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Abstract

This study examined the effects of explicit metalinguistic corrective feedback on the
accurate use of English regular past tense structure. The main purpose was to investigate
whether the immediate provision of metalinguistic feedback after writing task
completion or its delayed provision after two days in the next classroom session could
differentially impact the structure accuracy. One-hundred and five Iranian English as a
foreign language (EFL) learners agreed to take part in this study and were assigned into
three conditions: immediate metalinguistic feedback, delayed metalinguistic feedback,
and control condition without any feedback. A repeated-measures ANCOVA was used
to provide answers to the research question. Results revealed the superiority of the
delayed metalinguistic feedback over both the immediate feedback and control
conditions in the immediate post-test. And, in the delayed post-test, the immediate
metalinguistic feedback outperformed the other groups. The implications of these
findings and suggestions for further research are further discussed

Keywords: Corrective feedback; Explicit; Metalinguistic; Immediate feedback; Delayed
feedbackype your keywords here, separated by semicolons;

1. Introduction
Learning a second or a foreign language is a complicated process where
learners not only require exposure to adequate degree of input but also
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need to be presented with an opportunity to use their acquired language
(Khezrlou, 2020a, 2020b). Hence, after providing the learners with
adequate comprehensible input (Krashen, 1987), learners need to be
motivated to produce output. The process of transitioning from input to
output inevitably makes learners commit errors in their language use.
These errors need to be corrected in order to enhance the learner's inter-
language development. Provided that these errors do not get corrected
appropriately, they would be fossilized in the learner's interlanguage. In
order to avoid this fossilization, language teachers are encouraged to
provide their learners with different types of CF which they consider
suitable for them.

Russell and Spada (2006) underline that corrective feedback (CF)
refers to any feedback that is provided to a student, from any source, in
response to any error of language form. Lyster and Mori (2006) declared
that CF set up sensitive focus on form, attempting to draw learners’
attention to language form during interaction. Lightbown (1998) drawn in
Lyster and Mori (2006) stated that CF at the moment when students have
something to say can be most effective, instead of postponing the focus
on language until after the task has been completed. As CF creates a
response to learners’ erroneous production, it totally occurs in the output
but can also take place in any phase of the presentation practice production
(PPP) (Khezrlou, 2012a, 2012b). Thus, it becomes clear that oral or
written corrective feedback (WCF) are particularly effective practices,
which are both needed and essentially practiced in classroom teaching and
should be introduced to the classroom syllabi (Khezrlou, 2021a, 20193,
2019b). With growing evidence presented for the effectiveness of WCF
in second language (L2) learning, researchers have sought to determine
the most helpful strategies for providing feedback, as well as when
teachers need to respond to written errors- i.e., feedback timing (Mao &
Lee, 2020). Although both strategies and timing are essential
considerations in WCF, of immediate concern, particularly for English as
foreign language (EFL) writing teachers, is the provision of WCF at the
best time and with the most effective strategy. In other words, writing
teachers need to have clear ideas about what type of WCF (e.g., explicit
or implicit) works best at what time of feedback provision (e.g.,
immediate or delayed). However, compared to the plethora of research
that has been conducted on WCF types in various teaching and learning
contexts, there is a paucity of research on the optimal combination of
feedback type and timing and this issue has remained a conundrum.
Consequently, the present study was motivated to investigate the relative
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effectiveness of implicit and explicit WCF timing regarding Iranian adult
EFL learners’ grammatical accuracy in L2 writing.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Types of Corrective Feedback

Second language (L2) teachers have at their disposal different
strategies to correct a learner’s error. Lyster and Ranta (1997) identified
from their immersion class transcripts six types of corrective feedback,
namely, explicit correction (explicit provision of the correct form), recast
(error-free reformulation of the erroneous utterance), clarification request
(indication of misunderstanding or ill-formedness), metalinguistic
feedback (comments on ill- or well formedness), elicitation (eliciting the
correct form) and repetition (isolated repetition of the error). Lyster (1998,
2001, 2004) re-categorized the last four interactional moves as prompts
since they are all more likely to push learners to self-correct by
withholding the correct form.

