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Abstract

The current study aimed to assess the effects of written corrective feedback (WCF) on Iranian EFL
learners' writing at the macro (i.e., rhetorical organization, task response, cohesion, and coherence) and
micro levels (i.e., lexical resource, punctuation, grammatical range, and accuracy) with a dynamic as-
sessment approach in focus. To this end, the Oxford Quick Placement Test was run on 150 male and
female Iranian EFL learners, of whom 80 homogeneous intermediate learners were designated and allot-
ted to an experimental group and a control group. The two groups received WCF in the sense that the
teacher provided symbols such as WW for ‘wrong word’, SP for ‘spelling’, T for ‘tense’, WO for ‘word
order’, etc. while marking their written productions. The difference was that the experimental group ex-
perienced a dynamic assessment of L2 writing during the term (in which the teacher taught and tested
the learners in an ongoing fashion and provided prompts, hints, support, and encouragement every ses-
sion), whereas the participants in the control group experienced a conventional class, devoid of an ongo-
ing dynamic assessment component. At the culmination of the treatment, the collected data were statisti-
cally analyzed. The results exhibited that although the experimental group meaningfully outpaced the
control group regarding the micro-levels of writing, no substantial difference was detected between the
macro levels of writing in both groups. Thus, it was concluded that written corrective feedback and the
dynamic assessment can significantly improve the writing of the students at micro-levels. This study has
some implications for the teachers working on writing in ELT classes.

Keywords: Dynamic Assessment; Micro-Macro Levels; Static Assessment; Writing Accuracy; Written
Corrective Feedback

INTRODUCTION

Learning is a process in which success comes
by profiting from mistakes and errors which
are identified and corrected (Ferris, 2006).
Corrective feedback (CF) can be considered
one of the most frequent strategies applied in
the area of education and language education
to deal with these errors (Bitchener, 2008).
Different meanings are given to this term;
Kepner (1991), for instance, defines corrective
feedback as a method used to inform students
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whether the response to instructions is right or
wrong. Keh (1990) also defines it as “the input
from the reader to the author which results in
giving the author information to review” (p.
294). Lalande (1982) mentions that “feedback
is a process exploited to notify the reader
when the response to a command is right or
wrong” (page 141). In general, CF is responsi-
ble for obtaining a formal or informal response
to a person's performance from a teacher, or
peers. Literature conducted in this area
(Bitchener, 2008; Ghazi & Zamanian, 2016;

T
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Kolade, 2012; Lyster & Ranta, 2013) has
shown that feedback is a multidimensional
topic, especially when combined with other
areas of research such as writing, grammar.
etc. The method of giving corrective feedback
to students may vary due to its multi-faceted
material. Written feedback correction (WCF)
can be considered one of the firmest ways to
provide feedback to students (Hosseini, 2012).

In addition, assessment can be considered
another important aspect of language learning.
Assessment is conducted among students for
two main purposes (Brown and
Abeywickrama, 2010). First, it aims to make a
summative assessment of student success. Se-
cond, it seeks to provide positive feedback on
their progress and improve efficiency. Unlike
static testing (ST), which is a standard testing
technique for presenting objects to an evalua-
tor test taker, Dynamic Assessment (DA) in-
volves dynamic learning, without attempting
to alter or improve the test writer's perfor-
mance. This method aims at altering a person's
mind working and identifying successful vicis-
situdes in learning and problem-solving meth-
ods in the test condition (Anton, 2009).

Furthermore, learning is one of the most
important skills regardless of the importance
of other skills. Writing seems to be the most
sought-after skill for EFL practitioners as it
requires both syntax and semantics (Shang,
2019). To be successful in this competitive
world, effective writing skills predict academ-
ic success and are a rudimentary prerequisite
for public life and participation in the world-
wide economy (Graham and Perrin, 2007). At
the micro-level, writing skills include accepta-
ble lexical objects and syntactic structures
(e.g., tenses, contracts, plurals), outlines, and
directions. On the other hand, it is concerned
with maintaining the communicative functions
of the macro-level written texts of writing
(Highland, 2004), which can be achieved
through the organization of the text, participat-
ing in the coherence and coherence of all as-
pects of the work. It is important to identify
how factors can improve the subtle and macro
levels of writing.

The sad fact is that most of the students
have limited writing experience even in their

mother tongue (Cohen, 2011). This challenge
further aggravates, when the text is going to be
written in a second or foreign language like
English. Various research studies have been
conducted on writing improvement (Hyland &
Hyland, 2006; Kolade, 2012; Raoofi,
Binandeh, & Rahmani, 2017; Shang, 2019),
yet the ones carried out in this realm were
mostly concerned with the general construct of
writing, and micro and macro subskills have
largely gone unnoticed. As either of these
subskills is concerned with a particular area of
writing, they need to be explored separately.
Likewise, assessment is a concept widely re-
searched about various aspects of language
acquisition; however, most of the present liter-
ature on SLA is concerned with static assess-
ment (Jung & Kim, 2003; Lee, 2007; Vaseghi,
Ramezani, & Gholami, 2012), while dynamic
assessment has been rarely worked on, espe-
cially in the domain of written corrective feed-
back.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Writing skills are complex mental skills
because learners have appropriate intellec-
tual skills, cognitive strategies, spoken in-
formation, language rules, and appropriate
motivation (Kagan & High, 2002). In addi-
tion, writing skills are a central part of
communication. Improved writing skills let
the author convey his memo and thoughts
to a wider population more clearly and easi-
ly than in an interview or telephone conver-
sation (Troyka, 2010).

