levels of English proficiency,
higher or lower. The learners in each proficiency group are further divided into three groups: the
focused metalinguistic written CF group, the focused direct written CF group, and the unfocused
direct written CF group.

The third study (Study 3) reported in Chapter 5 measures the relative effectiveness of different
written CF, direct CF and metalinguistic CF, on the basis of the direct contribution to development
in explicit knowledge and that in implicit knowledge from the perspective of SLA. The effectiveness
of written CF is examined, depending on two different levels of English proficiency, higher and
lower. The targeted grammatical category is the present perfect tense, whose meaning and structure
in the sentence are assumed to be difficult to understand and produce, confused with those of the
past tense. Two different types of tests for measuring development in implicit knowledge; the timed
GIJT, where learners have to judge the grammaticality of each sentence quickly, and the elicited
imitation test (EIT), where learners have to reproduce the sentence they listen to and where they
cannot enjoy the benefits of the influence of TAP, are developed. The test for measuring
development in explicit knowledge is the untimed GJT. The former test includes three groups, the
metalinguistic written CF group, the direct written CF group, and the control group, and follows the
pre-post-delayed-posttest research design, while the latter includes only two groups; the
metalinguistic written CF group and the control group only with the pre-posttest design.

The fourth study (Study 4) in Chapter 6 examines the relative effectiveness of different types
of written CF on an increase in accuracy in new pieces of writing, taking the learner’s grammatical
item-specific proficiency into consideration, which is originally named and defined for this study.
As explained so far, in this dissertation, proficiency means the size of learner’s long-term memory
store and working memory capacity that relate to both comprehension and production of the target

language. Thus, strictly speaking, we can propose that each learner has a different level of
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Table 2.3
Focus of Studies 1 to 5

Study
Focus 1 2 3 4 5
1. Development in revisions and new writing v
2. Development in different tests v
3. Development of explicit and implicit knowledge v
4. Single treatment and multiple treatments v
5. Metalinguistic CF v v v v
6. Focused CF and unfocused CF v
7. Learner-internal factors v v v v v
8. Different grammatical category v v v v
9. Scientific method v v v v

proficiency in each grammatical category. The difference between higher and lower proficiency
levels in Studies 1 to 3 depends on general L2 proficiency, which is decided by the scores of three
or four skill-based English tests, while this Study 4 adopts proficiency determined by the test scores
according to each grammatical category. The focused grammatical categories are the present perfect
tense and the past perfect tense, and the ETT is adopted as a measuring tool. The participants are
divided into mainly three groups according to the test scores: a higher item-specific proficiency
group selected by the results of the writing test for the present perfect tense, a middle item-specific
proficiency group and a lower item-specific proficiency group, both of which were selected by the
results of the writing test for the past perfect tense. Higher or middle item-specific proficiency group
is further randomly divided into four groups, the direct written CF group, the indirect written CF
group, the metalinguistic written CF group, and the control group respectively, while a lower item-
specific proficiency group into three groups, the direct written CF group, the metalinguistic written
CF group, and the control group (no indirect written CF group).

The last study (Study 5) reported in Chapter 7 focuses on an affective mediating factor, i.e.,
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learner’s attitude toward written CF and text revisions, and examines how responses in the
questionnaire differ according to their levels of proficiency. Four questions are developed: (1) Who
do you want to correct your errors?; (2) How do you want your errors to be corrected?; (3) How
many errors do you want to be corrected?; and (4) What do you do after receiving written CF? By
referring to the results, the relationship between the effectiveness of written CF, which turned out to
be clear through Studies 1 to 4, and learners’ affective attitudes, which manifested in Study 5, is
considered. Focuses of each study are summarized in Table 2.3. The participants in Studies 1 to 5
were requested the cooperation in them in advance. Studies 1 to 5 were conducted with their
permission.

In Chapter 8, the main findings gained through Studies 1 to 5 are summarized first, which is
followed by a discussion of what the five studies clarify as to the contribution of written CF to L2
development. Then, the pedagogical implications are stated, which will be useful for classroom
teachers looking for its value in practical use. Finally, this dissertation will close with the
introduction of problems and limitations found in Studies 1 to 5, and with some recommendations

for further research.
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CHAPTER 3

Study 1: The Effectiveness of Written CF on Text Revisions and the
Writing of New Texts

As explained in Chapter 2, there is a difference in information that each written CF offers.
Direct written CF offers the information about a correct linguistic form for each error, which is
thought to be helpful in text revisions because learners have a chance to directly use the form, even
if they do not understand the rule. However, in the case of the writing of new texts, direct written
CF may not be helpful because they have to understand how the form are used. On the other hand,
metalinguistic written CF, which provides metalinguistic information not only forms but also rules,
would be helpful in a new piece of writing. For this reason, the relative effectiveness of written CF
must be examined bot in text revisions and in new pieces of writing. In addition, most empirical
studies have focused on a single treatment of the provision of written CF, and treated a narrow range
of linguistic categories so far, so it is difficult to draw any conclusion about whether a single
treatment of written CF truly contributes to L2 development. Furthermore, we are lacking in
empirical studies that investigate how multiple treatments of written CF influence L2 development

and how the effectiveness of written CF gradually changes.

3.1 Research Questions

Four research questions (RQs) were addressed to investigate the relative effectiveness of two
types of feedback (metalinguistic written CF and direct written CF) on text revisions and new pieces
of writing according to learners’ levels of proficiency (higher and lower) within a single research
design. At the same time, this study tried to clarify how the effectiveness of written CF changes
through multiple provisions of written CF. The grammatical categories of focus were four types of
the conditionals (the future or predictive conditional, the present-counterfactual conditional, the

past-counterfactual conditional, and the mixed-counterfactual conditional). The measuring tool was

37



an English translation test (ETT):

RQ 1: Does written CF lead to the improvement in accuracy in text revisions?

RQ 2: If so, is there any difference in the effects of written CF depending on English proficiency
level?

RQ 3: Does written CF lead to the improvement in accuracy in new pieces of writing?

RQ 4: If so, is there any difference in the effects of written CF depending on English proficiency

level?

3.2 Method

3.2.1 Participants

Actotal of 110 Japanese learners of English in high school participated in this study. They were
all second-year high school students and had received at least 5 years of formal English instruction
at their junior and high schools. When first-year students, they were supposed to choose their
learning course of English, standard or advanced course, on the basis of each individual’s free will,
and they were not allowed to change their course. In this study, 52 learners in an advanced course
are considered as being in the higher English proficiency group, and 58 learners in a standard course
as being in the lower English proficiency group. They all took an advanced version of the English
test called GTEC for STUDENTS by Benesse Corporation, whose maximum score is 810, before
participating in this study. The means in total score were 680.5 (SD = 48.25) for the higher
proficiency group and 496.2 (SD = 16.71) for the lower proficiency group. The difference between
them in the means was statistically significant (7 (1,108) = 732.18, p < .01). Considering only the
scores in writing whose maximum value is 170, the scores the learners in the higher English
proficiency group got (M =132.9, SD = 10.11) were significantly higher (F'(1,108) =39.09, p <.01)
than those in the lower English proficiency group (M = 121.7, SD = 8.40). In each proficiency level,
the learners were divided into three groups; in the case of the higher proficiency level, the learners
were assigned to the metalinguistic written CF group (n = 15), the direct written CF group (n = 16),

and the control group (n = 21). In the same way, lower proficiency learners were appointed to the
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metalinguistic written CF group (n = 19), the direct written CF group (n = 23), and the control group
(n=16). Indirect written CF, which was generally proved to have a smaller effect than direct written

CF, was not be included in this study.

3.2.2 Target Structures

The target structures in this study were four types of the conditionals; the future conditional,
the present-counterfactual conditional, the past-counterfactual conditional, and the mixed-
counterfactual conditional. The future conditional is mainly used to express future plans or outcome,
whose normal pattern is simple present tense in the if-clause and some explicit indication of future
time in the main clause. Counterfactual conditionals refer to impossibilities with reference to the
present or the past. The present-counterfactual conditional consists of simple past tense or present
subjunctive in the if~clause and would in the main clause, while the past-counterfactual consists of
the past perfect tense in the if~clause and would be followed by perfect aspect. The present- and
past-counterfactual is a mixed version, and consists of would in the main clause, and the past perfect
tense in the if~clause. According to Larsen-Freeman and Celce-Murcia (2016), conditional sentences
consist of two clauses, and therefore are more syntactically complex than other structures.
Furthermore, the semantics of all types of conditionals is subtle and hard to understand especially
for L2 learners. Even for higher English proficiency learners, the structures are difficult to
comprehend and produce accurately, which means they impose heavy cognitive load on the learners,
and which also means the learners are likely to make errors in writing. Examples of four types of

the conditionals used in this study are as follows:

(1) If it rains tomorrow, we will stay home. (future conditional)
(2) If he were free, he would help you. (present-counterfactual conditional)
(3) If she had had ten million yen, she would have bought a yacht. (past-counterfactual conditional)

(4) If T had worked harder, I would be happier now.  (mixed-counterfactual conditional)

3.2.3 Design
During Week 1, the participants completed the ETT as the pretest (Pretest) after taking a 90-

minute English lesson where they received an explicit explanation of the target structures and did
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some drills for checking comprehension of the structures. In Week 2, each group, i.e., the
metalinguistic written CF, the direct written CF, and the control groups, had a chance to revise the
first test and performed the second ETT. Then, they received written CF with an opportunity to
revise the second test except for the control group. In Week 3, each group completed the same kind
of test (the third ETT), received written CF again, and revised the third test. That is, a revised
handout for Pretest became Revision 1, and a revised handout for the first posttest (Posttest 1)

became Revision 2. Finally, a revised handout for the second posttest (Posttest 2) became Revision
3.

3.2.4 Testing and Treatment Materials

Pretest, Posttest 1, and Posttest 2 were the ETTs (Appendix A). Each test consisted of twelve
questions where the participants had to use three future conditionals, three present-counterfactual
conditionals, three past-counterfactual conditionals, and three mixed conditionals in order to
complete the writing test. Around fifteen minutes were assigned to the test for every learner to fully
refer to their linguistic knowledge and to give a second look. In order to keep a balance of difficulty
among three tests, only vocabulary was changed with keeping the sentence structures intact. In case
the participants were not able to find a base form for each verb to complete a sentence, verbs and
other English vocabulary which seemed to be difficult for the participants to recall were put on the
section named Words on the handout of the test in advance. Scoring was conducted on the main
clause and the if-clause separately. For example, in the case of a sentence required for the use of the
present-counterfactual conditional, whether the word if and simple past tense are correctly used in
the if-clause, and whether the past tense in the auxiliary verb and a base form of a verb are precisely
used in the main clause were thoroughly examined. One point was given to each errorless clause,
while no point and only the mark of X to each incorrect clause. Thus, the maximum score was
twenty-four points (two points for each sentence). Errors on which the study does not focus, such
as those in spelling, the article, or the plural form of nouns, were excluded from the targets of scoring.

When there was an error, different kind of written CF was given, according to the group the
learners belonged to. In the direct written CF group, the learners received a handout listing all of the
correct forms. In the metalinguistic written CF group, either a circle (‘correct’) or an X mark

(‘incorrect’) was given to the main clause and the if~clause respectively, and if ‘incorrect’, the sign
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like Check 1 was put around the X mark. Furthermore, in this group, the handout named a feedback
sheet, whose size was A4, was distributed to the learners (Appendix B). With the sheet, the learners
can find information about differences among the conditionals in addition to linguistic rules for each
correct usage along with some examples. They cannot, however, find information about a correct
form itself (an answer) to each question. Providing CF in the form of a ‘sheet’ would save time in
classroom settings, while it would have a risk that a learner cannot find information necessary for
him or her to notice the gap and to self-correct on the sheet. That is, there is a danger for the
information not to be attended to by the learners and not to function as ‘corrective’ feedback to foster
noticing the gap, especially for the lower English proficiency learners, who tend to make enormous
errors at one time. To avoid this, the sign like ‘Check 1’ was placed near each error as stated above.
The number on the sign written in the worksheet was linked to the number described on the feedback
sheet. For instance, when a learner receives the sign ‘Check 1’ on a worksheet, she or he can refer
to the information labeled ‘Check 1’ which gives useful scaffolded help for self-correction. Each
participant was asked to consider each error, comparing it with the information on written CF. After
Posttest 2 and Revision 3, every participant in each group took a 50-minute English lesson to take
advantage of an equal opportunity of learning, where the feedback sheet for the direct written CF
group and the answer sheet for the metalinguistic written CF group and both sheets for the control

group were offered.

3.2.5 Data Analysis

The scores on Pretest, Posttest 1, and Posttest 2 were subjected to a series of statistical
analyses for the analysis of the effects of written CF on the writing of new texts. In addition, the
ratios of successful self-correction through Revisions 1, 2 and 3 were subjected to a series of
statistical analyses for the analysis of the effects of written CF on text revisions. If a learner made
ten errors in total and succeeded in correcting five errors with written CF, the ratio of self-correction
gained by dividing the number of successful self-correction by the total number of errors, 0.5, was
given to the learner as a score. A repeated-measures ANOVA analyzed the comparative effects of
the treatment for each test score and each ratio. One-way ANOVA with Holm’s post hoc pair-wise
comparisons was used to isolate the exact points in time where differences between the groups

occurred when there was a significant Time X Group effect. Effect sizes for the ANOVA were
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estimated as partial eta-squared (7,). Effect sizes for the pairwise comparisons were estimated using
Cohen’s d with values of .20, .50, and .80 indicating small, medium, and large effects, respectively

(Cohen, 1988).

3.3 Results

This section first reports the comparative effects of written CF on text revisions according to
the levels of English proficiency (RQs 1 and 2). Then, it reports the comparative effects of written
CF on the writing of new texts according to the levels of English proficiency (RQs 3 and 4). All
tables of ANOVA in this study are shown in Appendix C.

3.3.1 Effects of Written CF on Text Revisions
3.3.1.1 Higher English Proficiency Group

Table 3.1 shows the descriptive statistics for scores for the two treatment groups (the
metalinguistic written CF and the direct written CF groups) at the revisions of Pretest (Revision 1),
the posttest (Revision 2), and the delayed posttest (Revision 3) in the higher English proficiency
group. A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant effect only for
Group (£ (2,49)=57.36, p < .01, 5, =701, while there were no significant effects for Time (¥ (2,

Table 3.1
Descriptive Statistics for Revisions I to 3 (Higher Proficiency Group)

Revision 1 Revision 2 Revision 3
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 15 0.81 (0.35) 0.90 (0.22) 0.97 (0.06)
DCF 16 0.95 (0.13) 0.89 (0.25) 0.92 (0.25)
*NF (Control) 21 0.31(0.38) 0.16 (0.29) 0.15(0.35)

Note. NF = No Feedback
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Figure 3.1. Group means of the ratio of successful self-correction among higher proficiency

learners.

98) = 0.42, ns, n,* = .008), and for Time x Group interaction (¥ (4, 98) = 2.28, p < .10, #,*> = .085)
(Figure 3.1). It is said from this result that written CF had positive effects for higher proficiency
learners on text revisions, but the difference between the metalinguistic written CF group and the

direct written CF group was not clearly identified because of a ceiling effect.

3.3.1.2 Lower English Proficiency Group
Table 3.2 shows the descriptive statistics for scores for the two treatment groups (the
metalinguistic written CF and the direct written CF groups) at the revisions of Pretest (Revision 1),

the posttest (Revision 2), and the delayed posttest (Revision 3) in the lower English proficiency

Table 3.2

Descriptive Statistics for Revisions I to 3 (Lower Proficiency Group)

Revision 1 Revision 2 Revision 3
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 19 0.55(0.24) 0.66 (0.37) 0.81 (0.24)
DCF 23 0.95(0.14) 0.94 (0.12) 0.86 (0.26)
NF (Control) 16 0.05 (0.07) 0.00 (0.00) 0.03 (0.11)
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Figure 3.2. Group means of the ratio of successful self-correction among lower proficiency

learners.

group. A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there was no statistically significant effect for
Time (F' (2, 110) = 1.47, ns, n,> = .026). However, there were statistically significant effects both for
Group (£ (2, 55) =156.39, p < .01, n,* = .850) and for Time x Group interaction (¥ (4, 110) = 7.20,
p <.01, n,> =.207). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that the significant group differences were
found in Revisions 1 to 3. In Revision 1, the direct written CF group showed a significant advantage
over the metalinguistic written CF group with a large effect size (d = 2.09) and over the control
group with a large effect size (d =7.71). In Revision 2 as well, the direct written CF group showed
a significant advantage over the metalinguistic written CF group with a large effect size (d = 1.06)
and over the control group with a large effect size (d =10.16). In Revision 3, however, the significant
difference between the metalinguistic written CF group and the direct written CF group was not
found, which means the provision of metalinguistic written CF three times improved the ratio of
self-correction to the same extent as direct written CF in the case of learners with a lower English

proficiency (Figure 3.2).

3.3.2 Effects of Written CF on the Writing of New Texts
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Table 3.3

Descriptive Statistics for the Test (Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest 1 Posttest 2
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 15 21.00 (3.79) 20.80 (3.97) 21.93 (2.82)
DCF 16 17.81 (5.38) 18.94 (4.28) 19.69 (3.70)
NF (Control) 21 17.00 (5.15) 17.19 (4.85) 15.14 (5.12)

3.3.2.1 Higher English Proficiency group

Table 3.3 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for the two treatment groups (the
metalinguistic written CF and the direct written CF groups) at the three tests (Pretest, Posttest 1, and
Posttest 2) in the higher English proficiency group. A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there
was no statistically significant effect for Time (F' (2, 98) = 0.38, ns, 1, = .008). However, there were
statistically significant effects both for Group (F (2, 49) = 5.48, p < .01, ,* = .182) and for Time X
Group interaction (F (4, 98) = 3.80, p < .01, ,> = .134). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that
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Figure 3.3. Group means of the conditionals among higher proficiency learners.
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Table 3.4

Descriptive Statistics for the Test (Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest 1 Posttest 2
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 19 11.84 (3.70) 15.47 (5.66) 16.21 (5.34)
DCF 23 11.04 (5.47) 11.96 (5.89) 12.09 (4.09)
NF (Control) 16 9.75 (4.66) 10.94 (4.29) 10.00 (4.74)

the significant group differences were not found in Pretest and Posttest 1. In Posttest 2, the
metalinguistic written CF group showed a significant advantage over the control group with a large
effect size (d = 1.57) and the direct written CF group also had a significant advantage over the
control group with a large effect size (d = 1.00). There was no significant difference between the
metalinguistic written CF group and the direct written CF group. However, the significant difference
between the two experimental groups (the metalinguistic written CF and the direct written CF
groups) and the control group could be caused by the decrease of scores in the control group. Thus,
it can be safe to say that the differences of the effects of written CF on the improvement in accuracy

in new pieces of writing in the higher English proficiency group were not recognized (Figure 3.3).

3.3.2.2 Lower English Proficiency Group

Table 3.4 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for the two treatment groups (the
metalinguistic written CF and the direct written CF groups) at the three tests (Pretest, Posttest 1, and
Posttest 2) in the lower English proficiency group. A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there
were statistically significant effects for Time (£ (2, 110) =9.62, p < .01, #,* = .149), for Group (¥
(2,55)=4.22,p < .05, n,*> = .133) and for Time x Group interaction (¥ (4, 110) =3.44, p < .05, n,*
= .111). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that the significant group differences were not
observed in Pretest and Posttest 1. However, in Posttest 2, the metalinguistic written CF group
showed a significant advantage over the direct written CF group with a large effect size (d = .88) as

well as over the control group with a large effect size (d = 1.22).
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Figure 3.4. Group means of the conditionals among lower proficiency learners.

To sum up, the metalinguistic written CF treatment proved to be the most effective when it is

offered in multiple occasions for the lower English proficiency group (Figure 3.4).

3.4 Discussion

Learners who receive direct written CF obtain information not of accurate ‘rules’ but of
accurate ‘forms.’ For this reason, they need to inductively find the rules with the help of the forms
given by direct written CF, and it is not clear whether or not the learner succeeds in really finding
them, and, even if he or she succeeds, it is not clear whether or not the linguistic information about
forms and rules integrated in long-term memory are correct or acceptable. That is, learners
potentially store a correct linguistic form for each error and renewed linguistic knowledge about
forms and rules in the stage of integration.

On the other hand, in the case of metalinguistic written CF, they can obtain not a correct form,
but metalinguistic information about forms and rules, and therefore they should deduce a correct
form that fits to each occasion. However, it is no clear whether they can really do such a thing or

whether the form they deduce is truly correct. It is possible for learners to store metalinguistic
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information including a correct rule and renewed information about forms and rules, at the
integration stage.

RQ 1 asked whether written CF affected accurate revisions of the conditionals, and RQ 2
asked whether there was any difference in the effects of written CF according to learners’ English
proficiency levels if the answer to RQ 1 was yes. These questions were answered by examining the
ratio of successful self-correction in the ETT dividing the proficiency level into two; lower or higher.
The answer to RQ 1 was Yes. However, it proved that any written CF seemed to have no clear
relative effectiveness on their revised texts in the higher English proficiency learners. Although the
metalinguistic written CF group and the direct written CF group had a significant advantage over
the control group, it was hard to make any conclusion because of a ceiling effect. On the other hand,
in the lower English proficiency group, the direct written CF group outperformed the metalinguistic
written CF group in Revisions 1 and 2. However, in Revision 3, the metalinguistic written CF
treatment led to the ratio of successful self-correction to the same extent as the direct written CF
treatment.

As explained in the previous chapter, Corder (1967) made a distinction between errors and
mistakes. The former represents errors that occurred as a result of a lack of knowledge, while the
latter merely performance phenomena reflecting processing failure. When learners receive accurate
forms through direct written CF, they can correct errors in the phase of revisions by themselves,
recalling the forms, even though they do not understand the linguistic rules behind forms. For this
reason, it is natural that the direct written CF treatment had a positive effect on text revisions from
the very first trial, irrespective of which types of errors (errors or mistakes) they made, and of
whether their proficiency level was higher or lower. Furthermore, for learners with a higher level of
proficiency, not only direct written CF but also metalinguistic written CF had positive effects on an
increase in accuracy in revisions. Because those who belonged to this proficiency level were
originally thought to have already stored a significant number of explicit linguistic rules of the target
structures, the conditionals, they were able to deduce or recall the rules from the forms that direct
written CF gave, and then to self-correct. On the contrary, it is assumed that errors made by learners
with a lower level of proficiency tended to be errors not mistakes, and that they did not store accurate
linguistic rules and if any, the rules could be inaccurate even they had explicit instruction in advance.