Carroll and Swain (1993), Ellis, Loewen and Erlam (2006) and other
researchers distinguish types of CF in terms of their implicitness. Recasts
are usually categorized as implicit CF as they do not overtly indicate that
there is an error, whereas explicit correction and metalinguistic feedback
are considered to be explicit. The above two distinctions are both of
theoretical significance. Cognitive interactionists argued for input-
providing CF, considering input as the driving force of acquisition while
skill-building theories favored output-prompting CF, regarding output as
a key mechanism for proceduralization and automatization. As for the
implicit-explicit distinction, Long (1996) proposed that implicit CF is an
ideal form for acquisition as it does not interrupt the communicative flow
and thus induces form-function mapping. However, explicit forms of
correction are assumed to be more effective than implicit ones according
to the Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt, 1994; 2001). It is likely that explicit
CF leads to explicit knowledge only (Krashen, 1987) and whether it
contributes to acquisition of implicit knowledge is controversial. Ellis
(2009) combined these two separate distinctions into a comprehensive
taxonomy of CF (as shown in Table 1). This framework systematically
accommodates different types of CF but, as Ellis acknowledged, fails to
reflect the variation of a single type of CF. He took recasts as an example.
Although recasts are described as “input providing, implicit” in the
framework, they, in fact, vary in implicitness, for instance, depending on
whether they are combined with other types of CF, whether there is an
emphasis on the error, whether they involve declarative or interrogative
intonation, and whether they occur in full or partial form.
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Table 1. A Classification of Corrective Feedback (Ellis, 2009, p. 8)

Implicit Explicit
Input-providing Recast Explicit correction
Output-prompting Repetition Metalinguistic
Clarification request explanation
Elicitation

Sheen and Ellis (2011) also proposed a category for corrective
feedback types which is depicted in Figure 1. They recommend nine
feedback types based on the six basic and well-known strategies that
Lyster and Ranta (1997) have originally introduced. Sheen and Ellis
separate their suggested strategies along two features: input-providing
versus output-prompting and implicit versus explicit. The former makes a
distinction between feedback which provides (input-providing) or elicits

CF Types
Sheen & Ellis 2011

Reformulation I Reformulation I I Prompts |
Repetition 2 5
- Didactic Recasts Metalinguistic
conversations| No Communication Clues
Recasts breakdown
Communication T T
breakdown Clarification Elicitation
Requests Explicit Correction Wh-question
“Pardon?” With/without = —
Metalinguistic Explanation || Paralinguistic
signal

(output-prompting) correction whereas the latter is concerned with the
degree of the explicitness of the corrective feedback type.

Figure 1. Feedback types according to Sheen and Ellis (2011)

2.2. Timing of Corrective Feedback

Black and William (1998) mentioned that the main purpose of written
or oral CF is to foster the learners’ capacities, knowledge, and skills in a
language skill or some content. There can be numerous CF approaches in
obtaining this goal such as immediate/ delayed CF, form-oriented/
meaning-oriented CF, and etc. As a result, it can be argued that CF can be
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understood to fulfill different functions or goals. Black and William
(1998) proposed two types of feedback: explicit and implicit feedback.
According to Black and William (1998), explicit feedback follows the
purpose of depicting the learners what has been problematic and what
needs to be fixed while implicit feedback only presents comments to
facilitate learners’ writing process in different stages such as writing,
drafting, revisions and final drafting. It can be noted that explicit feedback
presents more scaffolding and support using details compared to the
implicit response.

The goal of CF can be modified based on its strategies. Brookhart
(2008) identified that feedback’s strategies can be modified with respect
to four features of time, amount, mode, and audience. She maintained that
the fundamental goal of presenting immediate or slightly delayed
feedback is to help learners become aware of the answer and its use. Based
on her beliefs in the power of immediate feedback, she stated that it is
important to have students with the feedback while they are still
considerate of the content, task, or performance. According to her
suggestion, CF needs to come while learners still think of the learning goal
as a learning goal, while they still have some reason to work on the
learning target, something they are still struggling for, not something they
already did. A general guideline for evaluating the time of feedback is
putting ourselves in the learners’ place. When do students want to hear
your feedback? Of course, when they are still thinking about the work and
can still do something about it.

