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Typology of  written corrective feedback
From Ellis (2009)

• Direct
• Teacher provides correct form

• Indirect
• Indication & location

• Indication only

• Metalinguistic
• Error codes

• Brief  grammatical descriptions

• Focused vs. unfocused

• Electronic

• Concordance file with examples of  
correct usage

• Reformulation

• Native speaker reworks entire text



Meta-analysis of  current research
From Liu & Brown (2015)

• 32 published studies & 12 dissertations

• Narrowed focus on studies that investigate long-term gains in accuracy

• 95% include control and comparison groups

• 86% use pre-test/treatment/post-test

• Only 30% include a delayed post-test



English Articles
From Thomas (1989)

• Referential/Nonreferential

• Known/Unknown

• Definite/indefinite

• Unknown, referential = indefinite (first mention)

• Known, referential = definite (anaphoric mention)



Direct form-focused 
corrective feedback for L2 writing

Bitchener (2008) Sheen (2007) Bitchener & 
Knoch (2010)

Shintani & Ellis 
(2013)

# of  students 75 91 52 49

# of  groups 4 3 4 3

# of  students per 
group

17-20 28-31 13 13-15

Length of  study 2 months 2 months 10 months 10 days

L1s represented 63% East Asian Korean, Hispanic, 
Polish

44% East Asian 34% Arabic 
15% East Asian

Level Low-intermediate Intermediate Low-intermediate Low-intermediate

Average age 22.7 Range 21-56 31.7 22.6



Findings

Bitchener 
(2008)

Sheen 
(2007)

Bitchener & 
Knoch (2010)

Shintani & Ellis 
(2013)

Stefanou & 
Revesz (2015)

Written and oral 
corrective feedback 
added to DCF and 
DCF alone were 
better than written 
metalinguistic and 
DCF 

Direct 
metalinguistic 
group performed 
better than direct 
only in delayed 
post-test  

DCF outperforms 
control, no 
differences 
between the groups 

DCF showed no 
benefit 
Metalinguistic 
explanation 
assisted learners on 
post-test but not 
on delayed 
post-test

Advantage for 
direct feedback 
over control but no 
clear benefit for 
metalinguistic 
explanation



Measurements for learner differences

• Sheen (2007)
• Otto’s (1998) language analysis test

• 14 multiple choice items of  translations from an artificial language and English translations

• Stefanou & Revesz (2015) 
• Grammatical sensitivity: adapted words-in-sentences from MLAT 

• Match underlined word in one sentence to a choice of  five in a separate sentence

• Metalanguage knowledge: Bloor (1986) instrument

• Identify words and phrases that correspond to 10 grammatical terms



No answers...
From Ellis (2010)

• Do socially driven differences affect the internal processes responsible for 
converting input and output to acquisition?

• What kind of  theory is needed to explain how and for whom CF works and 
does not work?

• How can teachers most effectively take account of  individual differences in 
learners when providing CF?



Metalinguistic explanation

• Written
• Error codes above word or phrase

• Error codes in the margin

• Examples ww = wrong word; art = article

• Numbered errors in text with grammatical description at the bottom of  the text

• Oral
• One-on-one conference

• Mini-lesson



Language Analytic Ability

• Skehan’s (1991) combination of  Carroll’s (1973) grammatical sensitivity and 
inductive language-learning ability 

• Multicomponential, making it difficult to measure

• Statistically one of  the highest indicators of  success, along with motivation

• Other factors: personality, attitude toward CF, language anxiety, cognition(noticing, 
uptake, etc.)



Future research

•How do learner differences in language analytic 
ability affect their ability to use metalinguistic 
feedback?
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