For these reasons, a single-shot metalinguistic written CF was not efficient. However, given multiple
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opportunities to refer to the feedback sheet, they would understand the rules, find the reasons of
errors, deduce accurate linguistic forms, and as a result improve the ratio of successful self-
correction.

RQ 3 asked whether written CF affected accurate usage of the conditionals in new pieces of
writing, and RQ 4 asked whether there was any difference in the effects of written CF according to
learners’ levels of English proficiency. The answer to RQ 3 was yes, but only in the lower English
proficiency level. In the higher English proficiency level, the two experimental groups (the
metalinguistic written CF and the direct written CF groups) did not show any significant advantage
over the control group, even though they were given written CF several times, while in the lower
English proficiency level, the metalinguistic written CF group showed a significant advantage over
the direct written CF and the control groups in Posttest 2.

In order for the learners to gain high scores in new pieces of writing, in contrast to text
revisions, they have to understand accurate linguistic rules with which they can then deduce accurate
linguistic forms. Even when they were given direct written CF to errors in the conditionals and
could store accurate forms, there was no chance to use the same forms in new writing later. As stated
above, the learners with a higher level of proficiency were thought to already store some explicit
knowledge of the conditionals. Accordingly, a significant difference among the groups was not
observed in this proficiency group regardless of the type of written CF, or of the existence of written
CF. On the other hand, the learners with a lower level of proficiency would not have stored so many
linguistic rules, and would have had great difficulty in deducing the accurate rules by themselves
with direct written CF. It is for this reason that metalinguistic written CF giving accurate linguistic

rules directly was more effective than direct written CF in the proficiency group.
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CHAPTER 4

Study 2: The Effectiveness of Focused and Unfocused Written CF
Strategies on Different Tasks

In classroom, learners perform many kinds of writing tasks which differ in cognitive load on
the working memory capacity, which is one of the main constructs of L2 proficiency. Because the
working memory capacity is considered to affect the effectiveness of written CF, the effectiveness
should not be investigated only in a single writing task. However, we are lacking the studies on the
effectiveness of written CF on improvement in different kinds of tasks. In addition, many studies
have targeted focused written CF, however, very little research has investigated the effectiveness of
unfocused written CF, which a number of teachers tend to adopt in correcting learners’ errors.
Moreover, we are lacking in the empirical studies comparing the effectiveness of focused written

CF and that of unfocused written CF for L2 development within a single research design.

4.1 Research Questions

Two RQs were addressed to investigate the relative effectiveness of three types of written CF
(focused direct written CF, unfocused direct written CF and focused metalinguistic written CF) on
an increase in accuracy in three types of the conditionals (the future or predictive conditional, the
present-counterfactual conditional, and the past-counterfactual conditional) through three different
tests (an untimed grammaticality judgment test (GJT), an English translation test (ETT), and an
essay writing test (EWT)) according to learner’s levels of proficiency (higher and lower) within a

single research design:
RQ 1: Does written CF lead to an increase in accuracy in three different kinds of tests?

RQ 2: If so, is there any difference in the effects of written CF depending on English proficiency

level?
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4.2 Method

4.2.1 Participants

A total of 141 Japanese learners of English in high school participated in this study. They
were all third-year high school students and had received at least 6 years of formal English
instruction at their junior and high schools. When first-year students, they decide their learning
course of English, standard or advanced. In this study, 63 learners in an advanced course are
considered as being in the higher English proficiency group, and 78 learners in a standard course as
being in the lower English proficiency group. They all took the advanced version of GTEC for
STUDENTS by Benesse Corporation, which focuses on four skills, and whose maximum score is
1280, before participating in this study. The means in total score were 962.7 (SD = 94.65) for the
higher proficiency group, and 814.6 (SD = 73.37) for the lower proficiency group. The difference
in the means was statistically significant (£ (1,139) = 107.98, p <.01). Considering only the scores
in writing whose maximum value is 320, the scores the learners in the higher English proficiency
group got (M =243.3, SD = 18.80) was significantly higher (' (1,139) =26.51, p <.01) than those
in the lower English proficiency group (M = 222.6, SD = 26.89). In each proficiency level, the
learners were divided into three groups; in the case of the higher proficiency level, the learners were
assigned to the focused metalinguistic written CF group (n = 23), the focused direct written CF
group (n = 21), and the unfocused direct written CF group (n = 19). In the same way, in the case of
the lower proficiency level, the learners were appointed to the focused metalinguistic written CF
group (n = 29), the focused direct written CF group (n = 27), and the unfocused direct written CF
group (n = 22). Unfocused metalinguistic written CF, which can give metalinguistic information
about rules or forms to every error which each learner makes, was not included in the study because
it seemed to be difficult to be operationalized, and indirect written CF, which is said to generally

have a smaller effect than direct written CF, was not also included.

4.2.2 Target Structures
The target structures in this study were the future conditional, the present-counterfactual
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conditional, and the past-counterfactual conditional. The future conditional is mainly used to
express future plans or outcome, whose normal pattern is simple present tense in the if~clause and
some explicit indication of future time in the main clause. Counterfactual conditionals refer to
impossibilities with reference to the present or the past. The present-counterfactual conditional
consists of simple past tense or present subjunctive in the if-clause and would in the main clause,
while the past-counterfactual consists of the past perfect tense in the if-clause and would be followed
by perfect aspect. According to Larsen-Freeman and Celce-Murcia (2016), conditional sentences
consist of two clauses, and therefore are more syntactically complex than other structures.
Furthermore, the semantics of all the various types of conditionals are hard to understand even for
higher English proficiency learners, which means the learners make errors in comprehension and

performance of the grammar. Examples of three types of the conditionals used in this study are as

follows:
(1) If it rains tomorrow, we will stay home. (future conditional)
(2) If she were free, she would help you. (present-counterfactual conditional)

(3) If he had had ten million yen, he would have bought a yacht. (past-counterfactual conditional)

4.2.3 Design

During Week 1, the participants completed the pretests including three different tests, an
untimed GJT, an ETT, and an EWT. In Week 2, each group, i.e., the focused metalinguistic written
CF, the focused direct written CF, and the unfocused direct written CF groups, performed the ETT
and received written CF. In Week 3, each group completed the same kind of ETT and received
written CF again. These were the treatments the participants experienced in this study. In Week 4,
the participants completed the posttests consisting of three kinds of tests, and after about 6 weeks,

in Week 10 for convenience, they completed three different delayed posttests.

4.2.4 Treatment Materials and Procedure
After finishing the pretests, the first session of treatment was conducted (Appendix D). The
treatment included the ETT and reception of written CF. The task consisted of six questions where

the participants have to translate Japanese sentences into English in a written form. The six questions
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were divided into two questions in which the participants needed to rely on the future conditional,
two on the present-counterfactual conditional, and two on the past-counterfactual conditional. In
case they were not able to find a base form for each verb to complete a sentence, verbs and other
English vocabulary which seemed difficult for the participants to recall were put on the section
named Words on the handout of the task in advance. The red mark of a circle and one point were
given from the teacher to each correct English sentence, while only the red mark of X to each
incorrect one. Errors on which the study did not focus, such as those in spelling, were not corrected.

When there was a certain error, different written CF was given to it according to the group
that the learners belonged to. In the focused direct written CF group, the learners received a
linguistic correct form given only to the errors relating to the linguistic category, the conditionals.
For example, in the case of a sentence required for the use of the present-counterfactual conditional,
whether the word if'and simple past tense were correctly used in the if-clause, and whether the past
tense in the auxiliary verb and a base form of a verb were precisely used in the main clause were
thoroughly examined, and written CF was given only to the relevant errors. In the unfocused direct
written CF group, all of the learners’ errors were corrected, that is, a correct form was given to every
error with the help of a native speaker of English. In the case of the focused metalinguistic written
CF group, either a circle (‘correct’) or an X mark (‘incorrect”) was given to the main clause and the
if~clause respectively in a sentence, and if ‘incorrect,’ the sign like Check 1 was added around an X
mark. Furthermore, in this group, the feedback sheet was distributed to the learners (Appendix E).
On the sheet, the learners can find briefly summarized metalinguistic information about differences
among the conditionals in addition to linguistic rules for each correct usage along with examples.
They cannot, however, find the information about a correct form itself, i.e., an answer to each
question. In order to avoid a risk that learners cannot find the information to self-correct, the sign
like Check 1 was placed near each error as explained in the previous chapter.

Each participant was asked to consider each error, comparing it with the information given
by written CF, and subsequently (after about 10 minutes) was asked to start the next task, which
means the start of the second session of treatment. The second ETT was adjusted in degree of
difficulty of the first one; the number of questions, the breakdown of the questions, and sentence
structures were not changed (Appendix D). Only changes in vocabulary were made. During the task,

the learners were not allowed to refer to written CF again and to talk with other learners for accurate
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survey of the effects of written CF. After conducting the second task, each learner’s answer was
scored, and the errors received written CF again that was tailored for each group.

In the next week (in Week 4), every participant joined in the session of posttests, and after
about six week (in Week 10) they took three kinds of tests as a session of delayed posttests. After
the delayed posttests, every participant in every group took a 50-minute English lesson, where the

feedback sheets and the two handouts including answers to the ETTs were offered.

4.2.5 Testing Materials and Procedure

Three types of tests were designed for this study to measure the relative effectiveness of
written CF on different kinds of tests. As a measuring tool for the effects of written CF mainly on
acquisition of accurate explicit knowledge, an untimed GJT was adapted, while an ETT and an
EWT were used as measuring tools for the effects of written CF on improvement in performance,
that is, on the accurate use of the knowledge.

In the ETT in this study, the learners read two Japanese sentences, and then translated them
into written English forms. In the EWT, they wrote an essay according to the topic they are given.
Both of the tests, which seem to be typical writing activities in classroom in Japan, were adopted
for the reason that they impose a different amount of cognitive load (so different effects are
expected). Avoidance of the influence of TAP is taken into consideration. According to TAP theory,
“we can use what we have learned if the cognitive processes that are active during learning are
similar to those that are active during retrieval” (Lightbown, 2008, p. 27). In other words, the theory
claims that information is best retrieved when the condition for retrieval matches the condition in
which it is retrieved (Segalowitz & Lightbown, 1999). This study adopted an ETT both in the
treatment and tests, and therefore was expected to have the effect of practice, to some extent, on
scores in ETTs in addition to the effect of written CF. That’s why another test, an EWT, was also
adopted, which excluded the influence of TAP.

The untimed GJT consists of thirteen sentences that were printed on the handout. The
participants were asked to judge whether there were some errors on each sentence (Appendix F).
When the participants judged there were not errors, they were supposed to make a circle mark in
the space indicated, while they judged there were, they made an X mark. In the case of X mark, they

were then asked to underline the words or phrases that they thought included an error, and also asked
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to write modified correct forms below the underlines. The procedure was thoroughly explained to
the participants in advance, using the instruction on the handout to avoid a procedural error before
making a linguistic error. Taking the cases when the participants who are not willing to judge and
who make a circle mark on every sentence into consideration, only the ten of all thirteen sentences
which clearly had errors were treated and the other three sentences which do not have errors were
excluded from analysis. Focused ten sentences included four sentences for present-counterfactual
conditionals, three for past-counterfactual conditionals, and three for future conditionals. One point
was provided only when the learners made an X mark on each incorrect sentence and supplied a
correct form, and the maximum score was ten. Around 15 minutes were assigned to this test so that
every learner could fully refer to their explicit knowledge. In order to keep a balance of difficulty
among the three tests, pretests, posttests, and delayed posttests, only vocabulary was changed with
the sentence structures unchanged.

One of the tests developed to examine the relative effectiveness of written CF in performance,
that 1s, on the accurate use of the knowledge, the ETT, was made up of six questions, and it was a
duplicated version of the ETT in the treatment (Appendix F). Hence, six questions are divided into
two on future conditionals, two on present-counterfactual conditionals, and two on past-
counterfactual conditionals. In addition, English vocabulary which seemed to be difficult for the
participants to recall was listed on the section named Words on the handout. The procedure and
criteria of scoring were the same as those in the treatment. One point was given if a correct English
sentence was written with adequate conditional forms, and the maximum score was six. Errors in
spelling were not corrected.

The other test for analyzing the relative effectiveness of written CF on the accurate use of the
knowledge was the EWT, where the learners were asked to write an essay, a short formal piece of
writing dealing with a single topic, in around 60 words (Appendix F). The topics were “If you had
a special device with which you can be smaller, how would you like to use it?” for the pretest, “If
you had a special device with which you can disappear, how would you like to use it?” for the
posttest, “If you had a special device with which you can speak and understand any language, how
would you like to use it?” for the delayed posttest. Each topic was devised to induce the use of the
present-counterfactual conditional, and was, of course, presented in Japanese to the participants to

prevent English forms used in the topic from becoming a hint when writing. In scoring, the ratio of
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successful use of the conditionals was calculated. If a learner used the present-counterfactual
conditional twice in an essay, and one instance was correct and the other was incorrect, the ratio of
correct use gained by dividing the number of successful use by the total number of conditional
sentences, 0.5, was given to the learner as a score. In addition, for the sake of measuring the effects
of written CF on overall accuracy in the essay writing, the number of errors per one T-unit was also
calculated. T-unit is defined as “one main clause with all subordinate clauses attached to it” (Hunt,

1965, p. 20).

4.2.6 Data Analysis

The scores collected in the untimed GJT, the ETT, and the EWT through the pretest, the
posttest, and the delayed posttest were subjected to a series of statistical analyses. A repeated-
measures ANOVA analyzed the comparative effects of the treatment for each test score. One-way
ANOVA with Holm’s post hoc pair-wise comparisons were used to isolate the exact points in time
where differences between the groups occurred when there was a significant Time x Group effect.
Effect sizes for the ANOVA were estimated as partial eta-squared (7,°). Effect sizes for the pairwise
comparisons were estimated using Cohen’s d with values of .20, .50, and .80 indicating small,

medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988).

4.3 Results

This section first reports the relative effectiveness of three types of written CF on learners’
acquisition of accurate knowledge of the conditionals measured by untimed GJTs according to their
levels of English proficiency. Then, it reports the relative effectiveness of them on learners’ accurate
use of the knowledge measured by the ETT, and the relative effectiveness of them on overall
accuracy in an essay measured by the EWT according to their English proficiency levels. Finally, it
reports the comparison between the results gained in the untimed GJT and those in the EWT,
focusing on improvement in the present-counterfactual conditionals. All tables of ANOVA in this

study are shown in Appendix G.
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Table 4.1

Descriptive Statistics for the Untimed GJT (the Conditionals, Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 23 5.52 (3.19) 6.35 (3.02) 6.65 (3.46)
Focused DCF 21 7.33 (2.40) 7.71 (2.29) 7.86 (1.73)
Unfocused DCF 19 5.68 (3.08) 6.42 (2.82) 7.74 (1.89)

4.3.1 Effects of written CF on the untimed GJT
4.3.1.1 Higher English Proficiency Group

Table 4.1 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three treatment groups (the focused
metalinguistic written CF, the focused direct written CF, and the unfocused direct written CF
groups) at the three different untimed GJTs (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A
repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant effect only for Time (¥
(2, 120) = 8.29, p < .01, ,* = .121), while there were no significant effects for Group (F (2, 60) =
1.98, ns, n,* = .062), and for Time X Group interaction (' (4, 120) = 1.27, ns, n,* = .041) (Figure
4.1).
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Figure 4.1. Group means of the conditionals on the untimed GJT among higher proficiency

learners.
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Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for the Untimed GJT (the Present-Counterfactual Conditional, Higher

Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 23 2.61(1.34) 3.04 (1.23) 2.96 (1.12)
Focused DCF 21 3.38 (1.09) 3.48 (0.91) 3.19(0.85)
Unfocused DCF 19 2.63 (1.46) 2.37(1.49) 2.74 (0.96)

Table 4.2 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three groups, focusing only on the
present-counterfactual conditional at the three different testing periods to compare them with the
scores in the EWT where only the present-counterfactual conditionals were treated. There were no
statistically significant effects for Time x Group interaction (£ (4, 120) = 1.75, ns, 1,> = .055), for
Time (F' (2, 120) = 0.27, ns, 1,> = .004), and for Group (F (2, 60) =2.99, p < .10, n,> =.091).

To sum up, the relative effectiveness of written CF on acquisition of accurate explicit

knowledge of the conditionals (overall comprehension of three conditionals and comprehension of
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Figure 4.2. Group means of the present-counterfactual conditional on the untimed GJT among

higher proficiency learners.
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Table 4.3
Descriptive Statistics for the Untimed GJT (the Conditionals, Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 29 3.38 (3.16) 6.07 (2.48) 6.17 (2.44)
Focused DCF 27 3.37 (2.56) 4.07 (2.87) 4.04 (2.89)
Unfocused DCF 22 4.32 (2.80) 5.18 (2.67) 4.82 (2.15)

only present-counterfactual conditionals) in the higher English proficiency group were not found

(Figure 4.2).

4.3.1.2 Lower English Proficiency Group

Table 4.3 shows the descriptive statistics for the test scores for three treatment groups with
lower English proficiency at three timings of untimed GJTs. A repeated-measures ANOVA showed
that there was no statistically significant effect for Group (F'(2, 75) =2.13, ns, n,> = .054). However,
there were statistically significant effects both for Time (7' (2, 150) =21.07, p <.01, ,> = .219) and
for Time X Group interaction (£ (4, 150) = 5.43, p < .01, #,* = .126). Holm pairwise comparisons
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Figure 4.3. Group means of the conditionals on the untimed GJT among lower proficiency

learners.
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Table 4.4
Descriptive Statistics for the Untimed GJT (the Present-Counterfactual Conditional, Lower

Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 29 1.62 (1.40) 2.93(0.74) 2.76 (1.19)
Focused DCF 27 1.26 (1.35) 1.81 (1.52) 1.59 (1.73)
Unfocused DCF 22 223 (1.44) 1.77 (1.41) 1.64 (1.15)

showed that the significant group differences were found not in the pretest but in the posttest and
the delayed posttest. In the posttest, the focused metalinguistic written CF group showed a
significant advantage over the focused direct written CF group with a medium effect size (d = .75).
In the delayed posttest, the focused metalinguistic written CF group outperformed the focused direct
written CF group with a large effect size (d = .80) (Figure 4.3).

Table 4.4 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three groups, focusing only on the
present-counterfactual conditional at three timings of tests in order to compare them with the mean
scores in the EWT where only the present-counterfactual conditional was treated. A repeated-
measures ANOVA showed significant effects for Group (F (2, 75) =4.05, p <.05, #,*> = .096) and
for Time (£ (2, 150)=4.61, p < .05, n,> = .058) and for Time X Group interaction (' (4, 150) = 6.95,
p < .01, n,*> = .156). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that although there were no significant
differences between the three groups in the pretest, there were significant differences between them
in the posttest and the delayed posttest. The focused metalinguistic written CF group outperformed
the focused direct written CF group (d = .95) with a large effect size as well as the unfocused direct
written CF group (d = 1.07) with a large effect size in the posttest, and again, the focused
metalinguistic written CF group outperformed the focused direct written CF group (d =.79) with a
medium effect size as well as the unfocused direct written CF group (d = .95) with a large effect
size in the delayed posttest while the difference between the focused direct written CF group and

the unfocused direct written CF group in both tests did not reach statistical significance.
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Figure 4.4. Group means of the present-counterfactual conditional on the untimed GJT among

lower proficiency learners.

To recapitulate, the focused metalinguistic written CF treatment proved to be relatively
effective compared with the focused and unfocused direct written CF treatments for the lower
English proficiency learners for acquisition of explicit knowledge of the conditionals (overall
comprehension of three conditionals and comprehension of only present-counterfactual

conditionals), and focused metalinguistic written CF has a long-lasting effect (Figure 4.4).

4.3.2 Effects of Written CF onthe ETT
4.3.2.1 Higher English Proficiency Group

Table 4.5
Descriptive Statistics for the ETT (the Conditionals, Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 23 2.17(1.31) 4.09 (1.61) 4.04 (1.49)
Focused DCF 21 2.67(0.84) 4.29 (1.39) 4.10 (1.31)
Unfocused DCF 19 2.74(0.91) 3.79 (1.28) 3.63 (0.98)
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Table 4.5 shows the descriptive statistics for the mean test scores for three treatment groups
(the focused metalinguistic written CF, the focused direct written CF, and the unfocused direct
written CF groups) at three timings of different ETTs (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed
posttest). A repeated-measures ANOVA produced a significant effect for Time (F (2, 120) = 59.05,
p <.01, ,” = .496), with no significant effects for Group (£ (2, 60) = 0.44, ns, 1,*> = .015) and for
Time x Group interaction (F (4, 120) = 1.99, p < .10, ,> = .062). Hence, there was no significant
difference between any two treatments for the effects in production measured by the ETTs (Figure
4.5).