To better explain the appropriate and inappropriate time of CF,
Brookhart (2008) indicated the instances of good amounts of feedback as
returning a test or project the next day, giving immediate oral responses
to questions of fact and student misconceptions and giving flash cards
(which provide immediate right/wrong feedback) for studying facts. Also,
Brookhart (2008) declared the illustrations of bad amounts of feedback as
returning a test or assignment two weeks after it is completed, ignoring
errors (thereby suggesting acceptance) and checking up a test or
assignment when the unit is over and there is no opportunity to show
improvement. She stated that when the students are still careful about the
results and can better use the feedback given to their papers will be a good
time. Then, the teacher should score the test and return the results in
appropriate time. In contrast, when the tests or assignments are returned
with a long delay of time it will be a bad time. Therefore, delayed
returning of papers causes feeling of frustration and leads the students to
think that the teacher is ignoring them (Khezrlou, Ellis & Sadeghi, 2017;
Sadeghi, Khezrlou, & Modirkhameneh, 2017).
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A number of previous studies have subjected these suggestions to
empirical tests. In the study by Nakata (2015), 98 Japanese college
learners were asked to study 16 English-Japanese word pairs. Immediate
feedback was provided immediately after each response, while delayed
feedback was not provided until all target items were practiced. Learning
was measured through the administration of post-tests immediately, one
week, and four weeks after the treatment. It was found that when lag to
test was controlled, feedback timing exerted no impact upon L2
vocabulary learning irrespective of the frequency of errors committed
during learning. Li, Zhu and Ellis (2016) examined the influence of
immediate and delayed corrective feedback on the English past passive
structure learning of 120 Chinese EFL learners. Groups carried out two
dictogloss tasks and received either immediate or delayed corrective
feedback in the form of a prompt, followed by recasts of utterances
entailing the errors in the use of the passive voice. Results did not show
any effects for the corrective feedback on elicited imitation test scores, yet
both the immediate and delayed feedback led to achievement in the
grammaticality judgment test scores, with immediate feedback proving
more effective.

Finally, Lee (2008) investigated the cooperation of CF through expert-
to-beginner cooperative efforts. They worked on three different tasks
including jigsaw, spot-the-differences and open-ended question. The
novice members were supposed to write a thoughtful diary to report their
attitudes and observations on online feedback negotiations and CF upon
the conclusion of the project. When linguistic problems happened, the
expert speakers were supposed to hold up by providing assistance to draw
the learners’ attention to focus on form. They found that text chats
supported the focus-on-form procedure through collaborative
engagement. The experts and learners both used L2 and L1 to negotiate
L2 forms for both syntactic and lexical errors. The findings showed that
the experts assisted their partners linguistically and cognitively in the
process of feedback negotiation. The researcher concluded that it was not
easy to provide CF and to attend to linguistic errors during the meaning-
based interaction. In other words, focusing on meaning and form
simultaneously is troublesome for language learners (Khezrlou, 2021c,
2021d). Also, focus-on-form is most important in computer-mediated
communication (CMC) than in face-to-face interaction as the learner can
read the errors visually, and the correct written text on the screen. The
findings revealed that, the experts were able to call learners’ attention to
focus on non-target-like-forms that resulted in CF and, self-repair.
Although, some learners accepted the significance of using the target
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language, they did not find focus-on-form correction very helpful. Some
of the learners were eager to take part in the meeting as a chance for
communication rather than an opportunity to repair their grammatical
errors. Also, they viewed online interaction as less stressful, which
allowed them more time to reflect on linguistic forms. Moreover, the
students were more motivated to indicate their linguistic problems and
were truthful about expressing the need for help from the expert partners.

3. Method
The present study was carried out to investigate the effect of explicit
corrective feedback with regard to timing in the written accuracy of the
EFL learners. The target of corrective feedback was the regular past tense
-ed structure which is a non-salient grammatical structure (see below) and
therefore was deemed to need extra attention for its successful acquisition.
Specifically, this work addressed the following research question:
1. To what extent do the immediate and delayed explicit corrective
feedback affect Iranian EFL learners’ grammatical accuracy in
writing?