4.3.2.2 Lower English Proficiency Group

Table 4.6 shows the descriptive statistics for the mean test scores for three treatment groups
(the focused metalinguistic written CF, the focused direct written CF, and the unfocused direct
written CF groups) at the three different ETTs (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A
repeated-measures ANOVA showed significant effects for Time (£ (2, 150) = 51.66, p < .01, >
=.408), for Group (F (2, 75) = 5.11, p < .01, 1,* = .120), and for Time X Group interaction (F (4,
150) = 8.34, p < .01, 1,?> = .182). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that the group differences
were found not in the pretest but in the posttest and the delayed posttest. In the posttest, the focused
metalinguistic written CF group (d = .63) and the unfocused direct written CF group (d = .82)

significantly outperformed the focused direct written CF group with a medium effect size and a
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Figure 4.5. Group means of the conditionals on the ETT among higher proficiency learners.
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Table 4.6
Descriptive Statistics for the ETT (the Conditionals, Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 29 1.86 (1.17) 3.41 (1.35) 3.17 (1.29)
Focused DCF 27 1.63 (1.06) 2.44 (1.73) 1.70 (0.90)
Unfocused DCF 22 1.73 (0.96) 3.73 (1.35) 1.82 (0.78)

large effect size respectively, but there was no significant difference between the focused
metalinguistic written CF group and the unfocused direct written CF group. In the delayed posttest,
the focused metalinguistic written CF group outperformed the focused direct written CF group with
a large effect size (d = 1.31) and the unfocused direct written CF group with a large effect size (d =
1.23), and the significant difference between the focused direct written CF group and the unfocused
direct written CF group observed in the posttest vanished. To sum up, both focused metalinguistic
written CF and unfocused direct written CF proved to be effective on production for lower English
proficiency learners. However, the long-lasting effect was found only in the focused metalinguistic

written CF treatment (Figure 4.6).
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Figure 4.6. Group means of the conditionals on the ETT among lower proficiency learners.
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Table 4.7
Descriptive Statistics for the EWT (the Whole Essay, Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 23 0.72 (0.63) 0.83 (0.62) 0.68 (0.37)
Focused DCF 21 0.47 (0.44) 0.47 (0.61) 0.54 (0.44)
Unfocused DCF 19 0.78 (0.54) 0.67 (0.56) 0.53 (0.30)

4 .3.3 Effects of Written CF on the EWT
4.3.3.1 Higher English Proficiency Group

Table 4.7 shows the descriptive statistics for the number of errors per one T-unit in three
treatment groups (the focused metalinguistic written CF, the focused direct written CF, and the
unfocused direct written CF groups) at three timings of different EWTs (the pretest, the posttest, and
the delayed posttest). Results of a repeated-measures ANOVA showed no significant effects for
Time (F (2, 120) = 0.53, ns, n,* = .009), and for Group (F (2, 60) = 2.22, ns, 1,° = .069), and for
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Figure 4.7. Group means of the number of errors per one T-unit on the EWT among higher

proficiency learners.
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Table 4.8
Descriptive Statistics for the EWT (the Present-Counterfactual Conditional, Higher Proficiency

Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 23 0.26 (0.44) 0.76 (0.41) 0.72 (0.44)
Focused DCF 21 0.52 (0.48) 0.83 (0.36) 0.74 (0.43)
Unfocused DCF 19 0.37 (0.48) 0.55 (0.46) 0.47 (0.47)

Time x Group interaction (£ (4, 120) = 0.96, ns, #,*> = .031). Therefore, there were no significant
differences between any two groups for the effects on overall accuracy in an essay (Figure 4.7).

In order to compare the results of analysis in the effects of written CF on the acquisition of
correct explicit knowledge of the present-counterfactual conditional measured by the untimed GJT,
then, another statistical analysis was conducted focusing only on the present-counterfactual
conditional in the EWT. Table 4.8 shows the descriptive statistics for the ratio of correct use of the

present-counterfactual conditional in the EWTs. A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there
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Figure 4.8. Group means of the ratio of accurate use of the conditionals on the EWT among

higher proficiency learners.
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Table 4.9
Descriptive Statistics for the EWT (the Whole Essay, Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 29 1.43 (1.35) 1.12 (0.79) 0.87 (0.64)
Focused DCF 27 1.14 (0.97) 0.96 (0.81) 1.08 (0.51)
Unfocused DCF 22 0.50 (1.05) 0.80 (0.88) 0.79 (0.85)

was a statistically significant effect only for Time (F (2, 120) = 16.97, p < .01, 5,* = .221), while
there were no significant effects for Group (' (2, 60) =2.21, ns, n,> = .069), and for Time x Group
interaction (F (4, 120) = 1.81, ns, 1,*> = .057), which suggested that any written CF did not show a
significant advantage over other written CF on the accurate use of present-counterfactual

conditionals (Figure 4.8).

4.3.3.2 Lower English Proficiency Group

Table 4.9 shows the descriptive statistics for the number of errors per one T-unit int three
different treatment groups (the focused metalinguistic written CF, the focused direct written CF, and
the unfocused direct written CF groups) at the three EWTs (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed
posttest). Results of a repeated-measures ANOVA showed no significant effects for Time (£ (2, 150)
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Figure 4.9. Group means of the number of errors per 1 T-unit on the EWT among lower

proficiency learners.
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Table 4.10

Descriptive Statistics for the EWT (the Present-Counterfactual Conditional, Lower Proficiency

Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Focused MCF 29 0.19 (0.38) 0.50 (0.47) 0.60 (0.48)
Focused DCF 27 0.35(0.47) 0.41 (0.46) 0.48 (0.50)
Unfocused DCF 22 0.23(0.42) 0.58 (0.46) 0.55 (0.50)

=0.33, ns, n,> =.004), and for Time x Group interaction (£ (4, 150) = 1.92, ns, 1,> = .049), with the
main effect of Group (£ (2, 75) = 3.87, p < .05, 1,* = .094) significant. Therefore, it is evident that
there were no significant differences between any two treatment groups for the effects on overall
accuracy in an essay (Figure 4.9).

In order to investigate the difference in the effects of written CF between on the acquisition

of accurate explicit knowledge measured by the untimed GJT and on its accurate use, another
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Figure 4.10. Group means of the ratio of accurate use of the conditionals on the EWT among

higher proficiency learners.
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statistical analysis was conducted, focusing only on the present-counterfactual conditional in the
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EWT. Table 4.10 shows the descriptive statistics for the ratio of correct use of the present-
counterfactual conditional in EWTs (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A repeated-
measures ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant effect only for Time (¥ (2, 150)
=12.10, p <.01, ,*> = .139), while there were no significant effects for Group (F (2, 75) = 0.07, ns,
np* = .002) and for Time x Group interaction (' (4, 150) = 1.46, ns, n,> = .038), which suggested
that any written CF did not show a significant advantage over other written CF on the correct use
of present-counterfactual conditionals (Figure 4.10).

Table 4.11 summarizes the results for every comparison in this study.

4 .4 Discussion

RQ 1 asked whether written CF improves accuracy in the conditionals, and RQ 2 asked
whether there was any difference in the effects of written CF on the improvement in accuracy
according to learners’ level of English proficiency if the answer to RQ 1 was yes. These questions
were answered by examining the results of the untimed GJT developed as a measuring tool for
acquisition of accurate explicit knowledge of the conditionals, and of the ETT and the EWT
developed as measuring tools for accurate use of the knowledge in performance, dividing the
proficiency level into two; lower or higher. First, the relative effectiveness of written CF in the
untimed GJT is discussed, which is followed by the discussion of the relative effectiveness of written
CF in the ETT and the EWT.

As for the untimed GJT, the answer to RQ 1 was yes, but only in the lower English proficiency
group. In the higher English proficiency group, it was proved that there was no significant effect for
Time x Group interaction, both in the analysis of all conditionals and in the analysis of the present-
counterfactual conditional, which suggests that any written CF used in this study did not result in
developing the higher English proficiency learners’ accurate knowledge, in other words, explicit
knowledge. On the other hand, in the lower English proficiency group, the focused metalinguistic
written CF group outperformed the focused direct written CF group in overall accuracy of the three
conditionals in the posttest and the delayed posttest. In accuracy of the present-counterfactual

conditional, the focused metalinguistic written CF group had a significant advantage over the
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focused and unfocused direct written CF groups, which indicates that the provision of focused
metalinguistic written CF is recommended for the lower English proficiency learners.

Considering the results of an analysis on the present-counterfactual conditional in the
untimed GJT in more detail, only the unfocused direct written CF group appeared to get smaller
mean scores after the treatment at the posttest, compared with the pretest. This might have been
accidentally caused because the unfocused direct written CF group achieved a higher rate of
accuracy in the use of the present-counterfactual conditional at the posttest than at the pretest in the
EWT. However, the mean scores stayed low in the delayed posttest of the untimed GJT. This would
be partly because the lower English proficiency learners in the unfocused direct written CF group,
who had only an unstable knowledge of the conditionals, and who received feedback on many
linguistic categories, became confused to be able to accurately judge whether the sentence is
grammatical or ungrammatical, because they had to deal with three different kinds of conditionals
at the same time within the allocated fifteen minutes. This suggests there was a possibility of the
influence of measuring tools on the scores that resulted.

As for the ETT and the EWT, in the higher English proficiency learners, it turned out that
any significant effect was observed neither in the ETT, which was almost the same as the task in the
treatment, nor in the EWT, where the learners express their own opinion freely. It is assumed that
the learners belonging to the higher English proficiency group, who stored a greater amount of
knowledge on the conditionals than the learners in the lower English proficiency group, tended to
make ‘mistakes’, and therefore that they were able to find the existing knowledge of the conditionals
required for tests, and performed it irrespective of what kind of written CF they were provided with.
As for the lower English proficiency group, the focused metalinguistic written CF group
outperformed the other groups in the immediate posttest and in the delayed posttest in the ETT.
Although the learners in the unfocused direct written CF group, who received feedback on a wide
range of linguistic errors and raised consciousness for accuracy for them, showed significant
improvement from the pretest to the posttest, the improvement disappeared in the delayed posttest,
which was contrary to the focused metalinguistic written CF group. In order for the learners to get
a high score on the ETT, they needed to understand the linguistic rules. That is, they needed the
rules because they had no chance to use the same linguistic forms they gained by means of direct

written CF in the treatment in the posttest and the delayed posttest in the ETT. The learners with a

70



lower level of English proficiency were considered to have little knowledge of the linguistic rules
which are essential for them to deduce appropriate forms. For this reason, focused metalinguistic
written CF treatment, where the learners were able to obtain metalinguistic information including
rules, must have been more effective. Even if the learners in the unfocused direct written CF group
immediately improved accuracy in the posttest, it faded away in the delayed posttest, after six weeks,
because they did not process the feedback deeply enough to find the rules, and the rules they induced
were lacking in accuracy.

No significant improvement was observed in both of the proficiency levels in another test,
the EWT, which measured the effects of written CF on improvement in performance in the
conditionals. Surprisingly, it was proved that unfocused direct written CF, which was provided with
many linguistic errors, did not lead to significant improvement in overall accuracy in the essay.
Focused metalinguistic written CF led to significant improvement in accurate knowledge and in
performance measured by the ETT. However, it did not lead to any development in performance
measured by the EWT. Moreover, unfocused direct written CF did not lead to improvement in
accurate knowledge of the present-counterfactual conditional measured by the untimed GJT, while
it led to improvement in performance related to the linguistic category measured by the ETT. Seen
this way, the learners who demonstrated improvement in accuracy on knowledge level were not
always able to demonstrate it at performance level, and vice versa. Furthermore, the learners who
were in command of using the conditionals in some performance contexts can still make lots of

errors in other contexts.
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CHAPTER 5

Study 3: The Effectiveness of Written CF on the Acquisition of Explicit
and Implicit Knowledge

When stating the relative effectiveness of CF strategies, we also need to compare the direct
effects of written CF strategies on the acquisition of explicit knowledge, or on that of implicit
knowledge. In the model of cognitive processing for L2 development through CF, what we can
acquire by the stage of integration is not implicit, but explicit knowledge. There are no empirical

studies confirming it in the field of written CF studies.

5.1 Research Questions

Four RQs were addressed to investigate the relative effectiveness of two types of feedback
(metalinguistic written CF and direct written CF) on L2 development led by acquiring explicit and
implicit knowledge of the present perfect tense according to learner’s levels of proficiency (higher

or lower).

RQ 1: Does written CF lead to development in implicit knowledge of the present perfect tense?
RQ 2: If so, is there any difference in the effects of written CF depending on English proficiency
level?

RQ 3: Does written CF lead to development in explicit knowledge of the present perfect tense?
RQ 4: If so, is there any difference in the effects of written CF depending on English proficiency

level?

5.2 Method
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5.2.1 Participants

Actotal of 116 Japanese learners of English in high school participated in this study. They were
all second-year high school students and had received at least 4 years of formal English instruction
at their junior and high schools. During the first year, they freely decided their learning course of
English, standard or advanced course, and they were not allowed to change their course. In this
study, 52 learners (26 male and 26 female) in an advanced course are considered as being in the
higher English proficiency group, and 64 learners (35 male and 29 female) in a standard course as
being in the lower English proficiency group. They all took an advanced version of GTEC for
STUDENTS by Benesse Corporation, whose maximum score is 810, before participating in this
study. The means in total scores including reading, listening, and writing section were 608.1 (SD =
69.39) for the higher proficiency group and 498.6 (SD = 53.08) for the lower proficiency group.
Each proficiency group was first divided into the experimental group and the control group. The
experimental group was divided further into the metalinguistic written CF group and the direct
written CF group. Indirect written CF, which can give negative evidence to each error and is said to
generally have a smaller effect than direct written CF, was not be included in the study. The higher
English proficiency group consisted of the metalinguistic written CF group (n =21, M = 607.3, SD
=79.04), the direct written CF group (n =17, M = 599.3, SD = 62.16), and the control group (n =
14, M = 619.9, SD = 59.90). On the other hand, the lower English proficiency group consisted of
the metalinguistic written CF group (n = 16, M = 512.0, SD = 55.73), the direct written CF group
(n=23, M=508.1, SD =50.30), and the control group (n =25, M =480.3, SD = 46.68). The mean
values described above are those in the total score of GTEC for STUDENTS.

5.2.2 Target Structure

The target structure in this study was the present perfect tense. In order to understand the
present perfect tense, it is important to understand the difference in meaning between the present
perfect tense and the past tense. According to Shirahata (2015), with regard to the present perfect
tense, learners have difficulty in understanding the meaning that it carries rather than the form like
‘have + past participle.” The study by Aoyama (2018) showed that even most effective written CF
in his study, metalinguistic written CF, was not able to improve accuracy nearer to the maximum

score on the test. Based on these, the present perfect tense was chosen as a target structure in this
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study.

In the study, the preset perfect sentences were divided into three types, each of which had a
meaning of completion, experience, and continuation respectively. In the continuation type, two
further different types were prepared: sentences with stative verbs and sentences with dynamic verbs.
Dynamic verbs are used in progressive forms. Examples of the present perfect tense in this study

are as follows:

(1) Asuka has already watched the movie. (completion)
(2) Bob has met the singer three times before. (experience)
(3) He has owned much money to her since 2001. (continuation, stative verb)

She has been painting the walls since last night.  (continuation, dynamic verb)

5.2.3 Design

During Week 1, the participants completed three kinds of pretests, i.e., an untimed
grammaticality judgment test (GJT), a timed GJT, and an elicited imitation test (EIT). In Week 2,
the metalinguistic written CF, the direct written CF, and the control groups performed an ETT and
received different written CF strategies (of course, the control group received no written CF). In
Week 3, each group completed the same kind of English translation test (ETT) and received written
CF again. These were the treatments that the participants experienced in this study. In Week 4, the
participants completed three kinds of posttests, and after about 6 weeks, in Week 10, they completed
a series of delayed posttests including only an untimed and a timed GJT (that is, an EIT was not

included). The reason why an EIT was excluded from this study will be explained later.

5.2.4 Treatment Materials and Procedure

After finishing the pretests, the first session of treatment (an ETT and provisions of written
CF) was followed (Appendix H). The ETT consisted of 17 questions where the participants have to
fill in the blanks with accurate verb forms, either the present perfect or past tense, using Japanese
sentences or English words written outside each blank. Verbs and other English vocabulary which
seemed difficult for the participants to recall were given in the section Words on the handout in

advance. Seventeen questions were divided into six questions where the use of the past tense was
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required, two questions of the present perfect tense for completion, three questions of the present
perfect tense for experience, and six questions of the present perfect tense for continuation, which
were further divided into three questions using stative verbs and three questions using dynamic
verbs. The reason why the task contained more questions relating to continuation than those relating
to completion or to experience was that the learners in the study had much difficulty in the proper
use of stative and dynamic verbs. A red circle and one point were given by the teacher to each correct
English sentence, while only a red X was given to each incorrect one. Errors on which the study did
not focus, such as errors in spelling, were not corrected.

When some errors emerged, different kinds of written CF were given according to the group
the learners belonged to. In the direct written CF group, the learners received a handout where they
were able to be informed of every accurate form to each question. In the case of the metalinguistic
written CF group, the feedback sheet was distributed to the learners (Appendix I). On the sheet, the
learners could find brief metalinguistic information about the difference between the past tense and
the present perfect tense in addition to linguistic rules for each correct use along with example
sentences. In the control group, of course, no special corrective feedback was given. Each
participant was asked to consider each error comparing with the information on written CF, and
subsequently (after about 10 minutes), was asked to revise the first ETT. They were asked to write
down corrected sentences on the handout. After confirming that every learner finished revising, the
sheet for the second ETT was delivered, which meant the start of the second session of treatment.
During the ETTs, the learners were not allowed to refer to written CF again or to talk with other
learners. The second ETT was adjusted in degree of difficulty of the first one; the number of
questions, the breakdown of the questions, and sentence structures were not changed. Only the
changes in vocabulary were made. After conducting the second task, each learner’s answer was
scored, and they received written CF again tailored for each group.

In the next week (in Week 4) every participant joined in a series of posttests, and after about
six week (in Week 10) they took part in the session of delayed posttests. After the delayed posttests,
every participant in every group took a 50-minute English lesson, where the feedback sheets for the
direct written CF group, the two handouts including answers to the ETTs for the metalinguistic
written CF group, and both kinds of sheets for the control group were provided.
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5.2.5 Testing Materials and Procedure

Three different types of tests were designed for this study to measure the effects of written
CF on the acquisition of explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge. As a measuring tool for the
effects of written CF on development in implicit knowledge, a timed GJT was adopted, while an
untimed GJT was used as a measuring tool for the effects of written CF on that of explicit knowledge.
In addition to the timed GJT, an EIT was also adopted for measuring the effects on implicit
knowledge. However, in the case of the EIT, the experimental group was limited only to the
metalinguistic written CF group, and the timing of tests was limited only to a pretest and a posttest.

As explained above, an EIT was also adopted in order to measure the effects of written CF
on development in implicit knowledge for the reason that the construct validity of an EIT, where
the effects of written CF on implicit knowledge are examined on the basis of learner’s actual
performance, is greater than that of a GJT, where the effects are measured on the basis of learner’s
comprehension (Erlam, 2006). Speakers are considered to access implicit knowledge unconsciously
when they process semantic, morphological and syntactic aspects of language during tasks, such as
an EIT.

The timed GJT for measuring the effects of written CF on implicit knowledge consisted of
twenty-six questions (Appendix J). The participants watched and read the English sentence
projected on a screen set in front of the classroom one by one, and when they judge there is no error
in the sentence, they make a checkmark on ‘O section’ on the handout. On the other hand, when
they judge there is some errors in the sentence, they make a checkmark on ‘x section’ on the
handout. The time allocated for presentation of the English sentence was calculated on the basis of
the time a native speaker of English had needed to judge in a pilot study, and as a result, three or
four seconds were given to each sentence (It actually took the NS one to two seconds to judge).
Additional three seconds were then given for the participants to write down their answer (a
checkmark) on the sheet, and a fifteen-second interval was prepared for a rest after the first thirteen
questions finished. All slides on the screen were programmed in advance to change automatically
according to the scheduled time. Three questions for practice were prepared for the participants to
get used to this type of test. As explained earlier, learners’ responses to grammatical and
ungrammatical items load on separate factors, with the former tapping implicit knowledge and the

latter explicit knowledge in addition to the existence of time pressure. Although the timed GJT
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should keep the participants on access only to semantic processing and noticing, those who can
quickly process are considered to further access to reflecting and to use explicit knowledge to
identify what is incorrect and why it is incorrect. For this reason, only the sentences including no
error, that is, seventeen grammatical sentences, were focused on and the rest nine ungrammatical
sentences were not. In scoring, when the participant made a checkmark on the ‘O section’ to a
grammatical sentence, one point was given. The maximum score was seventeen.

The EIT for measuring development in implicit knowledge consists of twenty statements
(Appendix J). Four out of the twenty statements were distractors and excluded from analysis (e.g.
* We will get home before it will get dark.). Analyzed sixteen statements included four statements on
the past tense, four on completion, four on experience, and four on continuation of the present
perfect tense. Each type of statements included two grammatical and two ungrammatical sentences.
Each participant was asked to individually sit at the desk where there was a PC and to put on
earphones so that he or she could concentrate on recorded English. Recorded English sentences
were spoken at a normal speed by a native speaker of English. After listening, each participant orally
answered a question written in Japanese shown in the PC monitor by ‘yes’ or ‘no.” The contents of
this Japanese question were related to the English statement they had read on the monitor. This was
intended to maximize the possibility that they would focus on meaning rather than form of the
sentence they heard and to minimize the possibility that they memorize the sentence and reproduce
it with no analysis of meaning. After answering, each participant was then asked to immediately
repeat the statement they heard, and when there were some errors in the statement, they had to
reproduce a corrected version of it. Take the statement Miku already passed the test as an example.
After hearing the statement, the participant orally answers the question on the screen, “Do you want
to take the English test, such as Eiken or TOEFL?” by ‘yes’ or ‘no.” Then, he or she is asked to
reproduce the corrected statement like Miku has already passed the test or Miku passed the test
because there is an error. Every utterance was recorded via an IC recorder, which was used for
analysis later. In scoring, one point was given when the participant’s response contained the correct
form of the past tense or the present perfect tense. Because self-corrected utterances after the first
trial may involve the use of explicit knowledge, only the first attempts were scored. Errors which
were not related to the target structure were excluded from the target of scoring. As oppose to the

GJTs where all participants can take the tests at one time, the EIT should be conducted individually
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and needs more time. In order for the flow from the pretest to the delayed posttest to go smoothly
as planned, a limited number of participants joined the EIT, and only the comparison between
metalinguistic written CF and no feedback was conducted. Moreover, the timing of the test was
limited only to the pretest and the posttest, not including the delayed posttest. For these reasons, the
results gained from analysis of the EIT were treated complementarily to interpret the results of the
timed GJT.

The untimed GJT consisted of twenty-six statements that were printed on the handout. The
participants were asked to judge whether there were some errors on each sentence one by one
(Appendix J). When the participants judged there were not errors, they were required to make a
circle mark on the space indicated, while they judged there were, they made an X mark. In the case
of an X mark, they were asked to make an underline on the words supposed to include an error, and
then to write corrected forms below the underline. The procedure was thoroughly explained to the
participants in advance, using the instruction on the handout. The participants were assumed to
depend fully on explicit knowledge because they were given enough time to judge, but there was
the possibility of using only implicit knowledge when they judge grammatical sentences as
grammatical. Thus, of all twenty-six statements prepared for the timed GJT, only the seventeen
statements with some grammatical error were concerned, and other nine ungrammatical sentences
were excluded. Seventeen statements included eleven statements relating to the present perfect tense
and six relating to the past tense. One point was given only when the learner made an X mark on
each incorrect sentence and supplied a correct form, and the maximum score was seventeen. Around
fifteen minutes were assigned to this test for every learner to fully refer to their explicit knowledge.
In order to keep a balance of difficulty among three tests, only vocabulary was changed with the
sentence structures intact. To keep the influence of TAP away, the timed and untimed GJTs, where
the learners judge the grammaticality of each English sentence, and the EIT, where they listen to

English and reproduce it in an oral manner were adopted.
5.2.6 Data Analysis

The scores on the timed and untimed GJTs through the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed
posttest and those for the EIT through the pretest and the posttest were subjected to a series of
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Table 5.1
Descriptive Statistics for the Timed GJT (Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 21 12.00 (1.48) 12.62 (1.79) 12.86 (1.78)
DCF 17 12.71 (1.90) 13.35 (1.75) 13.82 (1.62)
NF (Control) 14 12.21 (2.01) 12.86 (2.23) 13.50 (1.35)

Note. MCF = Metalinguistic written Corrective Feedback, DCF = Direct written Corrective
Feedback, NF = No Feedback

statistical analyses. Repeated measures ANOVA analyzed the comparative effects of the treatment
for each test score. One-way ANOVA with Holm’s post hoc pair-wise comparisons were used to
isolate the exact points in time where differences between the groups occurred when there was a
significant Time x Group effect. Effect sizes for the ANOVA were estimated as partial eta-squared
(np?). Effect sizes for the pairwise comparisons were estimated using Cohen’s d with values

of .20, .50, and .80 indicating small, medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988).

5.3 Results

This section first reports the relative effectiveness of the two types of written CF
(metalinguistic written CF, direct written CF) on learners’ implicit knowledge measured by the
timed GJT and the EIT according to their level of English proficiency (RQs 1 and 2). Then, it reports
the relative effectiveness on learners’ explicit knowledge measured by the untimed GJT according

to their level of English proficiency (RQs 3 and 4). All tables of ANOVA are shown in Appendix K.

5.3.1 Effects of Written CF on Implicit Knowledge
5.3.1.1 Higher English Proficiency Group in the Timed GJT
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Figure 5.1. Group means on the timed GJT among higher proficiency learners.

Table 5.1 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three groups (the metalinguistic
written CF, the direct written CF, and the control groups) at three different timed GJTs (the pretest,
the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there was a
statistically significant effect only for Time (£ (2, 98) = 7.80, p < .01, #,*> = .137), while there were
no significant effects for Group (£ (2, 49) = 1.33, ns, n,> = .052), and for Time X Group interaction
(F (4, 98) = 0.13, ns, n,> = .005) (Figure 5.1). Therefore, the effects of written CF on implicit
knowledge measured by the timed GJT were not found in the higher English proficiency group.

Table 5.2
Descriptive Statistics for the Timed GJT (Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 16 11.69 (2.66) 12.19 (2.01) 12.25 (2.77)
DCF 23 11.83 (1.34) 12.35 (1.52) 12.39 (1.91)
NF (Control) 25 11.20 (1.70) 11.84 (2.57) 12.24 (1.45)
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Figure 5.2. Group means on the timed GJT among lower proficiency learners.

5.3.1.2 Lower English Proficiency Group in the Timed GJT

Table 5.2 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three groups (the metalinguistic
written CF, the direct written CF, and the control groups) at three different timed GJTs (the pretest,
the posttest, and the delayed posttest) in the lower English proficiency group. Results of a repeated-
measures ANOVA showed no significant effects for Time (F (2, 122) =2.93, p < .10, n,> = .046),
for Group (F' (2, 60) =2.22, ns, 1, =.069), and for Time x Group interaction (¥ (4, 120) = 0.96, ns,
npy*> = .031) (Figure 5.2). Thus, the effects of written CF on implicit knowledge measured by the
timed GJT were not found in the lower English proficiency group just as the higher English

Table 5.3
Descriptive Statistics for the EIT (Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 15 7.93 (1.81) 8.87 (1.67)
NF (Control) 14 7.64 (2.44) 8.79 (1.61)
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Figure 5.3. Group means on the EIT among higher proficiency learners.

proficiency group.

5.3.1.3 Higher English Proficiency Group in the EIT

Table 5.3 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for two groups (the metalinguistic
written CF group and the control group) at two different EITs (the pretest and the delayed posttest)
in the higher English proficiency group. Results of a repeated-measures ANOVA revealed that there
were no significant effects for Group (F (1, 27) = 0.09, ns, 1,? = .003), and for Time x Group
interaction (£ (1, 27) = 0.08, ns, 1, = .003), while there was a significant effect for Time (F (1, 27)

Table 5.4
Descriptive Statistics for the EIT (Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 14 2.36 (1.44) 3.43 (1.24)
NF (Control) 13 2.23(1.37) 3.23 (1.05)
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Figure 5.4. Group means on the EIT among lower proficiency learners.

=748, p <.05, n,>=.217) (Figure 5.3). Therefore, the effects of written CF on implicit knowledge
measured by the EIT were not found in the higher English proficiency group.

5.3.1.4 Lower English Proficiency Group in the EIT

Table 5.4 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for two groups (the metalinguistic
written CF group and the control group) at two different EITs (the pretest and the delayed posttest)
in the lower English proficiency group. Results of a repeated-measures ANOVA revealed that there

were no significant effects for Group (F (1, 25) = 0.12, ns, 1,? = .005), and for Time x Group

Table 5.5
Descriptive Statistics for the Untimed GJT (Higher Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 21 6.38 (3.09) 10.67 (2.90) 10.90 (2.39)
DCF 17 7.35(4.51) 7.94 (3.57) 7.47 (3.57)
NF (Control) 14 7.57 (3.18) 7.21 (3.59) 7.43 (2.85)
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interaction (F (1, 25) = 0.03, ns, n,° = .001), while there was a significant effect for Time (¥ (1, 25)
=24.00, p < .01, 5, = .500) (Figure 5.4). Hence, the effects of written CF on implicit knowledge
measured by the EIT were not found in lower English proficiency group.

From these results, it became clear that analyses failed to detect any significant treatment

effect on development in implicit knowledge.

5.3.2 Effects of Written CF on Explicit Knowledge
5.3.2.1 Higher English Proficiency Group in the Untimed GJT

Table 5.5 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three groups (the metalinguistic
written CF, the direct written CF, and the control groups) at three different untimed GJTs (the pretest,
the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A repeated-measures ANOVA showed no significant effect
for Group (£ (2, 49) = 1.83, ns, ,*> = .070). However, there were significant effects for Time (¥ (2,
98) = 18.09, p < .01, n,* = .270) and for Time x Group interaction (F (4, 98) = 17.44, p < .01, n,?
=.416). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that the significant group differences were found not
in the pretest but in the posttest and the delayed posttest. Both in the posttest and in the delayed
posttest, the metalinguistic written CF group showed a significant advantage over the direct written
CF group and the control group (Figure 5.5).

To sum up, the metalinguistic written CF treatment proved to be relatively effective compared
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Figure 5.5. Group means on the untimed GJT among higher proficiency learners.
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Table 5.6
Descriptive Statistics for the Untimed GJT (Lower Proficiency Group)

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups n Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
MCF 16 4.19 (3.56) 6.88 (3.30) 7.06 (3.19)
DCF 23 4.22 (3.74) 6.48 (3.01) 5.04 (2.58)
NF (Control) 25 3.76 (3.34) 4.44 (2.77) 4.72 (2.68)

with the direct written CF or no feedback treatments. Moreover, the effectiveness of the

metalinguistic written CF proved to be long-lasting.

5.3.2.2 Lower English Proficiency Group in the Untimed GJT

Table 5.6 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three groups (the metalinguistic
written CF, the direct written CF, and the control groups) at three different untimed GJTs (the pretest,
the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A repeated-measures ANOVA showed no significant effect
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Figure 5.6. Group means on the untimed GJT among lower proficiency learners.
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for Group (£ (2, 61) = 1.79, ns, ,> = .055). However, there were significant effects for Time (¥ (2,
122) =26.45, p < .01, 5> = .303) and for Time x Group interaction (£ (4, 122) =4.91, p <.01, 5,?
=.139). Holm pairwise comparisons showed that the group differences were found not in the pretest
but in the posttest and the delayed posttest. In the posttest, the metalinguistic written CF group (d
=.82) and the direct written CF group (d = .71) significantly outperformed the control group with a
large effect size and a medium effect size respectively, but there was no significant difference
between the metalinguistic written CF group and the direct written CF group. In the delayed posttest,
the metalinguistic written CF group outperformed the control group with a large effect size (d =.81),
but there were no significant differences between the metalinguistic written CF group and the direct
written CF group, and between the direct written CF group and the control group (Figure 5.6). This
result showed that for lower English proficiency learners the metalinguistic written CF and the direct
written CF treatments proved to be effective in a short run, but only the metalinguistic written CF

treatment had a long-lasting effect.

5.4 Discussion

RQ 1 asked whether written CF affected development in implicit knowledge, and RQ 2 asked
whether there was any difference in the effectiveness of written CF according to learners’ English
proficiency levels if the answer to RQ 1 was yes. These questions were answered by examining the
results of the timed GJT and the EIT, dividing the proficiency level into two; lower or higher. The
answer to RQ 1 was no. Considering the results of the timed GJTs in the pretest, the posttest, and
the delayed posttest, any written CF did not result in development in implicit knowledge in both
higher and lower proficiency groups, and this was also true for the result of the EIT where the timing
of the test was on two levels, the pretest and the posttest. In the EIT, the metalinguistic written CF
group did not outperform the control group. Hence, the study failed to illustrate the direct
effectiveness of written CF on implicit knowledge, which was assumed in reactivation and
reconsolidation theory from cognitive psychology.

The learner who receives direct written CF is provided not with explicit information about

accurate linguistic ‘rules,’ but rather about ‘forms.’ For this reason, he or she needs to inductively
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find the rules or recall them with the help of the forms, and it would not be clear whether or not the
learner succeeds in really finding them, and, even if he or she succeeds, it would also not be clear
whether or not the rules are correct or acceptable in the norm of L2. As a result, it would be possible
for the learner to store an accurate linguistic form for each error in writing, and possibly renewed
information about forms and rules at the stage of integration. On the other hand, in the case of
metalinguistic written CF, the learner can obtain no explicit information of a correct form, but rather
metalinguistic information, and therefore she or he should deduce a correct form which fits each
occasion. However, it would not be clear whether the learner can really do such a thing or whether
the form that the learner deduces is truly correct. It would be possible for the learner to store correct
metalinguistic information and possibly renewed information about forms and rules at the
integration stage. In order for the learners to be successful in the timed GJT and the EIT, they need
implicit knowledge, that is, linguistic competence for them to be able to use existing knowledge
stored in long-term memory automatically and instantly. They need lots of practice to transform
explicit knowledge into implicit knowledge. It is for this reason that written CF, which was offered
to some errors, sometimes a few errors, was not enough to develop implicit knowledge.

RQ 3 asked whether written CF affected development in explicit knowledge, and RQ 4 asked
whether there was any difference in the effects of written CF according to learners’ English
proficiency if the answer to RQ 3 was yes. These questions were answered by examining the results
of the untimed GJT with two different levels of proficiency; lower or higher. Different from implicit
knowledge, the effects of written CF on explicit knowledge were found in both higher and lower
English proficiency groups. In the higher English proficiency group, the metalinguistic written CF
group had a significant advantage over the direct written CF group and the control group in both the
posttest and the delayed posttest. On the other hand, in the lower English proficiency group, both
the metalinguistic written CF group and the direct written CF group outperformed the control group
in the posttest, while only the metalinguistic written CF group outperformed the control group in
the delayed posttest.

As explained above, in order to be successful in the untimed GJT, understanding linguistic
rules was required, so learners, irrespective of their English proficiency level, gained the effects of
metalinguistic written CF rather than direct written CF or no feedback. With a close investigation

of the errors made by the learners with a higher level of proficiency, it became clear that they tended
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to make errors in the use of the progressive form for a sentence with a stative verb, and of the non-
progressive form for a sentence with a dynamic verb in the present perfect structure which means
continuation, although most of them made good use of the past tense and the present perfect tense
in different sentences. It would be assumed that written CF, such as metalinguistic written CF, which
gives a briefly summarized metalinguistic explanation of rules, is more effective than written CF,
such as direct written CF, which gives linguistic forms and forces a learner to guess linguistic rules.
It is difficult for a learner to deduce complicated linguistic rules only from the forms. On the other
hand, the learners with a lower level of English proficiency made errors in fundamental linguistic
rules as well as in complex rules, for example in making the structure have + the past participle. It
was supposed that they were able to deduce simple and basic rules from the forms that direct written
CF offered in the immediate posttest. However, mainly because the rules were not cognitively
deeply analyzed or processed, they failed to become long-lasting stored rules on which they could

depend in the delayed posttest.
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CHAPTER 6

Study 4: The Effectiveness of Written CF according to Grammatical
Item-Specific Proficiency Levels

In Studies 1 to 3, the effectiveness of written CF was investigated according to learners’ levels
of L2 proficiency, which means the size of learner’s long-term memory store and working memory
capacity that relate to both comprehension and production of L2. In order to examine the effects of
proficiency in more detail, Study 4 investigated the relative effectiveness of different types of
written CF, taking the learners’ levels of grammatical item-specific proficiency into consideration.
This grammatical item-specific proficiency was divided into three levels, i.e., higher, middle, and

lower.

6.1 Research Question

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relative effectiveness of three types of written
CF (direct written CF, indirect written CF and metalinguistic written CF) on an increase in accuracy
in two writing tasks separately dealing with two grammatical items: present perfect and past perfect.
The students were assigned into three groups according to their proficiency in each of these items.

A RQ for the study is as follows:

Is there any difference in the effects of written CF depending on grammatical item-specific

proficiency levels?

6.2 Method

6.2.1 Participants
A total of 144 Japanese learners of English in high school took part in this study. They were
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all first-year high school students and had received at least three years of formal English instruction
at their junior high schools. After two months’ experience of normal English lessons, they were
supposed to decide their course of English, standard or advanced, and they were not allowed to
change their course once they decided. Among the participants, there are 99 learners in an advanced
course and 45 learners in a standard course. All participants took two kinds of tests which are related
to target structures of the study, the present perfect tense and the past perfect tense respectively, and
then, were divided into the groups according to their test scores. Ninety learners who scored from 9
to 6 points on the test of the present perfect tense were registered as a higher item-specific
proficiency group. Learners who gained a maximum score, 10, were excluded from the study
because there was no opportunity for provision of written CF. Fifty-six learners who scored from 9
to 3 points on the tests to the past perfect tense were registered as a middle item-specific proficiency
group, while sixty learners who scored from 2 to 0 points on the same test of the past tense were
listed in a lower item-specific proficiency group. That is, this study examined the effects of written
CF for learners with a higher item-specific proficiency, using the grammatical item, the present
perfect tense, and the effects of written CF for learners with a middle item-specific proficiency and
with a lower item-specific proficiency, using the grammatical item, the past perfect tense. Both in a

higher and in a middle item-specific proficiency groups, three different groups (the direct written

Grammatical item Proficiency level The number of participants Score range
Present perfect Higher 90 9—6
Middle 3 5-3
Lower 1 2—0
Past perfect Higher 3 11—10
Middle 56 9—-3
Lower 60 2—0

Figure 6.1. Participants in Study 4.
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CF, the metalinguistic written CF, and the indirect written CF groups) and the control group were
established, where only the direct written CF group, the metalinguistic written CF group and the
control group were prepared in a lower item-specific proficiency group. This was because indirect
written CF was considered almost ineffective for learners with a lower item-specific proficiency

(Figure 6.1).

6.2.2 Target Structures

The target structures in this study were two grammatical items: the present perfect tense and
the past perfect tense. These two items are syntactically and semantically complex and difficult for
high school learners of English in Japan to understand and use accurately.

Examples of four types of the present perfect tense used in this study are as follows:

(1) I have just finished my homework. (affirmative sentence)

(2) I have been studying English for three years. (affirmative sentence + progressive aspect)
(3) Have you arrived in Okayama yet? (interrogative sentence)

(4) I have never traveled by airplane. (negative sentence)

Examples of four types of the past perfect tense used in this study are as follows:

(1) We didn’t know that the lesson had been canceled.  (affirmative sentence + passive voice)

(2) I had been waiting for three hours when he appeared. (affirmative sentence + progressive aspect)

(3) Had she already gone out when you called her? (interrogative sentence)
(4) I had not arrived in Paris until I was 40 years old. (negative sentence)
6.2.3 Design

During Week 1, the participants completed a 120-minute English lesson where they received
explicit instruction of the present perfect tense and the past perfect tense. In Week 2, they performed
the pretest consisting of two different tests: the test for the present perfect tense, and the test for the
past perfect tense. Then, they were divided into groups according to test scores and received written

CF. Thus, completion of the pretest and the provision of written CF to errors in the pretest were
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considered as the treatment in this study. In Week 4, each group completed the posttest, and after
about 6 weeks, they completed the delayed posttest.

6.2.4 Treatment, Testing Materials and Procedure

The tests used in each pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest were mainly divided into two
types: tests for the present perfect tense and tests for the past perfect tense. That’s why two kinds of
pretests were developed: the pretest for the present perfect tense and the pretest for the past perfect
tense, which meant that the learners took two different types of pretests. Each of them was the
English translation test (ETT) consisting of seven questions, where four questions were related to
the present or past perfect tense and three questions were related to other grammatical categories
that were not treated in this study (Appendix L). Around fifteen minutes were assigned to each test
for every participant to fully refer to their explicit knowledge.

After finishing the two types of pretests, the participants were divided into groups according
to test scores, and then given different written CF for each group. The learners who were excluded
from the target of this study, for example, the learners who gained less than 5 points or more than
10 points in the pretest focusing on the present perfect tense, and the learners who gained over 10
points in the pretest focusing on the past perfect tense, received metalinguistic written CF.

Direct written CF groups received the worksheet of the ETT (the pretest) that was scored and
the handout that showed every answer. Metalinguistic written CF groups received the worksheet
that was scored and the feedback sheet that explained the rules of the present perfect tense or the
past perfect tense and the difference between the past tense and them with some English sentences
as examples (Appendix M). Indirect written CF groups received the worksheet where the errors
were emphasized by underlines or marks describing insertion. The same kind of written CF was
given to errors which were not focused on in the study. After receiving each written CF, even though
the participants were not asked to self-correct by means of written CF (they were only asked to
consider deeply why they made such errors and to try to find correct forms in their minds), many of
them rewrote the sentences including some errors and added some linguistic information on their
handouts. During the self-correction, they were prohibited from talking with others. The participants
in the control group, of course, received no feedback.

After around 10 minutes, all participants took two types of posttest and after six weeks, they
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took two types of delayed posttest. In order to keep a balance of difficulty among the tests, only

vocabulary was changed without changing the sentence structures.

6.2.5 Scoring
6.2.5.1 Present Perfect Tense

Each of four questions treated in the study was scored on the basis of the criteria developed
for the study. The maximum score was 10 points. Errors in spelling were not corrected. Examples

of sentences and the criteria for scoring are as follows:

(1) I have just finished my homework. (affirmative sentence)
2 points: accurate use of the present perfect tense
1 point: errors on past particle

e.g.) *I have just finish my homework.

(2) I have been studying English for three years. (affirmative sentence + progressive aspect)
2 points: accurate use of the present perfect tense and progressive aspect
1 point: errors on progressive aspect

e.g.) *I have studied English for three years.

(3) Have you arrived in Okayama yet? (interrogative sentence)
3 points: accurate use of the present perfect tense and interrogative expression
2 points: errors on past particle or word order

e.g.) *Have you arrive in Okayama yet?
1 point: errors on past particle and word order

e.g.) *You have arrive in Okayama yet?

(4) I have never traveled by airplane. (negative sentence)
3 points: accurate use of the present perfect tense and negative expression
2 points: errors on past particle, negative expression, or word order

e.g.) *I have never travel by airplane.
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1 point: errors on more than two categories from past particle, negative expression, and
word order

e.g.) *I never have travel by airplane.

6.2.5.2 Past Perfect Tense
Each of four questions treated in the study was scored on the basis of each criteria developed
for this study. The maximum score was 12 points. Errors in spelling were not corrected. Examples

of sentences and the criteria for scoring are as follows:

(1) We didn’t know that the lesson had been canceled. (affirmative sentence + passive voice)

3 points: accurate use of the past perfect tense and passive forms in the main clause,
and of the past tense in the subordinate clause

2 points: errors on passive forms in the main clause, or on the past tense in the subordinate
clause

e.g.) ¥*We didn’t know that the lesson had canceled.

1 point: errors on passive forms in the main clause, and on the past tense in the subordinate

clause

e.g.) *We don’t know that the lesson had cancel.

(2) I had been waiting for three hours when he appeared.
(affirmative sentence + progressive aspect)

3 points: accurate use of the past perfect tense and progressive forms in the main clause,
and of the past tense in the subordinate clause

2 points: errors on progressive forms in the main clause, or on the past tense in the
subordinate clause

e.g.) *I had waiting for three hours when he appeared.

1 point: errors on progressive forms in the main clause, and on the past tense in the

subordinate clause

e.g.) *I had waited for three hours when he appears.
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(3) Had she already gone out when you called her? (interrogative sentence)

3 points: accurate use of the past perfect tense in the main clause and of the past tense in
the subordinate clause

2 points: errors on the past perfect tense or on word order in the main clause, or on the past
tense in the subordinate clause

e.g.) ¥Had she already went out when you called for?

1 point: errors on more than two categories from past particle, word order in the main

clause, and the past tense in the subordinate clause

e.g.) *Had she already went out when you call her?

(4) I had not arrived in England until I was 30 years old. (negative sentence)
3 points: accurate use of the past perfect tense, negative expression in the main clause, and
the past tense in the subordinate clause
2 points: errors on the past perfect tense, negative expression, word order in the main
clause, or the past tense in the subordinate clause
1 point: errors on more than two categories from the past perfect tense, negative
expression, word order in the main clause, or the past tense in the subordinate

clause

6.2.6 Data Analysis

The scores of the ETT for the present perfect tense and for the past perfect tense through the
pretest, the posttest, and the delayed posttest were subjected to a series of statistical analyses. A
repeated-measures ANOVA analyzed the comparative effects of the treatment for each test score.
One-way ANOVA with Holm’s post hoc pair-wise comparisons were used to isolate the exact points
in time where differences between the groups occurred when there was a significant Time x Group
effect. Effect sizes for the ANOVA were estimated as eta-squared (#?) with values of .01, .06, and .14

indicating small, moderate, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988).