3.1. Design of the Study

The design of the present study is identified as quasi-experimental with
providing treatment to intact classes and comparing the written accuracy
before and after the treatment. The general design of the study consists of
making use of meaning-based writing tasks and figuring out the errors in
learners’ writing pieces. It needs to be noted that the dependent variable
in this study is learners’ writing accuracy and the time of WCEF is the
independent variable. Based on a pre-test of grammar, a total of three
conditions, namely two experimental conditions and a control condition,
were selected. Afterwards, learners were asked to write on a topic in each
session and they then received each corrective category across the time
variable. The comparison was established among all of the groups, with
intervention of independent variable (WCF timing) that plays a role in
terms of predicting the changes in the dependent variable (writing
accuracy).

3.2. Participants

A total of 90 male (N = 40) and female (N = 50) English as a foreign
language Iranian learner were selected from ACECR Institute in Kerman.
Participants’ mean age was 19.46 and they were at the low-intermediate
level of English language proficiency based on the rigorous placement test
of the language institute. Furthermore, they were asked to answer the
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grammar pre-test prior to the study to ensure their knowledge of the target
structure. Participants were randomly assigned to two experimental
groups and one control group: 1) immediate explicit WCF (N = 35), 2)
delayed explicit WCF (N = 26), and 3) control group (N = 29). All
participants agreed to take part in this study through oral consent.

3.3. The Target Structure

The regular past tense —ed structure was opted for as the target structure
in the present study due to a number of reasons. First, even though EFL
learners are exposed to this structure early in their language learning
journey, they still encounter challenges in its mastery even at higher levels
of acquisition (Ellis et al., 2006). Regular English past tense forms are
considered a rule-based structure because there is an obvious general rule:
Add -ed to the base form of a regular verb. Thus, regular past tense forms
are low in their degree of structure saliency due to a voiceless -ed, and the
communicative value is also lower than the irregular past tense -ed
(DeKeyser, 1998; Ellis, 2005). Altogether, these features make regular
past tense -ed problematic and hard for the foreign language learners.

3.4. Instruments
3.4.1. Pre-test

The pre-test consisted of 20 multiple-choice and fill-in-the-blanks
items which was developed by the researcher for the purpose of this study.
This test was aimed at measuring participants’ knowledge of the regular
past tense structure. The results of Cronbach’s alpha indicate a high level
of consistency for this test (o = .82).

3.4.2. Writing Tasks

Three descriptive writing tasks were used during the treatment process.
These tasks were homogenized with respect to the number of words
needed (about 70-100), planning time (about 10-15 minutes), prior
knowledge (only requiring general knowledge), individual work only,
paper-based and were performed inside the classroom. The following
topics were used for each task elicited from the learners’ textbook:

1. Describe a day or an evening out that you enjoyed. Give details
about the place, time, the things you did, people, the food and
drinks there.

2. Describe the last vacation and the place that you stayed in.

3. Describe the best present that you received.

Participants enacted the first task in the first session as the pre-test task,

the second task was administered to the learners after they received WCF
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on their first writing and acted as the immediate post-test and finally the
last task was the delayed post-test administered after two weeks. Due to
the participants’ low level of proficiency, these topics were translated to
Farsi to avoid comprehension problems. Participants had at most 15 min
to complete each writing task which was determined based on the results
of a pilot study with a similar cohort of learners. Lastly, the inter-rater
reliability of the writing tasks was measured through Pearson Correlation
Test (pre-test (r = 1.00), immediate post-test (r = 1.00), and delayed post-
test (r = .89).

3.5. Procedures

This study was a classroom-based study conducted in a language
institute. In each year, there is roughly 5-6 semesters in the institute and
each semester lasts for 6-8 weeks. The syllabus in this institute is based
on American English File’s books (starter, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5). Starter’s book
was taught for the participants of the current study at the time of data
collection. The study reported here took place in 3 sessions with each
lasting about 10-15 minutes.