6.3 Results
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This section first reports the relative effectiveness of the three types of written CF (direct
written CF, metalinguistic written CF, and indirect written CF) on writing tasks in higher item-
specific proficiency level. Then, it reports the relative effectiveness of them in middle item-specific
proficiency level. Finally, it reports the relative effectiveness of two kinds of written CF
(metalinguistic written CF and direct written CF) in lower item-specific proficiency level. All tables

of ANOVA are shown in Appendix N.

6.3.1 Higher ltem-Specific Proficiency Level

Table 6.1 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three treatment groups (the direct
written CF, the metalinguistic written CF, and the indirect written CF groups) and the control group
(NF) at three different tests for the present perfect tense (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed
posttest). A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant effect for
Time (F (2, 172) =3.21, p < .05, #* = .018), while there were no statistically significant effects for
Group (F (3, 86) = 1.55, ns, n* = .024) and for Time x Group interaction (¥ (6, 172) = 1.11, ns, #?

Table 6.1
Descriptive Statistics in Higher Item-Specific Proficiency Group

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups N Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
DCF 24 8.38 (0.86) 8.67 (1.28) 8.71 (1.24)
MCF 24 8.46 (0.82) 9.08 (1.11) 9.04 (1.17)
ICF 24 8.08 (1.04) 9.04 (1.57) 8.92 (2.38)
NF (Control) 18 8.39 (0.59) 8.11 (1.45) 8.28 (1.79)

Note. DCF = Direct written Corrective Feedback, MCF = Metalinguistic written Corrective Feedback, ICF =

Indirect written Corrective Feedback
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Figure 6.2. Group means in higher item-specific proficiency group.

=.019) (Figure 6.2). Therefore, the relative effectiveness of three different written CF was not
identified in the learners at the higher level of item-specific proficiency.

However, since Time x Group interaction can be visually seen between the pretest and the
posttest from Figure 6.2, additional repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted, with focusing only
on two levels of timing, the pretest and the posttest. As a result, it showed a statistically significant
effect for Time x Group interaction (F'(3, 86) =2.92, p <.05, #>=.036). Holm pairwise comparisons,
however, showed that the significant group differences were found neither in the pretest nor in the
posttest. Because statistically significant effects were found only in indirect written CF (F (1, 86) =
9.66, p < .01) and metalinguistic written CF (¥ (1, 86) = 4.11, p < .01) through the timeline (the
pretest to the delayed posttest), it is possible to say that for the higher item-specific proficiency
group, indirect written CF and metalinguistic written CF were more effective than direct written CF

in the short run.

6.3.2 Middle ltem-Specific Proficiency Level

Table 6.2 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for three treatment groups (the direct
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Table 6.2
Descriptive Statistics in Middle Item-Specific Proficiency Group

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups N Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
DCF 14 5.21(1.82) 7.64 (2.38) 6.21 (2.78)
MCF 14 5.43 (2.06) 8.07 (2.87) 6.07 (3.63)
ICF 14 5.50 (1.88) 6.29 (3.08) 5.50 (3.08)
NF (Control) 14 5.50(1.92) 5.43 (3.70) 4.79 (3.76)

written CF, the metalinguistic written CF, and the indirect written CF groups) and the control group
(NF) at three different tests for the past perfect tense (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed
posttest). A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant effect for
Time (F (2, 104) =4.61, p < .05, n* = .044), while there were no statistically significant effects for
Group (F (3, 52) = 1.24, ns, n* = .029) and for Time x Group interaction (¥ (6, 104) = 1.11, ns, #?

12
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Figure 6.3. Group means in middle item-specific proficiency group.
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Table 6.3
Descriptive Statistics in Lower Item-Specific Proficiency Group

Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest
Groups N Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
DCF 20 0.60 (0.86) 3.05(3.14) 2.95@3.01)
MCF 20 0.60 (0.86) 6.35 (2.65) 2.75 (2.81)
NF (Control) 20 0.69 (0.73) 1.85 (1.88) 2.55(2.62)

= .025) (Figure 6.3). Therefore, the relative effectiveness of written CF was not identified in the
learners at the middle level of item-specific proficiency.

Since Time x Group interaction can be visually seen between the pretest and the posttest from
Figure 6.3 just as the analysis for the higher item-specific proficiency group, additional repeated-
measures ANOVA was conducted with focusing only on two levels of timing, the pretest and the
posttest. As a result, it showed that there was a statistically significant effect for Time (F (1, 52) =
12.49, p <.01, n* =.069), while there were no statistically significant effects for Group (F' (3, 52) =
0.98, ns, n* = .03) and for Time x Group interaction (F (3, 52) =2.55, p < .01, #*> = .042). Because
statistically significant effects were found only in direct written CF (£ (1, 52) = 8.80, p <.01) and
metalinguistic written CF (F (1, 52) = 10.42, p <.01) through the timeline, however, it is possible
to suggest that for the middle item-specific proficiency group, direct written CF and metalinguistic

written CF were more effective than indirect written CF in the short run.

6.3.3 Lower Item-Specific Proficiency Level

Table 6.3 shows the descriptive statistics for test scores for two treatment groups (the direct
written CF group and the metalinguistic written CF groups) and the control group at three different
tests for the past perfect tense (the pretest, the posttest, and the delayed posttest). A repeated-
measures ANOVA showed that there were statistically significant effects for Time (F (2, 114) =
43.18, p < .01, #* = .214), for Group (F' (2, 57) =4.22, p < .05, n* = .052) and for Time x Group
interaction (£ (4, 114) =9.91, p <.01, * = .098) (Figure 6.4). Holm pairwise comparisons showed
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Figure 6.4. Group means in lower item-specific proficiency group.

that the significant group differences were found not in the pretest but in the posttest. However, they
vanished in the delayed posttest. Only in the posttest, metalinguistic written CF showed a significant
advantage over direct written CF and no feedback (MSe = 7.16, p <.05).

6.4 Discussion

Some researchers argue that written CF leads to development in explicit knowledge rather
than implicit knowledge (Polio, 2012; Shintani et al., 2014; William, 2012). Through the treatment
phase in this study, learners could acquire explicit knowledge about grammatical forms and rules.
When they make some errors and receive written CF, they go into reassessment in the stage of intake
in Figure 2.1 on Pagel9. If they receive indirect written CF which has only the information about
the presence of an error, they have to find accurate forms or rules by themselves by means of
deducing similar grammatical rules in long-term memory. With direct written CF given, learners

acquire not only information about the presence of an error, but information about accurate forms.
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There is no chance for them to obtain accurate rules directly from direct written CF. In the case of
metalinguistic written CF, learners acquire metalinguistic information about forms and rules.
However, there is no chance for them to be given accurate forms directly from metalinguistic written
CF, even though there are some examples of forms on the feedback sheet. In this study the learners
needed accurate linguistic rules, rather than forms to get good scores on the tests, because they could
not depend on the correct forms that direct written CF provided, even if they memorized them.

In the analysis focusing on higher item-specific proficiency learners, it was proved that the
differences among groups did not reach statistical significance. Although this was true for the
analysis limiting the timing of'the test to two levels, the pretest and the posttest, there was a tendency
that metalinguistic written CF and indirect written CF were more effective than direct written CF in
the short run from a detailed look at simple main effects of time. It is assumed that the learners with
higher item-specific proficiency originally stored numerous explicit rules on the present perfect
tense, and therefore they were able to draw the knowledge of the present perfect tense required for
the tests and to use it irrespective of what kind of written CF they received. When they made ‘errors’,
it is not clear whether they can find the rules behind forms by comparing accurate forms that direct
written CF provided, with inaccurate forms they wrote. However, there was a strong possibility that
they paid much attention to rules and then deduced or recalled rules they forgot by means of implicit
CF such as metalinguistic written CF and indirect written CF. Therefore, they would obtain
applicable rules they can use in the posttest and the delayed posttest.

As for the middle item-specific proficiency group, there were no significant differences
among the groups, just like in the higher item-specific proficiency group. In the limited analysis
between the pretest and the posttest, it became clear that metalinguistic written CF and direct written
CF were more effective than indirect written CF in the short run. Thus, it would be safe to say that
metalinguistic written CF and direct written CF are more helpful for learners with middle item-
specific proficiency to gain accuracy, than indirect written CF. The learners belonging to this
proficiency group, especially the learners with middle item-specific proficiency nearer to lower
proficiency, would have inaccurate explicit knowledge about the past perfect tense and would make
‘errors’ in many cases. For them, metalinguistic written CF, which gave accurate rules and led to
reconfirmation and recalling of the target item, was helpful. The learners with middle item-specific

proficiency closer to higher proficiency were able to make use of information about linguistic forms
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that direct written CF offered, and also to induce the underlying rules. However, indirect written CF
was not enough for learners with middle item-specific proficiency to find the applicable rules that
they can use in the posttest.

Finally, as for the learners belonging to the lower item-specific proficiency group, the
metalinguistic written CF group significantly outperformed the direct written CF group and the
control group in the posttest. However, the effectiveness of metalinguistic written CF vanished after
six weeks. That is, there were no significant differences among three groups in the delayed posttest.
It is assumed that the learners in this proficiency group were lacking in accurate grammatical rules
of the past perfect tense and received a benefit from metalinguistic written CF that provided the
rules. Even if direct written CF was given to them, they would not be able to understand the
underlying rule for the posttests. However, in the delayed posttest, they would forget some

grammatical rules partly because they did not process them deeply enough.
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CHAPTER 7

Study 5: Learners’ Attitudes toward Written CF and Text Revisions

Studies 1 to 4 in this dissertation try to identify the most effective written CF according to the
learner’s language proficiency level, one of the individual learner-internal cognitive factors. In
Study 5, the learner’s attitude toward corrective feedback strategies and text revisions is focused on,
which is one of the individual learner-internal affective factors considered to influence their

receptivity to error correction, and thus the effectiveness of the feedback.

7.1 Research Question

The purpose of this study is to clarify learners’ attitudes toward written CF and text revisions
according to learners’ levels of proficiency, which is one of the learners’ internal affective factors
influencing the effectiveness of written CF. In addition, the relationship between the effectiveness
of written CF and its preference in written CF will be examined. Studies 1 to 4 in this dissertation
examined the effectiveness on the basis of learners’ English proficiency, higher or lower, and thus
it would be easier to understand their relationship based on the same division.

A RQ for the study is as follows:

Is there any difference in learners’ attitudes toward written CF and text revisions depending on their

levels of proficiency?

7.2 Method

7.2.1 Participants
The participants were the same as those in Study 2. A total of 141 Japanese learners of English
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in high school participated in this study. They were all third-year high school students and had
received at least 6 years of formal English instruction at their junior and high schools before
attending this study. In this study, 63 learners in an advanced course are nominated as members of
the higher English proficiency group, and 78 learners in a standard course as those of the lower
English proficiency group. They all took an advanced version of GTEC for STUDENTS by Benesse
Corporation, which focuses on four skills (speaking, writing, reading, and listening), and whose
maximum score is 1280, before participating in this study. The means in total score were 962.7 (SD
= 94.65) for the higher proficiency group and 814.6 (SD = 73.37) for the lower proficiency group.
The difference in the means was statistically significant (¥ (1,139) = 107.98, p <.01).

7.2.2 Questionnaire

In order to examine learner attitudes toward error corrections and text revisions, the
questionnaire consisting of four question items was developed. The four questions are as follows:
(1) Who do you want to correct your errors?; (2) How do you want your errors to be corrected?;
(3) How many errors do you want to be corrected?; and (4) What do you do after receiving
corrective feedback? (See Appendix O)

Question 1: Who do you want to correct your errors? was set in order to examine learners’
preference for a person who is in charge of providing written CF. The studies conducted by Leki
(1991) and Enginarlar (1993) showed learners’ stronger preference for teachers’ feedback compared
with peer feedback. If this preference, however, is led mainly from their trust in teachers’ language
proficiency, feedback from friends who have enough linguistic knowledge would be accepted by
learners, especially among learners with a higher level of English proficiency. Every feedback was
given by a teacher in Studies 1 to 4. Considering efficiency in classrooms, however, it would be
useful to understand learners’ reactions to peer feedback, which will be one of the means to reduce
the effort needed for time-consuming treatment, offering written CF only from the side of a teacher.

Question 2: How do you want your errors to be corrected? was prepared in order to examine
learners’ preference for the type of written CF, i.e., indirect written CF which offers information
about the presence of errors and a chance for self-correction, or direct written CF which offers both
information about the presence of errors and information about accurate forms for each error with

no compulsory self-correction.
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Question 3: How many errors do you want to be corrected? was developed to examine
learners’ preference in the number of linguistic categories focused on in one written CF episode.
That is, their preference for focused or unfocused written CF will be studied.

The last Question 4: What do you do after receiving corrective feedback? asked whether
learners do some actions after receiving written CF. Three choices were prepared: revising the
writing with written CF, only looking at their errors and written CF, or doing nothing. Written CF,
which is categorized as delayed feedback, has a risk that learners ignore it, which reduces a

possibility for L2 development.

7.3 Results and Discussion

7.3.1 Question 1: Who Do You Want to Correct Your Errors?

Table7.1 shows that the learners preferred written CF provided by a teacher to that by other
students irrespective of their language proficiency, which supports the results gained in Leki (1991)
and Enginarlar (1993). A chi-square test was conducted comparing the frequency of the answer in
the higher proficiency group and in the lower proficiency group, but a significant difference between
two groups was not found (2 (2) = 00.00, ns).

The most frequent reason for their preference for written CF from the teachers’ side was

Table 7.1

The Results of the First Questionnaire Item

Options for the Answer
Groups Teachers Other students Both OK
Higher proficiency students 53 (%) 0 (%) 10 (%)
(N=63)
Lower proficiency students 60 (%) 0 (%) 18 (%)
(N=T78)
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typically “because they (teachers) are reliable” or “because their corrections are accurate”. Some
participants, who asked for teachers’ written CF, gave reasons like “because I am not capable of
correcting errors because of a lack of knowledge,” or “because I was not able to correct errors
accurately before,” which showed their lack of confidence in correctness of error correction,
showing no reference to teachers’ correctness. Others chose teachers’ written CF, giving various
reasons like “because teachers can write some useful expressions on the sheet in addition to error
corrections” or “because I would like to receive some comments and additional information about
the grammar,” which clearly showed that the students asked for various kinds of ‘feedback’ by
teachers. Students who did not care about who gives written CF though that they would like to
receive written CF from anyone who has correct knowledge, and also, to receive as many comments
related to the contents as possible from other learners in essay writing.

The preceding studies suggest that teachers’ error corrections are not consistent and are
inaccurate. However, this would be solved if teachers constantly give CF on the same linguistic
category for a long period. It can be assumed that students with a higher level of proficiency give
accurate written CF to each other; of course, they need some training in advance. Moreover,
according to the answers in the questionnaire, teachers should offer some opportunities for students

to receive written CF from teachers, even if they can perform peer feedback.

7.3.2 Question 2: How Do You Want Your Errors to Be Corrected?

Table 7.2 shows that the learners preferred indirect written CF to direct written CF irrespective
of their language proficiency, which meant that the students called for a chance that they could
correct errors by themselves with some hints. Although a chi-square test was calculated comparing
the frequency of the answer in the higher proficiency group and the lower proficiency group, a
significant difference between two groups was not found (2 (2) = 0.443, ns).

The frequent reasons for preference for direct written CF in the higher English proficiency
group were typically “because it is more efficient,” “indirect written CF is a waste of time,” or “I
want to finish writing activity with one correction episode.” Frequent indirect written CF and self-
correction would have become a burden for some students who did not have enough time to correct

every error by themselves. On the other hand, some students in the lower English proficiency group

responded like “because I cannot correct my answers even if [ am given any hints for self-correction
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Table 7.2

The Results of the Second Questionnaire Item

Options for the Answer
Groups DCF ICF Both OK
Higher proficiency students 21 (%) 31 (%) 11 (%)
(N=63)
Lower proficiency students 29 (%) 34 (%) 15 (%)
(N=78)

through indirect written CF.” Thus, they needed some hints with metalinguistic information about
rules, that is, metalinguistic written CF. Students in both proficiency groups who preferred the
combination of hints and self-correction stated that self-corrected words are easier to retain in minds,
and direct written CF without self-correction does not lead to any development of grammar and
vocabulary.

Although it became clear that the learners in the study have few opportunities for self-
correction after written CF in the analysis of Question 4, giving hints for self-correction or indirect
written CF, such as metalinguistic written CF, could be useful for them to have a chance to improve
the situation. However, it is generally said that direct written CF is more effective for language
development than indirect written CF. In order to reduce anxiety about their errors, direct written
CF should be given at the final stage of a written CF episode after some provisions of indirect written
CF. Future research ought to fragment indirect written CF or output-prompting CF strategies to

deeply analyze which type of indirect written CF learners want.

7.3.3 Question 3: How Many Errors (Error Categories) Do You Want to Be Corrected?

Table 7.3 shows that almost all of the learners in both proficiency groups asked for written
CF for every error, which illustrated that Japanese learners tend to worry too much over errors. Even
though every error was corrected, however, few learners in the study actually rewrote their writing,.

A chi-square test was conducted comparing the frequency of the answer in the higher proficiency
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Table 7.3
The Results of the Third Questionnaire Item

Options for the Answer

Groups Unfocused Focused Both OK
Higher proficiency students 53 (%) 3 (%) 7 (%)
(N=63)

Lower proficiency students 64 (%) 3 (%) 11 (%)
(N=78)

group and the lower proficiency group, however, a significant difference between two groups was
not found (2 (2) = 0.331, ns).

Frequent answers for preference for error correction on every error were typically “because I
want to aim to be perfect” or “because I cannot notice every error without written CF given to every
error.” Another response was typically “because every error influences the test score.” Thus,
integration of instruction and evaluation will be required, which can be achieved by, for example,
scoring correct or incorrect use of some limited grammatical category that written CF focused on
on the test. Some learners who belonged to the lower English proficiency group and who preferred
focused written CF stated that they would like to focus on one grammatical category in each
provision of written CF because they are not good at English and that they are sometimes confused
when they receive error corrections from a wide range of grammatical categories at one time. They
would like to carefully and steadily improve their skills on grammar with focused written CF.

In the preceding studies, it was proved that focused written CF, which focused on one
grammatical category, was more effective for language development than unfocused written CF.
This is incompatible with the result showing learners’ preference for unfocused written CF, and thus
learners would produce complaints if they receive only focused written CF in every writing activity.
It would be effective, for example, to give unfocused written CF to errors in a short essay writing
or one-sentence writing, and to give focused written CF to errors in an ETT focusing on grammar

such as the counterfactual conditional or in a long essay writing. What is important must be to take
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a balance between focused and unfocused written CF according to the aim of an activity.

7.3.4 Question 4: What Do You Do after Receiving Written CF?

A chi-square test was conducted comparing the frequency of the answer in the higher
proficiency group and lower proficiency group. A significant difference between two groups was
found (32 (2) = 7.236, p < .05) and effective size was middle (Cramer’s V' = .227). The detailed
analysis showed that the number of learners with a lower level of proficiency who did nothing (no
look and no revision) after giving written CF was significantly greater than that with a higher level
of proficiency (Table 7.4).

Frequent answers in both groups for no revision were typically “because it takes lots of time
to rewrite” or “because I'm busy, so I do not have enough time to rewrite.” Some studies have
stressed the importance of text revisions. According to Shintani et al. (2014), written CF plus the
revision is more effective than written CF alone. Irrespective of whether there were multiple
opportunities to revise a text with written CF (as in Chandler, 2003, and Hartshorn, Evans, Merrill,
Sudweeks, Strong-Krause, & Anderson, 2010) or only a single opportunity (as in Frear’s and Van
Beuningen et al.’s studies), text revisions following written CF are considered to benefit greater
accuracy in new writing.

Written CF plus revisions results in “pushed output,” especially if the corrections are removed

before they start to write. Swain (1985) hypothesizes that pushed output contributes to the noticing

Table 7.4

The Results of the Forth Questionnaire Item

Options for the Answer
Groups Revision Check only Nothing
Higher proficiency students 8 (%) 54 (%) 1 (%)
(N=63)
Lower proficiency students 4 (%) 65 (%) 9 (%)
(N=78)
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of grammatical forms that might otherwise go unattended. The need to revise involves explicit
attention to the initial error and its correction, which may promote storage of the target features in
long-term memory. Revisions enable learners to process written CF more deeply, helping them to
consolidate their declarative or explicit knowledge of target structures. However, simply allocating
additional time to process the feedback without any requirement to rewrite would not have a similar
effect. Time to process the feedback and to actually rewrite would be very helpful. In addition, a
number of studies have produced the results that indicate that asking learners to revise immediately
after they have received feedback is advantageous. However, it became obvious that most of the
learners in this study did not revise their original written texts, especially the learners in the lower
English proficiency group, who were considered to need more activities for revisions, and who did
not re-examine their original writing with written CF, much less revise it, compared with those in
the higher English proficiency group. Therefore, teachers should prepare for some activities during
a lesson for learners to revise their original texts rather than only recommend them to do so as
homework. Moreover, teachers should sometimes prepare for a writing activity where learners
revise their first draft again and again until no error can be found instead of starting to write on a

new topic every time.
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CHAPTER 8

Conclusion

8.1 Summary of the Main Findings

The main purpose of this dissertation was to identify the most effective written CF according
to learners’ L2 proficiency levels. In order to accomplish the purpose, the relative effectiveness of
written CF was investigated by using different measuring tools. The reason why learners’
proficiency levels and measuring tools should be considered is that they are assumed to influence
the effectiveness of written CF. For example, it is generally said that explicit written CF strategies
may be useful for relatively lower proficiency learners who need more metalinguistic explanation
than higher proficiency learners. This means that a general notion that direct or explicit written CF
is more effective than indirect or implicit written CF is not always true if learners’ levels of English
proficiency are taking into consideration. It is also said that written CF has a beneficial effect not
only on text revisions but also on new pieces of writing. However, we are not sure if L2 development,
which becomes manifest in text revisions, really has a positive effect on new pieces of writing
because of a lack of empirical studies treating both occasions within a single research design.