After orally consenting their agreement to participate in this study and
their right to withdraw when they wanted, learners in six intact classes
(i.e., two for each condition) were chosen according to the placement test
of the language institute as well as the grammar pre-test. Each group
received different treatments: 1) immediate explicit correction, 2) delayed
explicit correction, and 4) a control group with no WCF at all. In the
immediate explicit condition, after the writings were done, the teacher
immediately acted to provide correction by giving learners the accurate
form together with the metalinguistic explanation of the rule related to this
form. In contrast, in the delayed explicit WCF condition, when learners
committed an error, the teacher waited until the learners’ endeavor to
writing the text was completed. In fact, the teacher inhibited any WCF
when learners were engaged in the writing process and WCF was
presented after two days of essay completion. The teacher only monitored
the errors made by the learners by circulating in the classroom while the
learners were involved in their writing process. The correction was
performed explicitly through the metalinguistic explanations of their
errors. It is well worth highlighting here that accuracy, as was in Yuan and
Ellis (2003), was measured based on ‘correct verb forms’. The correct
verb forms refer to the percent of the correctly used verbs according to the
past tense.

3.6. Data Analysis
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The data was analyzed using the statistical package for social sciences
(SPSS) (21) and the significance level was set at .05. To answer the
research question, a repeated measures ANCOVA was run with time
(immediate post-test, delayed post-test) as a within-subject variable,
group (immediate metalinguistic, delayed metalinguistic, control) as a
between-subject variable, structure accuracy as the dependent variable,
and pre-test as the co-variate. Furthermore, to examine whether each
group improved their accuracy performance over time, a number of paired
samples t-tests were run. Prior to the conduction of tests, the Kolmogorov
Smirnoff test was run and the results assured the normal distribution of
the data (p > .05)). Additionally, the homogeneity of variance as measured
by Levene’s test (p > .05), the assumptions of Sphericity using Mauchly’s
test, 2(3) = 10.06, p = .44, were all met. The effect sizes were interpreted
based on Cohen (1988) such that the 7p2 values of .01, .06, and .14 and d
values of .20, .50, and .80 were considered small, medium, and large.

4. Results

To answer the research question, a repeated measures ANCOVA was
conducted. The results of descriptive statistics are reported and depicted
in Table 2 and Figure 2 respectively.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Groups’ Structure Accuracy over Time

Groups Mean | Std. Deviation | N
Pre-test | Immediate 40 65 35
metalinguistic
delayed metalinguistic | .53 .98 26
control .34 .55 29
immediate
Immediate |_Metalinguistic 7 91 3
post-test delayed metalinguistic | 1.19 .93 26
control 24 43 29
immediate 1.05 1.10 35
Delayed metalinguistic
post-test delayed metalinguistic | .46 .64 26
control 24 43 29

As the means and standard deviations in Table 2 show, in the
immediate post-test, the delayed metalinguistic group achieved the
highest mean (M = 1.19, SD = .93) and in the delayed post-test, the
immediate metalinguistic group performed better (M = 1.05, SD = 1.10).
Results of ANCOVA are reported in Table 3.

10
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Table 3. Results of Repeated Measures ANCOVA

Source Type Il Sum | df Mean F Sig. Partial
of Squares Square Eta

Squared
Intercept 50.37 1 50.37 73.93 .000 46
Pre-test .05 1 .05 .07 .78 .001
groups 12.95 2 6.47 9.50 .000 18
time .03 1 .03 .051 .82 .001
time*groups 10.68 2 5.34 8.41 .000 .16
Error 54.60 86 .63

The results of repeated measures ANCOVA revealed non-significant
effects for pre-test, F (1, 86) = .07, p = .78, #p2 = .001, and time, F (1,
86) = .05, p = .82, np2 = .001. However, significant effects were found
for group, F (2, 86) = 9.50, p = .000, np2 = .18, and time X group
interaction, F (2, 86) = .8.41, p = .000, #p2 = .16. The post-hoc Tukey
analysis was further conducted to locate the points of differences among
the three groups. Results of the Tukey test (see Table 4) represents the
clear superiority of the delayed metalinguistic group over the immediate
metalinguistic (p = .01, d = .67) and the control (p =.000, d = 1.31) group
in the immediate post-test. Furthermore, the immediate metalinguistic
condition performed similar to the control group (p = .23, d = .46). In the
delayed post-test, on the other hand, the immediate metalinguistic
condition performed better than both the delayed metalinguistic (p = .01,
d = .65) and control (p = .000, d = .96) groups. And, there was a non-
significant difference between the control and delayed metalinguistic
conditions (p = .57, d = .40).

12



Salajegheh, S., Khomeijani Farahani, A., & Shahabi, H. / Journal of Language, Culture, and Translation
4(2) (2022), 1-21

Table 4. Results of Post-hoc Tukey Test

Mean 95% Confidence
Dependent . Std. . Interval
. 1) groups J) groups Difference Sig.
Variable (1) group (9) group (1)) Error 9 Lower Upper
Bound Bound
o delayed 62" 20 ol 11 -12
immediate explicit
explicit
control .33 .20 .23 -.15 .81
immediate 62" 20 01 12 111
Immediate delayed explicit
posttest explicit .
control .95 21 .000 43 1.46
immediate -33 20 .23 -81 15
explicit
control
delayed -95° 21 000  -146 -43
explicit
o de'aIYe_‘i 50" 21 01 09 1.09
immediate explict
explicit .
control .81 .20 .000 .32 1.30
delayed '“;)Tpel‘ijc'ﬁte -59" 21 01 -1.09 -09
Delayed explicit
posttest
control 22 21 .57 -.30 74
immediate _81* 20 000  -130 )
explicit
control
delayed 22 21 57 -74 30
explicit

*Note: The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

To examine whether each group improved their accuracy performance
over time, a number of paired samples t-tests were run. It was found that
the immediate metalinguistic group could significantly enhance their pre-
test performance to the delayed post-test (p = .004, d = .71), with a non-
significant difference between the pre-test and immediate post-test (p =
.31, d = .21). Performance on the delayed post-test was also better than
that on the immediate post-test (p = .04, d = .47). With regard to the
delayed metalinguistic feedback group, the immediate post-test
performance was better than the performance on the pre-test (p = .02, d =
.69) and delayed post-test (p = .000, d = .91). Learners’ pre-test
performance, however, was not different from their delayed post-test
performance (p = .75, d = .08). Lastly, there were no significant
improvements in the performance of the control group over time

13
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Figure 2. Groups’ performance over time

5. Discussion

The present study was conducted to examine the effects of immediate
and delayed metalinguistic feedback on Iranian EFL learners’ accurate use
of the regular past tense structure. Results demonstrated that learners who
received WCF significantly enhanced their accuracy in using the target
structure. This finding gives support to those of several previous studies
(Ashwell, 2000; Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener et al., 2005; Fathman &
Whalley, 1990; Ferris & Roberts, 2001, Sheen, 2006) and therefore
presents further evidence for a rebuttal of Truscott’s (1996) claim that
corrective feedback is ineffective. The results in this study attested the
effectiveness of a single WCF treatment in enabling learners to foster the
accuracy of their writing and that the benefits of immediate metalinguistic
feedback were retained over time. Given that this study used only one
delayed post-test, more research is now needed to specify whether learners
can carry over the level of accuracy they obtained from WCF over a longer
period of time. In fact, metalinguistic feedback explicitly warns learners
against their incorrect language uses and hence advances noticing of target
structures and concurrently promotes learners' comprehension of the
forms by offering metalinguistic information (Sheen, 2007). Numerous
studies have provided evidence that prompts such as metalinguistic
feedback are more effective than recasts (e.g., Ammar, 2008; Khezrlou,
2021b; Rassaei, 2013; Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006; Lyster, 2004;

14
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Sheen, 2007). However, since this study did not examine other WCF
types, more research is needed to provide answers to this issue.