From the results of Studies 1 and 2, any written CF has a positive effect on L2 development
for higher proficiency learners. No written CF establishes its predominance. Study 1 investigated
the relative effectiveness of direct written CF and metalinguistic written CF on text revisions and
on new pieces of writing through three opportunities of providing written CF. The findings showed
that there were truly positive effects of written CF on the text revision, but no clear difference was
found between direct written CF and metalinguistic written CF because there was a ceiling effect,
and that the relative effectiveness of written CF on new pieces of writing was not clear. In Study 2,
which examined the relative effectiveness of focused direct written CF, unfocused direct written CF,
and focused metalinguistic written CF on three kinds of tests; the untimed grammaticality judgment
test (GJT), the English translation test (ETT), and the essay writing test (EWT), it proved that any

written CF treatment led to no significant difference in improvement in accuracy. The targeted
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grammatical categories in Study 2 were the same as those in Study 1, the conditionals. From these
findings, any written CF is effective to higher proficiency learners in L2 development, but it is not
clear whether there is a significant difference among them. This was also true for the results of Study
4, which showed no significant difference among indirect, direct, and metalinguistic written CF in
long term, treating with the different grammatical categories, the present and past perfect tenses.
On the other hand, for lower proficiency learners, metalinguistic written CF, which gives
learners metalinguistic information about forms and rules, seems to be the most effective for L2
development. In Study 1, metalinguistic written CF had gradual positive effects on text revisions,
which then led to an increase in accuracy in the writing of new texts, while direct written CF led to
improvement in accuracy only in the immediate posttest. In Study 2, in two of the three tests, the
untimed GJT and the ETT, focused metalinguistic written CF proved to have a long-lasting effect.
However, the predominance of metalinguistic written CF over the other types of written CF was not
observed in the EWT, which was designed to exclude the influence of Transfer-Appropriate
Processing (TAP). In other words, focused metalinguistic written CF was the most effective on
acquisition of explicit knowledge, which was shown in the untimed GJT, and on the accurate use of
the knowledge in performance, which was shown in the ETT, but the superiority of focused
metalinguistic written CF over other types of written CF vanished in the EWT, another test for
examining the effects on the accurate use of the knowledge in performance. In addition, focusing
on the present-counterfactual conditional, the predominance of metalinguistic written CF over
focused and unfocused direct written CF in the untimed GJT and in the EIT was not observed in the
EWT. This result indicates that there is a gap between acquiring accurate explicit knowledge in
long-term memory and its accurate use in actual performance. In the EWT, the learners needed to
send their message not only accurately but also appropriately (e.g., cohesion and coherence), and
needed to write multiple English sentences to construct an essay. This meant that they had to
distribute their attention to many aspects of the sentence organization in an essay, rather than to
correctness in each sentence in the untimed GJT and to write a few sentences in the ETT. Bitchener
and Storch (2016) demonstrated that metalinguistic written CF, which offers some metalinguistic
information, is more effective than any other written CF for lower English proficiency learners.
However, it depends on how the effectiveness of written CF is measured, or what aspects of

linguistic competence are given focus. In Study 4, which treated the grammatical categories, the
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present and past perfect tenses, metalinguistic written CF proved to be more effective than direct
written CF for the lower item-specific proficiency group with a large effect size in the immediate
posttest. However, the effect was not long-lasting. As manifested in Study 1, metalinguistic written
CF gradually improved revisions of texts positively and new written texts accordingly, and therefore
a single provision of metalinguistic written CF would be insufficient in development in certain
grammatical features.

The difference in effectiveness of written CF according to learners’ levels of L2 proficiency
can mainly arise from the relationship between the type of written CF and the quantity of explicit
knowledge each learner stores in long-term memory, which then influences the quality of errors.
Higher proficiency learners already store a large amount of explicit knowledge about the target
grammar in long-term memory. Their errors are caused not by a complete lack of explicit knowledge,
but rather by that of some small parts of the knowledge or by processing failures that arise as a result
of competing plans, memory limitations, and a lack of automaticity. Irrespective of which written
CF they are offered, higher proficiency learners are often able to self-correct their errors with their
explicit knowledge stored in long-term memory and thus able to write errorless new texts. What
they need is simply the information that signifies the presence of errors, which means every written
CF is useful because it tells at least the presence of errors and is easily noticed thanks to its
explicitness of written CF. In contrast, lower proficiency learners are lacking in explicit knowledge
of the targeted grammar, and their errors are ‘errors’ in many occasions. Even if they have, their
explicit knowledge is likely to be insufficient in correctness. When they receive input-providing
written CF, such as direct written CF, they are likely to acquire an accurate form and renewed
information about forms and rules. It is difficult in many cases for learners to induce correct rules
needed for writing accurate forms in new pieces of writing, even if they can self-correct their errors
in text revisions, depending on the correct rules. When they receive output-prompting written CF,
such as metalinguistic written CF, they are able to reform and retest hypothesis by using
metalinguistic information, and are more likely to induce correct rules which are used in text
revisions and are necessary in the writing of new texts. The multi-provisions of output-prompting
written CF can make the learning potential maximum by its fostering syntactic processing, another
new CF provision from the interlocutor, reference to outer information resources, automatic

processing, and noticing the hole. The advantage of multi-provisions of output-prompting written
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CF was illustrated only in Study 1 in this dissertation, and therefore more research including a
longitudinal study is needed in the future.

Study 3 tried to investigate the comparative effects of two types of written CF, i.e., direct
written CF and metalinguistic written CF, on development in explicit and implicit knowledge of
English present perfect tense, using three measuring tools. The findings showed that both of the
tests, the timed GJT and the elicited imitation test (EIT), did not illustrate any effect of written CF
on development in implicit knowledge, irrespective of which English proficiency is concerned. In
contrast, the test for measuring explicit knowledge, the untimed GJT, showed the effectiveness of
written CF in both higher and lower English proficiency levels. In the higher English proficiency
group, only metalinguistic written CF treatment had immediate and long-lasting effects, where in
the lower English proficiency group, metalinguistic written CF and direct written CF treatments had
immediate effects, but only the effectiveness of metalinguistic written CF continued to stay until the
delayed posttest. These results verified the validity of the information processing model claiming
that the effects of written CF are displayed only in the acquisition of explicit knowledge, and are
not directly exercised on development in implicit knowledge, which was expected in reactivation
and reconsolidation theory in cognitive psychology. In order to develop implicit knowledge, a
period of consolidation for automatization through a significant amount of practice should be
necessary.

Although Kang and Han (2005) claimed that even a single provision of written CF is
sufficient to improve accuracy even in the writing of new text, we should be careful about the degree
of improvement. For example, it is important to clarify whether the improvement shows mastering
full command of production, or merely means a slight improvement leading to decrease of some
errors. It is apparent from Study 1 that metalinguistic written CF gradually improved accuracy in
new pieces of writing along with improvement in decrease in errors in text revisions. Learners
should be exposed to many opportunities of written CF given on the same grammatical category.

Theoretically, learners with partially developed explicit knowledge need more focused
feedback because their working memory capacities are limited. Lower proficiency learners who are
lacking in working memory capacities are less likely to notice CF, to reform and retest hypothesis,
and to renew accurate knowledge about forms and rules in long-term memory. Too many CF

strategies to various grammatical errors at one time can become heavy cognitive load for them.
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However, Study 2, in which focused metalinguistic written CF, focused direct written CF and
unfocused direct written CF were treated, failed to clearly prove that focused written CF is more
effective than unfocused written CF as regards to an increase in accuracy.

With regard to the relative effectiveness of focused and unfocused written CF, it is very
interesting that unfocused or comprehensive direct corrective feedback, which provides a correct
linguistic form to every error, did not bring improvement in overall accuracy in the essay. The
learners in the unfocused direct written CF group, who gained considerable feedback on misuse of
the article or the third person singular present tense in the treatment, continued to make errors on
the same linguistic categories in the posttest of the EWT. Because it is not clear whether the results
depended on the linguistic category, and it is dangerous to overgeneralize the results gained only
through the analysis of the conditionals to other linguistic categories, investigation of the
effectiveness of focused written CF on a wide range of linguistic categories is needed, and the results
would be helpful for language teachers, who usually give direct written CF to every error every day
after lessons.

This dissertation illustrated that taking learner-internal cognitive and affective factors into
consideration was important in examining the effectiveness of written CF. Except for the results that
written CF did not lead to acquisition of implicit knowledge both in higher and lower proficiency
learners, the relative effectiveness was highly dependent on learners’ proficiency levels. This
dissertation also illustrated how clarifying what kind of measuring tool was important used to
examine the effectiveness of written CF. Some are text revisions where learners can directly use
accurate linguistic forms given by written CF, while others are new writing tasks that ask learners
to write something new where they have to find correct forms from written CF by themselves. In
addition, there are different types of new writing tasks where different degree of cognitive load is
placed on learners placed.

The inconsistency between effective written CF that was manifested in Studies 1 to 4 and
learners’ preference for written CF and text revisions was observed in some questionnaire items in
Study 5. Although direct written CF is theoretically more effective than indirect written CF, the
learners in Study 5 preferred indirect written CF to direct written CF, and asked for opportunities
for self-correction. In addition, although focused written CF seems to be more effective in language

development than unfocused written CF, the learners preferred unfocused written CF to focused
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written CF, and asked for every error in every linguistic category to be corrected. This tendency of
preference for indirect written CF and focused written CF was observed both in two proficiency
groups. Moreover, although immediately revising texts after receiving written CF is recommended
for L2 development, most of the learners did not revise their original texts, even though they
compared their errors with written CF in their mind. Moreover, lower proficiency learners,
compared with higher proficiency learners, were more likely to do nothing after receiving written
CE.
The summary of the findings in Studies 1 to 4 is shown in Table 8.1.

8.2 Pedagogical Implications

According to Studies 1 and 2, one of the output-prompting CF strategies, metalinguistic
written CF, proved to be the most effective for lower English proficiency learners, even in the
writing of new texts. Moreover, it also became obvious that multiple provisions of metalinguistic
written CF led to improvement in self-editing skills among learners with a lower level of proficiency.
This finding means that metalinguistic written CF can lead to self-regulation, which is considered
as learning, according to the sociocultural perspective. Learners, not always but sometimes, should
be provided with opportunities for continual revisions of their original writings with metalinguistic
written CF until their texts become errorless. As a result, learners can develop their editing skills,
which are important to notice and self-correct their potential errors before their writings are checked
by others. It is important not to give correct linguistic forms to learners’ errors immediately in the
first episode of error correction in order for learners to become sensitive to their own errors.

With regard to the number of grammatical categories targeted at one time, focused written
CF is more effective than unfocused written CF if an increase in accuracy is concerned, and among
focused strategies, focused metalinguistic written CF is more effective than focused direct written
CF. The superiority of focused CF strategies over unfocused ones in lower proficiency learners
would result from their limitation in their working memory capacity. Generally speaking, providing
focused metalinguistic written CF over time would be useful for lower proficiency learners because

they can concentrate on a limited number of grammatical categories. However, Study 5 illuminated
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Table 8.1
The Summary of Studies 1 to 4

Target Feedback Proficiency
Studies  forms types levels Effectiveness
1 Conditionals 1. multi-DCF 1. Higher Higher
2. multi-MCF 2. Lower Revision : —
3.NF New Writing - —
Lower
Revisbn : multi-DCF & multi-MCF > NF
New Writing : multi-MCF > multi-DCF & NF

2 Conditionals 1.F DCF 1. Higher Higher
2. U_DCF 2.Lower The knowledge
3.F_MCF Conditionals : —
(no control) Present-counterfactual conditional : —
The use
ETT: —
EWT

Overall accuracy : —
Present-counterfactual conditional : —
Lower
The knowledge
Conditionals : F MCF > F_DCF
Present-counterfactual conditional :
F_MCF>F_DCF & U_DCF

The use
ETT: F_MCF & U_DCF > F_DCF (post)
F_MCF >F_DCF > U_DCF (delayed)
EWT

Overall accuracy : —
Present-counterfactual conditional : —

3  Present 1.DCF 1. Higher  Higher
perfect 2. MCF 2. Lower Implicit Knowledge : —
3.NF Explicit knowledge : MCF > DCF & NF
Lower

Implicit Knowledge : —
Explicit Knowledge : MCF & DCF >NF  (post)
MCF>DCF & NF  (delayed)

4  Present & 1.ICF 1. Higher Higher : — (ICF & MCF > DCF (pre-post))
past perfect 2. DCF 2.Middle Middle : — (DCF & MCF > ICF (pre-post))
3.MCF 3.Lower Lower : MCF >DCF (post)
4.NF

Note. ICF = Indirect written Corrective Feedback, DCF = Direct written Corrective Feedback, MCF = Metalinguistic written
Corrective Feedback, NF = No Feedback (Control Group), — = no significant effect for Time x Group interaction,

A> B =Ahas a greater effect than B

that learners ask for CF on every error in a wide range of grammatical categories. Thus, teachers
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should prepare some opportunities in which they provide comprehensive feedback, unfocused
written CF, even though focused written CF is considered to bring about grammatical development
more than unfocused written CF from the theoretical point of view. Or teachers should provide
focused written CF on a wide range of grammatical categories for a long term.

The other output-prompting CF strategy, indirect written CF, is not useful for ‘errors’ that are
induced by a lack of correct explicit knowledge of grammatical rules. Furthermore, indirect written
CF can become unessential for an increase in accuracy in the writing of new texts unless learners
cannot infer a grammatical rule correctly. For this reason, indirect written CF should be given after
teachers have introduced new grammatical rules through explicit instruction and after learners have
acquired sufficient explicit knowledge of them. Thus, indirect written CF works well when learners
make ‘mistakes’, not ‘errors’. On the other hand, input-providing CF, direct written CF, is useful in
text revisions where learners can directly use correct forms provided by the CF. However, it is
unclear whether direct written CF leads to deduction of rules. In addition, direct written CF can
deprive learners of the opportunity for self-correction, which is considered as important for L2
development. To conclude, it can be recommended that direct written CF and metalinguistic written
CF should be provided until learners acquire sufficient explicit knowledge and until their errors
become ‘mistakes’ and, then, indirect written CF should be offered when they make ‘mistakes.’
Self-correction by themselves should be also encouraged.

Because metalinguistic written CF is generally the most effective, especially for learners with
a lower level of proficiency, it is also recommended that teachers should give more chance for
students, who are already cognitively well developed, to be provided explicit instruction related to
grammatical rules in their native tongue. As for English education today in Japan, students have a
lot of opportunities to display their L2 skills on production. In order to develop fundamental skills
for communication or performance, teachers should prepare activities where their students can
cultivate and store accurate explicit knowledge about each grammar. Even learners with a higher
level of proficiency, who generally have sufficient knowledge of grammar, cannot write English
sentences without errors if they are lacking in the relevant grammatical knowledge. That is, even
higher proficiency learners need the instruction which gives such information as to what is correct
or what is not correct with regard to the targeted grammar. In addition, explicit instruction given to

the whole class might not be enough for improving grammatical skills. Thus, after their instruction,
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teachers should encourage each student to write something in English in which their lack or
misunderstanding of grammar can come to the surface, and should give metalinguistic written CF
to each error for each learner.

According to Study 2, overall correctness in essays did not improve in spite of providing
unfocused written CF, which was given to every error that emerged on the essay. If unfocused
written CF actually does not contribute to an increase in accuracy in an overall passage, teachers’
time and effort to give written CF to every error would simply become a waste of time. Not only an
analysis on the same conditions is called for, but new research on different conditions is required,
where learners receive unfocused written CF in different types of texts.

Although it is dangerous to affirm only from Study 3, written CF is considered to give little
or no influence on development in implicit knowledge. Thus, teachers should, at first, concentrate
on how they can make best use of written CF for the acquisition of explicit knowledge. Implicit
knowledge which learners mainly depend on when they speak is important, but it is more important
to acquire explicit knowledge through written CF that becomes the foundation for development in
implicit knowledge, which need a significant amount of practice. Written CF would be more
effective when it is introduced together with repeated speaking activities.

Although error correction is usually conducted by teachers, recently peer correction has been
introduced in classrooms. Peer correction is a method of correcting work where other students in
the class correct mistakes, rather than having the teacher correct everything. However, for many L2
learners, even when they are able to notice their classmates’ errors, it may be difficult to actually
correct all of them due to the social and psychological nature of peer corrective feedback (Sato,
2017). Moreover, Study 5 illuminated that the learners asked for CF from a teacher, rather than from
other learners, and also illuminated that they had less confidence in error correction because they
believed teachers were more reliable. Sato and Lyster (2012) stated that peer corrective feedback
serves dual functions to benefit both receivers’ and providers’ L2 development. In the process of
peer corrective feedback, a learner first needs to detect an error in the input that may result in a
communication breakdown or an exchange that does not involve any communication issue. In order
to do so, he or she must notice the gap between the error and the accurate production. Therefore, the
provider may compare the error and their interlanguage, notice that they might as well make the

same error and correct it internally, and/or monitor their own CF internally and externally and,
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possibly, detect the same or another error in their speech. These cognitive processes may contribute
to the restructuring and consolidation of the provider’s L2 knowledge. From the receiver’s point of
view, CF given by their peer may trigger noticing and push the learner to modify the original
utterance. As Ferris (2003) argued, learners do require some training where they try to acquire the
technique for peer corrective feedback, become accustomed to giving and receiving written CF with
each other, and most importantly, feel confident about their skills for error correction.

To conclude, the following pedagogical instructions are recommended when written CF is

provided to learners in the classroom:

(1) Lower proficiency learners should be provided with multiple provisions of metalinguistic
written CF in order to improve an accuracy and an editing skill.

(2) Although focused CF strategies seem to be more effective than unfocused ones, learners demand
more unfocused CF strategies than focused CF strategies. Therefore, teachers should take a balance
between them.

(3) Direct written CF and metalinguistic written CF should be offered until learners acquire
sufficient explicit knowledge and until their errors become ‘mistakes,” and then indirect written CF
should be offered when their errors are ‘mistakes,” which gives a number of opportunities for self-
correction.

(4) For higher proficiency learners, any CF has a positive effect on an increase in accuracy. However,
this 1s limited to when their errors are ‘mistakes.” When ‘errors,’ they need metalinguistic written
CF just like lower proficiency learners.

(5) Written CF can be offered from both sides of a teacher and peers, but learners need sufficient

training in advance in the case of peer corrective feedback.

8.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
This dissertation tried to solve the problems and overcome the shortcomings in the previous

studies on written CF. Some were solved, but others were still left unexplored. In addition, new

focal points that should be treated in future research emerged. As concluding remarks, limitations
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and recommendations for future research will be mentioned.

8.3.1 Target Structures

This dissertation treated a limited number of grammatical categories; the conditionals, and
the present and past perfect tenses, which had had little treatment in the previous studies, to the
author’s knowledge. However, it is still unclear whether the results gained from Studies 1 to 4
depend on targeted grammatical categories or can be generalized into others. Further written CF
research should treat a wide range of grammatical categories.

Kang and Han (2015) claims that even providing written CF just once is effective. Generally
speaking, learners with a higher level of proficiency, who nearly maintain constant good test scores
from a posttest to a delayed posttest, are considered to already have enough explicit knowledge of
the target grammar, and they can obtain not only immediate but long-lasting accuracy only with
one-shot written CF. However, this was difficult for lower proficiency learners to achieve. In Study
4, every experimental group lost the rise of scores that they gained in the posttest in the delayed
posttest. It is possible to suppose that this decrease of scores in the delayed posttest resulted from
the complexity of the grammatical items. The past perfect tense treated in Study 1 can be thought
as more difficult to understand and handle than the present perfect tense, because, for example, in
the case of the past perfect tense, learners have to also understand the past expression usually
accompanied with it. More research that investigates the influence of complexity of grammatical
items on the effectiveness of written CF is needed.

As for the targeted grammatical categories, Study 4 had a limitation in that the same
grammatical item was not targeted in every item-specific proficiency group. The study tried to
investigate the effectiveness of different written CF according to three levels of grammatical item-
specific proficiency, higher, middle, and lower. In order to secure the number of participants in each
proficiency group, the learners with a higher item-specific proficiency were chosen on the basis of
test scores for the present perfect tense, while the learners with a middle or lower item-specific
proficiency were chosen on the basis of test scores for the past perfect tense. Namely, higher item-
specific proficiency learners received written CF on the errors relating to the present perfect tense,
and middle or lower item-specific proficiency learners received written CF on the errors relating to

the past perfect tense. Because there was more or less a possibility that the difference in grammatical
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items influenced the effectiveness of written CF more than proficiency levels, there is an obvious

need for further research focusing on a single grammatical item.

8.3.2 Division Between Focused and Unfocused Written CF

The superiority of focused written CF over unfocused written CF, which was anticipated by
Bitchener and Ferris (2012) and Ellis et al. (2008), was not clearly observed in Study 2. As
mentioned earlier, the errors made by higher proficiency learners would include a significant
number of ‘mistakes,’ rather than ‘errors’, which caused no significant difference between focused
and unfocused written CF. Within the lower proficiency learners, those who received unfocused
direct written CF on a wide range of linguistic categories, would come to naturally pay closer
attention to the conditionals than to any other category, experiencing three different types of
measuring tools. In addition, each question in the ETT was developed to lead the learners to use one
of the three types of conditionals, and each question consisted of a few sentences, which meant that
not so many error types were focused. As a result, there was a high possibility that the learners
received ‘less focused’ written CF, rather than “unfocused’ or comprehensive written CF as in the
study by Ellis et al. (2008). Future research should deal with the tasks where the participants are

asked to write, for example, several sentences or an essay consisting of a few paragraphs.

8.3.3 Adoption of Various Tests and Tasks

Future research should offer various kinds of tests for measuring the effects of written CF,
such as the tests for measuring the acquisition of some explicit knowledge or those for measuring
the correct use of the knowledge in performance, taking the influence of TAP into consideration. It
became obvious in Study 2 that learners who acquired new accurate linguistic knowledge did not
always become accurate on performance. The question of what kind of additional instruction
teachers should prepare for learners who have already a great amount of accurate knowledge in
some grammatical rules but cannot perform it, should be examined.