The other finding of this study was that in the short-term, delayed WCF
was effective and in the long-term, the immediate WCF proved more
useful. As Long (2015) argued, immediate feedback is needed for the
acquisition of linguistic features through providing a number of
advantages: It (a) is contextualized and motivating since it is the learner’s
meaning or linguistic performance that is at stake, (b) is contingent and
corresponds to the learner’s internal syllabus, (c¢) points out the error and
the correct form in juxtaposition so the learner immediately notices the
gap, (d) relieves the learner’s processing burden and promotes the
opportunities for an effective focus on form, and (e) “capitalizes on a
symbiotic relationship between explicit and implicit learning, instruction,
and knowledge” (p. 317). This is in line with some previous studies. For
instance, Holley and King (1971) found that delayed correction helped
learners self-correct and benefit more from the correction that teachers
provided. In spite of the limited attention to the timing of CF in the
contemporary SLA literature, the findings of studies on types of CF
suggest that delayed CF, like immediate CF, facilitates L2 development.
In addition, results of the few studies that have explored the
developmental impacts of the timing of CF (Farahani & Khezrlou, 2009;
Hunter, 2011; Sheen, 2012; Siyarri, 2005; Varnosfadrani, 2006) are in
contrast to the conclusion by Doughty (2001) that L2 development from
CF is limited to CF that is provided immediately. The findings from these
studies, therefore, provide evidence that delayed CF is effective and
probably even as effective as immediately-provided CF. Considering that
CF which is provided during communicative practice fosters the
development of L2 grammatical knowledge, it seems that delayed CF
would also do so. In addition, delayed CF would cultivate the
development of L2 grammatical knowledge because the corrective intent
of CF that is presented following a meaningful activity is clear to learners.

A note of caution, however, is in order here: the evidence that written
delayed CF is helpful in L2 development does not mean that delayed oral
CF also develops L2 development; rather, one needs to take into account
the differences between writing and speaking. Written CF offers a lasting
record that learners can reflect upon whenever and as often as they want
to do so, on the other hand, oral CF is much more fleeting (Williams,
2012). Although Sheen (2010) indicated no modality-based distinctions
in her comparison of written and oral metalinguistic CF, she revealed that
written reformulation treatments performed significantly better than the
orally-provided recasts. Moreover, as Bitchener (2012) highlights, the
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amount of time that written CF lets learners attend to and respond to CF
may result in deeper processing, and may even make written CF more
effective than oral CF. One last point worth highlighting is that although
delayed feedback was effective in the short-term in the present study, it
failed to be effective in the long-term. This result, then, lends some
credence to the pedagogic position that delaying feedback until learners
have completed a task is favorable (see Long, 1996). Nonetheless, the fact
that the impacts of the delayed feedback were not maintained in the
delayed post-test suggests that the learning that results from delayed
feedback was superficial and that the declarative representations of the
past tense structure that the feedback generated quickly faded away. It
might be argued that the larger effects of delayed feedback at the time of
the immediate posttest could have been because of the closer time
proximity between the treatment and the test. This finding has also been
attested in some previous studies as well (e.g., Li, Ellis & Zhu, 2016).

6. Conclusion and Implications

The substantial implication of this study is that teachers in the context
of communicative activities need not be afraid of using explicit WCF (i.e.,
providing metalinguistic information). If the right opportunity emerges,
teachers are encouraged to provide learners with metalinguistic feedback
on their errors. In order to better make sense of the appropriate moment
for correcting errors explicitly is, a number of conditions under which the
successful explicit CF can be provided to the learners are listed. These
conditions include: (1) corrective feedback occurs in meaningful
interactive contexts, (2) corrective feedback occurs in response to the
learners’ output, (3) corrective feedback needs to be provided as briefly
as possible, and (4) corrective feedback is better to be adapted to the
individualistic needs of learners. Nevertheless, explicit correction
included the provision of metalinguistic feedback which is absent from
the implicit correction. It can be presumed, as a result, that the
effectiveness of explicit correction stems from the interaction of the prior
four conditions and the metalinguistic feedback. This study bears another
important implication for teachers encouraging them not to overlook
immediate WCF in favor of delayed WCF in the same way as they should
not neglect delayed WCF in favor of immediate WCF. Concerning the
results of this study, teachers are motivated to implement both types of
WCF depending on their goals of teaching and learners’ appreciation.

There are a number of limitations in this study. Firstly, this study did
not make any comparisons between the explicit WCF and other more
implicit WCF types. Thus, further research can compare the timing effect
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against the type of correction. Secondly, this study was conducted with
low proficiency learners with a less complex structure. More studies are
needed with more advanced level learners and with complicated structures
such as the passive voice and conditional structure. In addition, the results
would have been more valid if learners’ and teachers’ views about the
timing of CF could also be considered. Lastly, longitudinal studies
spreading over a longer period of time are encouraged to better understand
the role of CF and it’s timing in L2 written accuracy.
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