The result that unfocused direct written CF did not contribute to improvement in overall
accuracy in the essay deserves further investigation. The learners in the unfocused direct written CF
group in Study 2, who gained a significant amount of feedback on misuse of the article or the third

person singular present tense in the treatment, continued to make errors in the posttest of the EWT.
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Because it is not clear that the result depends on the linguistic structure and it is dangerous to
overgeneralize the result gained only through the analysis of the conditionals to other linguistic
categories, the effectiveness of focused written CF on a wide range of linguistic categories needs to
be examined in the future, and the results would be useful for language teachers, who mainly give
direct written CF to every error on learners’ written texts every day.

The studies in this dissertation used one-sentence-level translation task in each treatment.
From a pedagogical perspective, essay writing tasks or paragraph writing tasks are used as often as
single-sentence-level translation tasks in classroom settings. Teachers sometimes meet learners,
who can use a certain grammatical rule accurately and write an errorless sentence in one-sentence
writing tasks, but fail to use it accurately in essays. Future research on the effectiveness of written
CF provided in various kinds of tasks should be conducted.

Although the concepts of explicit and implicit knowledge are important in SLA, it is more
important for language teachers to recognize improvement in students’ writing performance caused
by giving them written CF. Studies would be more called for which examine the effects of written
CF not only from the knowledge- or competence-based but also from the performance-based

perspective.

8.3.4 Validity of Measuring Tools

Lietal. (2016), who failed to find the effect of ‘oral’ CF on acquisition of implicit knowledge,
claimed that there was a possibility that the EIT they used did not validly measure implicit
knowledge. This could be true for the EIT used in Study 3 in this dissertation. As Ellis (2005) pointed
out, explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge are not two distinct competences but single
continuous competence. If so, learners are accessing both kinds of knowledge in any situation, and
the point is how much proportion of implicit knowledge is used or how much proportion of explicit
knowledge is used. Further research should investigate the validity of timed GJTs and EITs as

measuring tools for implicit knowledge.
8.3.5 Adoption of a Control Group

No control group was prepared in Study 2. This is because three different tests as measuring

tools were included in the study and conducted during normal lessons, and this is because it was
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preferable from educational consideration not to arrange a control group. As a result, it became
unclear whether the improvement (or decline) in Study 2 was truly caused only by written CF. There

is an obvious need for further research including a control group.

8.3.6 Practical Use of Written CF in Classroom

Written CF is, of course, given to learners after a writing activity. In typical English classes
in Japan there must be many implicit or explicit instructions in advance so that learners can avoid
making errors. Whether the effectiveness of written CF is fostered with prior instruction or not, and
if so, what kind of instruction is needed should be investigated in the future. Furthermore, in addition
to the effectiveness of written CF with prior instruction, the effectiveness with follow-up instruction
should be paid attention to as well. Effective incorporation of written CF treatment into a natural
series of lesson is important.

In usual classroom settings in Japan, learners sometimes have a question-and-answer session
or a discussion in pairs or groups based on their written texts, which is one of the integrated activities
focusing on more than two English skills. This means that learners have a chance to gain oral CF as
well as written CF, which will make the classroom CF-rich situation. Further research should clarify
what types of errors oral CF or written CF should take charge of in order for each type of CF to

work and interact efficiently with each other.

8.3.7 Effects of Other Types of Feedback

Through Studies 1 to 4, the effectiveness of written CF was mainly examined on the basis of
an increase in accuracy. However, feedback also plays various roles in improvement in the
organization of texts and paragraphs. The quality of a written text can be determined not only by
degree of correctness but also by adequate use of discourse markers, adverbs, or cohesion and
coherence, for example. In order for learners to improve overall writing skills, teachers should make
use of different kinds of feedback in addition to CF.

Striking the balance between content-based feedback, which is given to the contents and
organization of a written text, and grammar-based feedback, which is provided to linguistic errors
is important. According to the relevant studies (Kepner, 1991; Sheppard, 1992), the former is more

beneficial than the latter. The only way to find a clear answer to this question is to produce more
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empirical evidences treating with a wide variety of written feedback, and focusing on changes on

linguistic and affective aspects written feedback brings.

8.3.8 Learner-Internal Factors

Learners’ differences in attitudes or in the levels of L2 proficiency, which influence the
effectiveness of written CF, should continue to be focused on. Actually, the individual learner-
internal cognitive factor, L2 proficiency, affected the effectiveness of written CF, which led to
conclusion that the effectiveness of written CF cannot be decided without taking learners’ levels of
proficiency into consideration. In conventional English lessons in Japan, each grammatical rule is
taught explicitly and stored as explicit knowledge in the learner’s long-term memory, which will be
internalized or automatized through following enormous amount of practice. It is natural to think
that each learner has a different amount of explicit knowledge and skill in utilizing it. For this reason,
it would be justifiable to set up grammatical item-specific proficiency just like in Study 4, although
Studies 1 to 3 adopted general L2 proficiency. The difference among higher, lower and middle levels
of proficiency in this dissertation is relative, that is, there is the possibility that ‘lower’ proficiency
in this study means ‘middle’ or ‘higher’ proficiency in other studies. Teachers should provide written
CF according to learners’ item-specific proficiency levels.

Many learners wait for a chance where they can correct their errors by themselves instead of
being given correct answers in the first place because, they believe, self-corrected forms are more
likely to stay longer in long-term memory. However, at the same time, some students complain that
they have no time to do self-correction or revisions. In order to solve this problem, teachers should
allot time to activities for revisions during lessons.

Learners are sensitive to their own errors and ask for unfocused or comprehensive written CF.
However, learners with a lower level of proficiency tend to be confused about which error should
be corrected first, and they require focused written CF strategies that are given to errors high on the
list of priorities. From a viewpoint of language development, focused written CF is more
advantageous than unfocused written CF. Thus, when teachers give focused written CF, it should be
continuously given to a wide variety of grammatical items, which would reduce anxiety of not being
corrected.

Future research should examine more direct relationships with more participants between the
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tendency of preference and effectiveness of written CF, that is, how preference in written CF
influences the effectiveness. Because preference could change according to participants’ age, how
teachers should give error correction should be determined on a basis of careful observation and

investigation in their own students.

8.3.9 Reference to Sociocultural Theory

In sociocultural theory (SCT), learning does not mean that a learner comes to use linguistic
items accurately, but means that he or she comes to depend less on assistances from other objects
or other persons (Erlam, Ellis, & Batstone, 2013). It is important to note that development from
SCT is evident not only in independent performance (greater accuracy on new texts) but also in a
reduced reliance on assistance. The novice learner is considered independent (self-regulated) when
they can write accurate texts independently, drawing on abstract representations of grammatical
knowledge. SCT justifies written CF for L2 development by regarding it as one of the forms of
assistance. Although the learners with a lower level of proficiency in Study 1 were not able to
ultimately improve their average of test scores to around the maximum score by means of
metalinguistic written CF, they were able to improve their ratio of successful self-correction. The
longitudinal research should be conducted on the topic of whether learners who gradually improved
the ratio of successful self-correction of some linguistic category can use it accurately without any
help from others in the end.

Sheen (2011) claimed that written CF research based on SCT had not illustrated whether
written CF could offer scaffolding help (finely tuned dynamic assistance in interaction) according
to each learner’s developmental stage. In addition, it is not clear how scaffolded knowledge becomes
part of the learner’s resources that the learner can deploy in independent activity. The feedback sheet
developed in this dissertation, where individual learners were able to refer to the information they

really needed in order to self-correct, can be one of the effective means for it.

8.3.10 Forms of Metalinguistic Written CF
Even the most effective type of written CF, especially for lower proficiency learners in this
dissertation, metalinguistic written CF, has room for further improvement. The quality and quantity

of metalinguistic information that appears in a feedback sheet should be tailored according to the

126



individual learner. The feedback sheets used in this dissertation did not include detailed information
for each question, but included general information about each grammatical rule. Of course, too
much information in a single feedback sheet would be inefficient. Future studies should be
conducted including various types of metalinguistic written CF and examining their relative
effectiveness according to grammatical item-specific proficiency in a wide range of grammatical

categories.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Example of the English translation test (ETT)

BABERBICELAE L, * [FTE—] OMICHIERAHB ETALRALAVI &,
f & ES A Check!
rie o . = _ . phone
LLHLBRI-OBFHS M > W, BEL TWDIT, BEES
1 number
If1 3
TE- | If |
Ho L —ERMICIY D IE, ZOMBEMARATEDIODIS, wrs  solve
2
If you S problem 1
TE- | If you
LA LR- PRI TW D, STARZIEAFURICWEEESS, “z% finish
3
If she LA— report 4
a7 |If she 1¥Uz  England
HLABEAHOLDTEEICWIFIE, FFbldY 7y I RTEIENTES, THE top
4 -
If we ;;Vﬁx relax 2
i |If we
T
LLEHBCREMTUONIE, ZOBEICES EHHETLADI, spmc o
5 minutes
If you =% catch 3
a7 |If you
HLBOBEESEM > TONIE, RICBETEDDIS, wET5  call
6
If1 1
TE- | If |

~q%>s goona

HLBABNZ RS, FbENAF U IITIENTES,

7 1297 hike
If it 2
e (If it
Ho LRBRICEREZBEC L TWED, SZAFEEMH->TWSEA 5, Rt spend
8
|f| o5 come 4
true
TE- |(If |
E
b LRBE TIT> TWhIE, BATARLLLORATHES DI, i< tgh‘) °
9 e
If you 1
E- |If you
HLBERThr27n, BRICITC ZENTERDIS, macHs  be sick
10
If 1 3
aE- || |
N - N sLes— th
HLEAEETLES—LELTVRED, REFETAES, A»m ‘e
11 video
If he xE¥5  scold 2
7E- |If he
LLHOEFOTWEDL, HARLOESHIISTARIML TWAEWESS, 03 give up
12
If you 4
ATE- |If you
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Appendix B: Feedback sheet (as metalinguistic written CF)

s ERERBSCE 2T LT,

BREIDEXRLELRIGE-REEBE] m

If I were free now, I would travel around Japan.
WEH BB 003t 253 + B 00 SR

SOETERVD, b LOERS BUEQFFRLERD =ARYTVETIERN )] LWHHE, i
B ZHWD, I (RERD PWIX, BhE - BiBhE om =R, FEIIBIEE OWEE + B ORE %
b, “I would travel around Japan if I were free now.” & WO FEIETH L HAAL0K,

TS LHBOERD, BE2FE) L) 2WFEICT2581%, UTOELALBTIIELLNELN?

A If I were free tomorrow, I would help you.
B: IfI am free tomorrow, I will help you.

Bz Bl WAOELE I DIEIAHATHY, FREBRRDZLELIFEZARVDOT, ZO X5 2GE1F
EETITRL T, BEHiEEAWS, ERETHE, EHAL THNLBERH L7205 Z LICEE,

BlBEINDEREELIGE-REEZBETT ] M

If T had been free then, I would have traveled around Japan.
WETTIE BhEhE DR EIE +have+i % 57

[HORFOETIERNSTD, bLOELE 2L (BEOFEEL R L =RLIOFETIThr o))
EWO LA, MEERETT) 2 Hna, I (e MITRETETE, EHIXBEEID#ER +have
+iBESFE AV D, “I would have traveled around Japan if I had been free then.” DFEIECTH O K,

B {REEBETT |+ REXKBE ) w

If T had studied harder, I would have an enjoyable university life now.
WEETIE BhBGR o038 B + Bhaa o JFE
R TH L—AEam L T b, 5 5AEE LVWRPEEREEZESTNWDES D, |

[H LHORF~TEolzb BEOEREEARD), 5~7259 BUEOEFELEZRD) ] LWHgGH, If
i (PEEN) IR EETIE, EEIBEEOBEER+HEREH WS,  “I would have traveled around
Japan if T had been free then.”DFEIETH O K,

EE! LGEREDIELEVSOICEBEREANLD?

REETRTNRIEREELGHETT . CORREDER ARRE) ERETIEIFH OBEE GRE
SBE)ERAVTRELET,

135



Appendix C: ANOVA tables

ANOVA table in revision (higher proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 16.7989 2 8.3995 57.36 <01 701
Error 7.1755 49 0.1464

Within participants
Time 0.0435 2 0.0218 0.42 ns .008
Time x Group 0.4770 4 0.1192  2.28 <10 .085
Error 5.1259 98 0.0523

Total 29.6208 155

ANOVA table in revision (lower proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 4.0803 2 12.0402 15639 <01 .850
Error 42344 55 0.0770

Within participants
Time 0.0718 2 0.0359 147  ns .026
Time x Group 0.7025 4 0.1756 720 <01 207
Error 2.6840 110 0.0244

Total 31.7730 173
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ANOVA table in new writing (higher proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 586.5074 2 2932537 5.48 <01 182
Error 2619.8458 49  53.4662

Within participants
Time 4.1030 2 2.0515 0.38 ns .008
Time x Group 81.9747 4 204937 3.80 <.01 134
Error 528.1095 98 5.3889

Total 3820.5404 155

ANOVA table in new writing (lower proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 536.7746 2 2683873 422 <.05 133
Error 3500.0001 55  63.6364

Within participants
Time 136.4339 2 682169 9.62 <.01 .149
Time x Group 97.5080 4 243770 3.44 <.05 A11
Error 780.0975 110 7.0918

Total 5050.8141 173
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Appendix D: Examples of the English translation task (ETT)

Test 1

UToRAFEERTHEBEZEEHI W,
[blp—FEomiebbnizn, £5927] [Z257hH, £TERICE > TRAN—F
KD 0D, LL<ERXDEDLI0H]

Words: one yearto live [1&ED%5]

HEDODBEFENFEEICHE->TWVWD, LNVECDRAEALLD, ZOHEHBEICE - LB
SAREEIT TN TW LD -7=DIC,

Words: overworking [BE%{# ] . topic [55%8] . social problem [#+£RI%E ]

BALBRLICH—RFHEICEDY D22H DB, TDTAHETIURM EA—FEEF->TWSE, F
DIcEY, BEEZLT, BUWPETH2LTHTETCLE D,

Words: a cashless society [h— F#t%] | aprepaidcard [7'U <A FAH—F] | take
buses or trains [ #1233 |
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Test 2
UTOHARBEERTREBLEZEZEEZTRI,
1 BRI HDINZEHHDDPEFICHRZE, TOFETEhLoAWLWD, HEIRTEEOEE L TR
ZIE, BZOLLFERIZFDLIBAICE >TSS,

Words: as Sis/are [SOHBHFF ], remainthesame [ZFD X EFTEHSAEL] | as
ideals [EMEDZEE LT

FELORRICHAETBBZ O EGLRBORRDEZLVIUHDI-TL LD, [HLEAD

2
LEARNDZDIZ] EBSTITEVWHY FH A,

70 =

Words: high up in the sky 225 < ]

500FF0a—AyNIZEBoOTUAHINTWS, FAIMEY (CHh->T, HRORT%E
BiELCERBRICHZZETL & D,

Words: Europe 500 years ago [500FERIMD I —A v /%] ( man's dream [EoAa~w>] |
be full of [~THISNTUWS] | sailar [#FEY ] . the end of the world [tHFR DR T
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Appendix E: Feedback sheet (as metalinguistic written CF)

ik BREBBDIIE) 2x#TL0TT,

MIREIOERLELLSSHE-RFEXBE] m

If T were free now, I would travel around Japan.
B ETE Bh#hE o 25T + B o U

SO0 FETHRVR, bLOERD BUHEOFFELRRD=KRYIZOETIERV )] LWHHEA, K
EEIEE ] AW, IEFT (BEHD PNIE, Bh5 - BiBhEi o=, EHIEBBE o £ + 8 o FUE 2
5,  “I would travel around Japan if I were free now.” & W HFEIETH H HAAOK,

SBEDOHREL R LB LR T L X1F,  “Twish + REEBFREZHV D, m

I wish I could live in London. vy RAZEDEZLNWDIZR )
BET

TP o5

TbLHAROERD, BaFied L) 29G5CT 25813, UTORIALBTIEELLNELN?

A:  If I were free tomorrow, I would help you.
B:  If I am free tomorrow, I will help you.

BZIE TBl, HADENE S DEIAHTHY, THFHELERD) LIIEZARVOT, 20X AT
UEE TR T, HatiEEZ WS, ERETHIUE, EHPNIFBTERHIC e 25 2 SIHE,

MIBEIDEREELLSEE-RFEXBERTT | m

If T had been free then, I would have traveled around Japan.
WEETE Bh#EhEa i EHE +have+itd 555

[HORFOETIE P72, bLOELE 72D BEOFEE B =AY TOFETITRNo7) )
LWOHEE, EERER T V5, IFE (EE) MITRET T, EEHIXBEE OmER +have
+imESFEHWA,  “TI would have traveled around Japan if I had been free then.”DFEIETH O K,

kMEORFLERQ DL ERT L X1F, “Twish + FUEEHER a2l 5, m

I wish I had been more careful. [H -5 LEEL TV b o7l iad )
WEET

E B RRIREOBHM=FF OB !

REETRTNBFEREERLGDETT . COBREEDERH (RESRR) ZXETIXFH OB (RE
DEXREEGHEEITBE BEOEFRLEGIERIFTBERT)ZAVTRELEY,
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Appendix F: Examples of the tests

The untimed grammaticality judgement test (untimed GJT)

fIfENo. | O/ %
FASHER T — L TkEERLAFELL=,
B o | enjoyed swimming in the pool yesterday.
FFTHEWEDEIZT A AT,
Bl y | go to America last summer.
went
FLIDLEHTONIE, Syva7I—a8 T 5T EAHETV DI,
1 If I had left earlier, we could avoid the rush hour.
REMNELZBETIS, FAEHEITHEEERILTILELM=LY,
2 If she was still sleeping, | want you to wake her up.
A EE->TLRIL, #HEDIZ,
3 If | were wrong, | would apologize.
gL, RIEVDOBESERNEDIZ,
4 If he had studied, he would get good marks.
WAKRZBOHFEELDS, TOLSITIEBE RGNS,
5 If he had been a true scientist, he would not think that way.
EHIICH->TLONIE, ZORBISSMLTL =551,
6 If I had known in advance, | would attend the meeting.
AURIZEATONIE, ZEDLTORRYERRDZDIZ,
7 If I had lived in India, | would try all the foods there.
LLZOBRABESILTLVEMof5, HEFEHYIZTOTLV DI,
8 If I had not had a cold then, | would have gone fishing with you.
LLEEBEAHBNIE, TDNVTEE>TL DI,
9 If 1 had had more money, | could buy the bag.
COREFRIE, ZORTERITHIENTED L,
10 If you use this key, you can open the door.
BEMNAVEL1—2EFZHUL, BHIHEBERDTONIDI,
1 If she had been able to use a computer, she could easily find a job.
FLABHRESLS, FAFREABISER T,
12 If Tom will come tomorrow, | will take him to the park.
XEARINIE, HR—TAEHBIL T =0DI,
13 If the weather had been good, the party would be successful.
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The English translation test (ETT)

UTORFFEZRTEFEZZEEHI N,

BESTCEROAEER D> TWELWOTHNE, [MEIMTHIATERL] &h [BHDE
B0 EFREb T2 2 LT TERL,

Words: how to analyze or discuss problems [RIEEATRHBDHIE] -
criticize TH#t¥]3 %] . opinion [EZ]

HobBFWEETDZELSToMmMBRICELD LA S, LAL EHELCIZHRTHSDME
1B, BEROT, BRRELVWS ZETEEE

Words: marriage [#58&] . ~ & #5835 [marry~] [get married] .
almost 40 years old TPU+3E< | | after the fact [SEHIERE |

FROFEDPHRIZBICEVTH D 2L LAASARITNIE, EREOBMICEZD ZLIFTERAL
72AS5, EhoktEr=bIClE, BORIICWAEFEREIC, 20EITALELADH B,

Words: textbook [#R}E |
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The essay writing test (EWT)
FD7T—<%7T, 60BREOAIXEZTEAI L,
® LLFEIZBbADUVADBEE [*3A < a2 =% (honyac konjac) | 2B L, &D X 5 iFIH
L 72 Td 2,

*INERNDL, HOW 5SS RHERNICERI VT C 2 2. BO5ET SHEIMTFOREEIC
%, XELERL THAMNS,

W35 ( ) #8 ( >E AR - & 280 ( )
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Appendix G: ANOVA tables

ANOVA table in the untimed GJT (the conditionals, higher proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 70.3503 2 351752 198 ms .062
Error 1064.0250 60  17.7337

Within participants
Time 47.8395 2 239197 829 <01 121
Time x Group 14.6418 4 3.6605 1.27 ns .041
Error 346.0938 120 2.8841

Total 1542.9504 188

ANOVA table in the untimed GJT (the present-counterfactual conditional, higher proficiency
group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 18.9485 2 94742 299 <10 .091
Error 190.0383 60 3.1673

Within participants
Time 0.3251 2 0.1626  0.27 ns .004
Time x Group 42712 4 1.0678 1.75 ns .055
Error 733079 120 0.6109

Total 286.8910 188
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ANOVA table in the ETT (higher proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 3.1669 2 1.5834 044 ns 015
Error 214.7828 60 3.5797

Within participants
Time 89.8762 2 449381 59.05 <01 496
Time x Group 6.0602 4 15150 199 <10 .062
Error 91.3293 120 0.7611

Total 405.2153 188

ANOVA table in the EWT (the whole essay, higher proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effect size (17,°)

Between participants
Group 2.0107 2 1.0054 222 ns .069
Error 27.2207 60 0.4537

Within participants
Time 0.2049 2 0.1024 0.53 ns .009
Time x Group 0.7483 4 0.1871 096 ns 031
Error 23.3402 120 0.1945

Total 53.5248 188

ANOVA table in the EWT (the present-counterfactual conditional, higher proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 1.7072 2 08536 221 ns .069
Error 23.1779 60 0.3863

Within participants
Time 3.7969 2 1.8984 1697 <.01 221
Time x Group 0.8114 4 0.2028 1.81 =ns 057
Error 13.4242 120 0.1119

Total 429176 188
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ANOVA table in the untimed GJT (the conditionals, lower proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 76.5878 2 382939 213 ns 054
Error 1349.4470 75  17.9926

Within participants
Time 96.5743 2 482871 21.07 <01 219
Time x Group 49.7440 4 124360 543 <01 126
Error 343.8099 150 2.2921

Total 1916.1630 233

ANOVA table in the untimed GJT (the present-counterfactual conditional, lower proficiency

group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 30.5810 2 152905 4.05 <05 .096
Error 283.0993 75 3.7747

Within participants
Time 8.6883 2 43441 4.61 <05 .058
Time x Group 26.2351 4 6.5588 6.95 <01 156
Error 141.4967 150 0.9433

Total 490.1002 233
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ANOVA table in the ETT (lower proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 30.6288 2 153144 511 <01 120
Error 224.7342 75 2.9965

Within participants
Time 84.3557 2 421778 51.66 <0l 408
Time x Group 27.2424 4 6.8106 834 <01 182
Error 122.4790 150 0.8165

Total 489.4402 233

ANOVA table in the EWT (the whole essay, lower proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effect size (17,°)
Between participants
Group 8.7124 2 43562 3.87 <05 .094
Error 84.4326 75 1.1258
Within participants
Time 0.4653 2 0.2327 033 ns .004
Time x Group 5.4443 4 1.3611 192 s .049
Error 106.2209 150 0.7081
Total 205.2754 233

ANOVA table in the EWT (the present-counterfactual conditional, lower proficiency group)

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)

Between participants
Group 0.0511 2 0.0255 0.07 ns .002
Error 27.0729 75 0.3610

Within participants
Time 3.6364 2 1.8182 12.10 <.01 139
Time x Group 0.8805 4 0.2201 146 ns .038
Error 22.5471 150 0.1503

Total 54.1881 233
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Appendix H: Examples of the ETT

AAEZRT ( ) MICELWSEEZFEHEIV, (1BEIERSAEL)
* RN BB ET [FTE~] OMICIEFFEbEBALBVZ &
) ( ) EOR - B KA ( )
i 2] EG Check !
1 FAEy AT TITARICE B LT LS, 5lo#d move
David ( ) to Sapporo. 4TI already 5
ETIE— |David ( ) to Sapporo.
) ZOHBITIF2001FE L Y BEAEENTLS, X include
The product ( ) taxes since 2001. 2&6
ET1E— |The product ( ) taxes since 2001.
3 B IF2015E (SN N=H =2 3y THFIE LT, FET2  open
We ( ) a hamburger shop in 2015. 3
FTIE— [We ( ) a hamburger shop in 2015.
WIRLETAE Y — b T2 &b B D,
¢ He ( ) to a concert four times before. 5
ET1IE— [He ( ) to a concert four times before.
5 b LAFSBEHOHDORYFIZES TS,
Tom ( ) on that chair since this morning. 5
ETIE— |Tom ( ) on that chair since this morning.
WIsA 7 E R EREE LT, KEELIFS  cry out
6 He ( ) when he saw a tigar last week. 3
FIIE— [He ( ) when he saw a tigar last week.
YV EREETAETV S,
7 Kenji ( ) enough sleep lately. 4
FIIE— |Keniji ( ) enough sleep lately.
FHDZAD SBELE R T, [ 3] hate
8 He ( ) her since they were children. 28&6
FTIEE— [He ( ) her since they were children.
EOYEIBRVEDLZIITTL— FAfToTz,
o Hiroshi ( ) to Adelaide last winter. 3
ETIE— [Hiroshi ( ) to Adelaide last winter.
TRABUBZORBIC2ESMLEI LD H B, S % join
10 Asuka ( ) the meeting twice before. 5
§TIE— [Asuka ( ) the meeting twice before.
1 ZZTHRE->TVS,
It ( ) humid for the past seven days. 6
STE— (It ( ) humid for the past seven days.
12 FLRSEAL I UREFELTWS,
Tom ( ) with Chris since this morning. 1&6
FTE— [Tom ( ) with Chris since this morning.
WRIEEB RO ICILEBA L, EEER pick
13 She ( ) some flowers for her mother yesterday. 3
FTIE— [She ( ) some flowers for her mother yesterday.
A7 IEHEREE L7, (m#z) 35 play
14 Bob ( ) Shogi yesterday. 3
FTIE— [Bob ( ) Shogi yesterday.
15 ATHEINETICHALLEZBIG - EnH 5,
Yuka ( ) the neighbours until now. 5
FTIE— |Yuka ( ) the neighbours until now.
WIELOFMET =R Mo,
16 He ( ) a pianist ten years ago. 3
FTIEE— [He ( ) a pianist ten years ago.
TANRERAOEEN O ETHRERATWS,
1 Kate ( ) very tired since last Friday. 6
FTE— |Kate ( ) very tired since last Friday.
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Appendix I: Feedback sheet (as metalinguistic written CF)

s TR L TREDLREFTHRCRREOERFTEL) 22700,
BAEREDEL]

A:  Satoshi lost his wallet. (EE®)

B:  Satoshi has lost his wallet. (BAESE THE)

AT T E) o< Lz CWVWIHOBEOEEDLEARL, BELEETIHY A, LoTEE
R LIEEEN L LRV L, BROoNnoTnD0s LILERA,

—F, Bix M7 Liz] LW REOFEERL T TR, B LEFETHI LV ITHEORIE TEL
9,

B[RETTOH]
BESE T1E (have/has + WEDF) TELET,

FIMEDHLRN OBAEE TCOBMEQMBEZ X121, ETETEZHVET,

Bob has been cleaning his room since this morning.
[R7TEHNET - L BNOFRBORMERE L TWET, )
72720, B DARREDHKRE & K T REBBNER I JEITIR I3 0 A,

X I have been belonging to tennis club since I was the first year student.

"""" T m[E'8 o)

w . know (%1-TLY%), remember(EZ TL %), understand
Lo Il (251 (BRELTND), like BFATL), hate (Hi>TL3),

2. B THETIE) ~LEERDD) ) have(ioT113), differ(R45TLVS), resemble (2T
3. M [(HET) Fol~ThHD) V%), depend (IRFELTLVA), remain(~DEETH
__________________________________________ %), containfinclude (~Z&ATL %), owe(~%EXh5
FE EBNHD)F

VBREZTEELICEDNELE
yesterday (FEH) ,last night (FEZ) , last week/month/year (JEi# / 6 H / WE4E) ,ago (~HiIZ) ,just
now (DOWEIEE) ,in 2001 (~#(2) , when S+V (SNV L7=W) %
HITESE T AT BIED IR B S F BRI D T, B EDD SIFR 5T L IRl & biziT
VALY (2 A
) O He left a few minutes ago. X He has left a few minutes ago.
VIREZE T LEBIZEDNSEER
[ 7T OEFWT ] just (7=o7=%4) ,already (H 59 TI2) , lately (5iT) ,this
week/month (5 / 5 H)
%) Ihave already finished lunch.

[ 288 OEW%T ] ever (IHEX - BERASCTI ZHETID) ,never (ZNET—EL
~72\) , before (7SR & | LLRIIZ) , once/twice/three times ([[A]
AR T) 1/2/3%) , until now (5% TI)

#1) T have been to Scotland twice before.
[ #%% OET ] for (IHIE] ~Df#) for the past~ (Z Z~f#) ,since (~LI3k)

11
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Appendix J: Examples of the tests

The timed grammaticality judgement test (timed GJT)

Slides

Pretest

=X O < [HE

DZ w7 AL THBHNTLTIZE0,
REIIBREREA~AZALTIEE N,

BERAHA
FECEEY AR w (ELWEN)
- Oz v
EXICREYHYHD (HE-T-EX)
— XDz v

Masako lived in Okayama since last winter.

1
At S
& 17‘7— She cried out when she saw a ghost last
TR A 5 D T, week.
ZFRECHMLBELTLEE Y,
2 3

Miku has learned Spanish since 1980.
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Answer sheet for the timed GJT

pretest

v

EO X[ MERAK

3

W (ELWEX) — ODRIc

JEALA

—Zo
Aot

“— R

£yl
5y

Vv

X DI

WhH>D (BE->HEX) —

[m]
=

“—H

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

10

11

12

13

FRI=E

wE

1]

2 K& (

=

F

) &

) # (
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The elicited imitation test (EIT)

Slides

Oral Elicited Information Test

BERRY JE RIE T X b

Pretest (very short ver.)

F IR
1, ENDRER

2. Az —vIZEN-AFEOCERIC,
[Ew - Wiz ] TER D,

3. Z0f%, BMICEHVWAEREXEBVHLTE S,
(ERLEXICBYDFHIBERELLELEEXEES L, )

1
F1M ZEZEWVWTLIEE 0,
1 15 T
B IFEECTOEFLASIFT BWEENYEE->TLIEEL,
KN BNETH? (BEVWAHBNITELTCES 2 &)
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The untimed grammaticality judgement test (untimed GJT)

KX EHH, FEVAZINEOE, FMEBLAHIIEXZLEALLI L,
BE, MEWHYHZHEIE, ZOEAICTHRELNE, ZOTIKELLWEEEEELI L,

B@ENo.| O/x ® X
WJ o | enjoyed swimming in the pool yesterday.
i « | go to America last summer.
wewnt
1 | made an excuse to my teacher when | was late for the game.
) | have failed the test yesterday.
3 He has run since this morning.
4 Ken became sad lately.
5 Miku went to Kyoto twice before.
6 Bob has worked at this company since last year.
; | have gone to London last summer.
8 They have been remaining good friends since they joined the seminar.
9 David drank vodka until now.
10 Toshio has already closed his restaurant.
1 He has been bornin 1976.
12 It was snowing for the past three days.
13 I went to New Zealand last fall.
12 Miku had stayed in this hotel three times before.
15 Ben already reported the result to his wife.
16 My opinion has been differing from yours since the discussion started.
17 He has often stayed at his grandmother's house when he was young.
18 | saw the car crash yesterday.
19 Toshio ran his own shop since he was in his 20s.
20 | have met Masako yesterday.
21 It has been hot for the past two days.
22 David has been interested in Jazz lately.
2 Toshio attended the conference three times before.
24 | have been a singer twenty years ago.
25 | was a cook four years ago.
26 The guys have moved the piano since 9 o‘clock.

( ) # )&% - B ORA(
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Appendix K: ANOVA tables

ANOVA table in the timed GJT among higher proficiency learners

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)
Between participants
Group 16.3183 2 8.1592 1.33 ns .052
Error 299.4771 49 6.1118
Within participants
Time 30.1748 2 15.0874 7.80 <0l .137
Time x Group 0.9908 4 0.2477  0.13 ns .005
Error 189.5005 98 1.9337
Total 536.4616 155

ANOVA table in the untimed GJT among higher proficiency learners

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)
Between participants
Group 112.7046 2 563523 1.83 ns .070
Error 1505.4561 49  30.7236
Within participants
Time 76.1586 2 38.0793 18.09 <01 .270
Time x Group 146.8347 4 36.7087 17.44 <01 416
Error 206.2456 98 2.1045
Total 2047.3996 155
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ANOVA table in the timed GJT among lower proficiency learners

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)
Between participants
Group 5.8447 2 29224  0.44 ns 014
Error 402.1474 61 6.5926
Within participants
Time 17.6200 2 8.8100 2.93 <10 .046
Time x Group 1.6643 4 04161 0.14 ns .005
Error 366.6476 122 3.0053
Total 793.9240 191
ANOVA table in the untimed GJT among lower proficiency learners
Source SS df MS F P Effect size (17,°)
Between participants
Group 93.0090 2 465045 1.79 ns 055
Error 1585.3416 61 259892
Within participants
Time 124.0822 2 62.0411 2645 <01 .303
Time x Group 46.0691 4 115173 4091 <01 .139

Error
Total

286.1521 122 2.3455
2134.6540 191
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ANOVA table in EIT among higher proficiency learners

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (1,°)
Between participants
Group 0.4995 1 04995 0.09 ns .003
Error 153.9143 27 5.7005
Within participants
Time 15.6072 1 156072 748 <05 217
Time x Group 0.1589 1 0.1589  0.08 ns .003
Error 56.3238 27 2.0861
Total 226.5038 57
ANOVA table in EIT among lower proficiency learners
Source SS df MS F P Effect size (17,°)
Between participants
Group 0.3542 1 03542 0.12 ns .005
Error 74.7940 25 29918
Within participants
Time 14.4616 1 144616 24.00 <01 .500
Time x Group 0.0172 1 0.0172  0.03 ns .001
Error 14.4643 25 0.5786
Total 104.0913 53
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Appendix L: The ETT
Pretest for present perfect

e b

1) Hifirb>mLIcEELE LD,

2) YLARBHIFBCRELLOTT D, EL, BEEXHEA,

3) FMIRATETHRIT L 722 &AL, FITH  airplane

4) WIEEERZ D e TELOT, HAHLT,

5 Mldb & S EEBEERAILE DT,

A
6) LIEIC DY S WHEAH T, & church

7) FFIEMIT o LH/EEMEL LD,

Score

( ) # ) E K - B K& ( )

RIEX R No. 1
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Posttest for present perfect

[N
1) FFELFBEEZRITLAEL, B# lunch

) AYRFIRABETEEVNOTE A, Gl BETESY A, FER member

7L EEE
3) I TELASTSEIDTLEEREZRTWS, TV program

4) FBIFEBOWCHDILEEDL LN TES,

5) REbHEFHROC AN SBENER TV, B A reach other

6) LEIZ ZIC=Z2hTAhdH o7,

7 HBIEINETICREBICEALLZEN DY £Th,

Score

( )M ( ) E R - B K& ( )

RIEXFE No. 2
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Delayed posttest for present perfect

RAEX No. 3

[«
1) FlFBALr LT - &L L,
&
2) TrIFEAHEELLBAVOTT A, WL, LEFA. club activity
3) FAIEORICFHNT-Z LA,
4) DWICRIFFFREBRICAY OFHBICRS ZehTEL, fEE  actor

5 HEflddb IWLICEELE Lich,

6) LB DL Y CBERA S -7, HER  post office

7 RIS E2EMT o LFoTW S,

Score

( )M ( ) E R - B K& ( )

159



Pretest for past perfect

6)

~

)

e RIS o

E3 0MICHZET, AFYRITHFN-Z EldRD o7, o
HERIFIELLHY FHALR, FL TTLLHY £HA,

BN
WABRND ET, BEIFHHT > &F>TUW appear
FENRI-OFMIHEOMBEIRD LD,

FrotLds

I bIEHOBREMREICA>TWEZE (FrrvEilahTW I L) 2H5AN >  cancel

FLADWDOBEARERE DO,

HRIHDWZICBIELEE, WEUEREHTLE>TOWELED,

Score

( )M ( ) E R - B KA ( )
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Posttest for past perfect

- B
EEXRI=E No.
e b
. B3
) BEEABNZET, BiET- L IEEBLTLL, g appear
KRB D
2) HEIZFHREHY FEA LN FL BY FHA, break one's promise
3 BEEEHOBHABSN T L FBHEA 72, B85 take
B < ABHICAE L RRICE S5, s
get dark
5) HRIEARIB-/EE, BRITTTICIRZEVKRZITWE LD,
6) TUHBHRADEZAIZHENDENE I DAL EL,
7 BAEICEZET, FIMEEERZZ LR 5T,
E  natto
Score
( ) # ( VE R - B KA ( )
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Delayed posttest for past perfect

RIEXFHE

e b
FIEEDDZFINFEIEN TV Z LIZRIDEH 2T,
DEMRBLNTWND
HITAFBEPBNTOARNTT L1, L BLTULWELA, thirsty

BRIIMEORICITo7-L &, BIIBEBEBEFEFETCLE>TVWELD,

BHAHTT > r—F2RBRE S,

BREICRBET, RAMARBALEC LB AT, MfTH plane

Ty FHWOERISE ST AL,

BEPBNDET, To L BEREELTIE, Bn%  appear

Score

( ) M ) EF R - B KA ( )
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Appendix M: Feedback sheet (as metalinguistic written CF)

1. BEETH
BEETICIZ2ODAENHY ET,

OBEDFHREREZEICLTRERTLRAL ITT - HR R B OB®RERITHE
QBEDFRELY BBEDZ LERTHE

(DBEOHK[ZEECLTHRERT LREL [ET - BR, &8 #K) OEKERYTALCONT]
LUTD2O00ERXER TSN,

A: | have been busy for a week. (IRTE5ET)
B: | had been busy for aweek. (BX5ET)

AFBRAERTHENMARAVLGNATEY . 1TEEFINCSREETTTERBIL LA EEVWSIERIZBYFES,

—#. BEBEDHARRAILHARRETO 1TEMIL LMLV SERICHEY FET (STREMTLLY
MESMETHATY ),
KO TBDEILBBETRTOXTIE, BEDHIRREAMICKRITRELLELITEDNLIONEETT .
LUTOEXTHNIEL, “When | reached the station,” DE R ABEDHFREZRLTVET,

When | reached the station, the train had already gone.
R TERHAERICEVEE, BRI TITHTLEL>TLM]

BESET & <(had + BEREF) TRLFET,

AEER . had + not/never + BE 45

ST . Had+ X5 + BESF~?

* BEDHIEN o HAHIRFETOEIEDORIGEEZRTICIE, BERTETBEZRAVET,
| had been waiting for two hours when he appeared.

R TREEAENDIET2HET > &F o> TV

[BETETHOEK]

(1) ET - #R . I~LTLE->TL: (~LT)1

(2) BB : [(HPBEDFRETIZ) ~LEIEnHor
(3) #ft: [(HHIBEDEHRFET) §o&~L Tz
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(DiEEOHRALY HBEDC LERTAKISOVT]
UTD2O0DEXZER TS,

| lost the bag that | had bought a week before. (GBESET)

R TRF 1V EMENICE >z I &< LTz

| didn’t know that the window had been broken. (BZE5ET +ZEjfE)
R MFAEZDEIMRESNF-DEMS TN STz

DOBERTIEERTZEBEDESIZTS L0 TTA., MESRT &IFEFEAL ., BIZTBEDRA
FYUHEHITBENHKEERTLELTEEY,

2. AEROREXIZHTHIEZA
XA B ER THo>THAC ThH, BEONEAEEL 5IE Yes BEA S IE No TEXET,
BAEOEL - WNRITEhEALNE ST

LUTDEXZR TS,
Mr. Aoyama isn't a mathmatics teacher, is he? No, he isn't.
R FEERIBZOEETEHY FEA LR TEFL, BEOXETEHY FE A

COEIIAMREFXDBELEERDREBMIXTI D TR LIL—LAAETEFEYET,
FLUELFEZOXRETHY .. BEOELETELBVDOTREOANEE No EGTYET, BARED MELN]
[CEDENLGNELESICLELELES,

3. HIFAE & ARADORERE
FORMERTEIFRENTIE. ABRAREDOZEZRLTOWTIRAEREEALET . —A. LFAHAT
[T, REOAREIRERBEFEALET

LTOERXERTSIEEL,

We will arrive at the gallary before it rains.

R THRABRBHEICFA=BIEF YT —ITELTEZA5,.]
BAEREZHDEFEMEIBE > TOVEVDTERERTTRT EB>TLEWET A, before it rains (LE
FREIEDTREOABTIHAREBZRAVET,

| don't know if it will rain.
iR : TRAMEDIME S HEMBALN

—A. EOFHXTIEIf it will rain DERSE know D BRIZETH Y REAFT LD TIEIREDORNBETHDDTHE
ERERWNETD,
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Appendix N: ANOVA tables
ANOVA table in higher item-specific proficiency group

Source SS df MS F P Effect size (%)

Between subjects
Group 12.6934 3 42311 1.55 ns 024
Error 235.4676 86 2.7380

Within Subjects
Time 9.6717 2 4.8358 3.21 <.05 018
Time x Group 10.0919 6 1.6820 1.11 ns 019
Error 259.4907 172 1.5087

Total 527.4152 269

ANOVA table in higher item-specific proficiency group (only pretest to posttest)

Source SS df MS F P Effect size (%)

Between subjects
Group 6.0913 3 2.0304 1.24 ns 024
Error 141.0208 86 1.6398

Within Subjects
Time 7.0646 1 7.0646 6.71 <.05 .028
Time x Group 9.2324 3 3.0775 2.92 <.05 .036
Error 90.5764 86 1.0532

Total 253.9856 179
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ANOVA table in middle item-specific proficiency group

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (%)

Between subjects
Group 43.4940 3 14.4980 1.24 ns .029
Error 608.6905 52 11.7056

Within Subjects
Time 67.5833 2 33.7917 4.61 <.05 044
Time x Group 37.4167 6 6.2361 0.85 ns 025
Error 761.6667 104 7.3237

Total 1518.8512 167

ANOVA table in middle item-specific proficiency group (only pretest to posttest)

Source SS df MS F P Effect size (n?)

Between subjects
Group 27.2411 3 9.0804 0.98 ns 032
Error 481.2500 52 9.2548

Within Subjects
Time 58.5804 1 58.5804 12.49 <.01 .069
Time x Group 35.9554 3 11.9851 2.55 <10 .042
Error 243.9643 52 4.6916

Total 846.9911 111
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ANOVA table in lower item-specific proficiency group

Source SS df MS F P Effectsize (%)

Between subjects
Group 76.1333 2 38.0667 422 <.05 052
Error 513.6667 57 9.0117

Within Subjects
Time 310.9000 2 155.4500 43.18 <.01 214
Time x Group 142.6667 4 35.6667 9.91 <01 .098
Error 410.4333 114 3.6003

Total 1453.8000 179
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Appendix O: Questionnaire

BEX EDBRY ICEZONBETIEICET 27—k
ZHAODOBEN

COT7Ur—ME, REXEIZBNSRYICHLTEZAONDITEICH T 5ALSADBEREINNI_EER

BELTWEY, BfiEHSH RVETIFLIESVEDITOEDIT, ZOEBHEZEMICEN TSN, BEL

DEVEBAHEINLLNFERAN, HFEYEZCEFTEA TV EVTRBOERA, LALEBELLET,
SFEEER FIL

W35 )HE( =5 % - B £ ( )

Q1: EEXOBRYEHICETIELTELWV-L\TTH,
1. K& 2. RERHKE) 3. EBELTHKL

Q2: BRYEEDEIITHBLTEHLENLVTT D,
1. BUALELWVERERZTELSS
2. BRUMFEVMEFELVERTITELTHD, REICELVWEREHZTELS
3. EB5THEL

Q3: RYISHTBETERLKOLTHLLNNTTH,
1. IRTORYETELTHLL L
2. BEDEBRBEVEDITROTETIELTELL =LY (F: BEAGLEADH)
3. EBLTHEW

Q4: FTESHEEMEARMSNI-RIE, OTOEDISGIEEZLET A,
1. FTEZLEIC, GEMEANEEZ, ESELELTWLS
2. FTEZDEIC, GEMBALAZERDH, EEELELTLVEN
3. REJCEFALGRITRIZBHLELY)
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