Written Corrective Feedback (WCF)

In the second language learning progression,
corrective feedback can be taken as a kind of
input provided to students so that they can ob-
serve incorrect passages in their text, thus
avoiding correction and repetition (Bichner
and Notch, 2010). Issues of importance and
attention were introduced to make this point
accurate. According to Kersten (2016), creeper
refers to the virtual significance of a compo-
nent of a sign. As the problem gets bigger,
EFL learners need to raise awareness about it.
The hypothetical hypothesis here goes further.
The attentive hypothesis is a theory of second
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language learning that a learner cannot contin-
ue to develop their language abilities or under-
stand linguistic features unless they conscious-
ly observe the input (Schmidt, 1990). The cor-
rective opinion provides the basis for this con-
scious notice. Therefore, exploring the impact
of feedback on language acquisition has al-
ways been an interesting issue for researchers
working in this field. Furthermore, the feed-
back provided plays a vital part in language
learning development. Feedback from a blend
of foundations offers students information
about what is best and what has to be en-
hanced so that they can add feedback to their
reviews and the final product of their writing.
And can be used. Although agreement on re-
search results is still pending, a huge number
of research have scrutinized the impact of cor-
rective  feedback on student  writing
(Razzagifard and Razzagifard, 2011; Yeh and
Low, 2009). Here, an evaluation of the related
literature field is provided to show the theoret-
ical and practical background of the study.

Assessment and language learning

Assessment plays an important part in educa-
tional development to inform and enhance the
continuing learning process (Taras, 2005). Ac-
cording to Kirmz and Koémeg (2016), evalua-
tion is considered an important part of any
teaching and learning activity. By assessing
and evaluating student performance, teaching
decisions can be made and it can also help
identify the strengths and weaknesses gained
in relation to classroom teaching. In addition,
it can provide students with specific feedback
in support of their learning. However, each
learning situation requires a specific type of
assessment (Berry, 2010). Various tests should
be used to assess student success. Testing and
evaluation models are very important tools
exploited to gauge the learning process. There-
fore, it is important to choose the best evalua-
tion method for the specific situation. Dynam-
ic assessment is a type of collaborative as-
sessment that integrates assessment and in-
struction. In this type of evaluation, the in-
structor, supervisor, or those with a high level
of knowledge in the intended area will guide
the examiner in the evaluation process, which

will improve learning through the application.
Problem-solving strategy (Anton, 2009). This
type of assessment is founded on Vygotsky's
(1978) conceptual proximal developmental
zone, which is demarcated as the alteration
between a person’s level of real progress that is
specified independently by problem-solving
and problem-solving under adults. Defined as
the highest level of expected potential devel-
opment. Guidance or collaboration with more
competent colleagues (Kim & Quinn, 2013).

Studies on WCF

In this section, some experimental work on the
effect of WCF on the writing accuracy of EFL
practitioners are reviewed.

Rahimi (2009) explores the bearing of the
WCF on the writing accuracy of Iranian EFL
practitioners. Nominated participants were
divided into two groups: the experimental
group received unintended feedback and the
control group received overall remarks and did
not receive written corrective feedback. Both
groups wrote four essays in one semester. Mis-
takes in the experimental group were high-
lighted and coded with syntactic groupings. At
the end of the semester, learners were inter-
viewed, the results of which exhibited that
learners who did not receive a written correc-
tional judgment on their grammatical struc-
tures were left unsatisfied and disillusioned.
On the other hand, those who adopt a written
corrective judgment will enhance their writing
over time.

To discover the bearing of feedback on the
online educational setting, Alvarez, Espasa,
and Guash (2012) examined improvements in
collaborative writing. The researchers ana-
lyzed the nature of teacher feedback during the
assignment. 83 EFL learners participated in a
two-week online class. Research has shown
that learners work more creatively when they
have feedback questions and recommendations
given by teachers rather than obvious im-
provements.

Zarei and Rahnama (2013) conducted a
study on 164 participants in four groups to
investigate the effect of corrective feedback on
writing accuracy. During the treatment pro-
cess, each group received a specific type of
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WCF. To assess the success of the partici-
pants, they were registered for a pre-test, ques-
tionnaire, and post-test. Research has shown
that the direct improvement response group is
better than other groups considering grammat-
ical accuracy. Concerning the text accuracy of
the articles, all treatment groups outpaced the
control group.

In another attempt, Azizi, Behjat, and
Sorahi (2014) explored the impact of a clear
corrective opinion on the writing accuracy of
Iranian EFL practitioners. Researchers have
compared two types of explicit corrective
feedback on students' writing performance:
error code feedback and descriptive feedback.
To achieve the goals, 69 women physicians
were nominated to partake in this study. The
results showed that clarity and mental correc-
tion feedback had a constructive effect on the
writing advance of Iranian EFL learners.

Studies on DA

In this section, a summary of the most promi-
nent work done on the impact of dynamic as-
sessment on various aspects of language is
provided.

Hill and Sabet (2009) worked on the out-
come of a dynamic assessment of the speak-
ing ability of EFL learners. The final findings
of the research showed that dynamic assess-
ment improves the speaking skills and
knowledge of language learners. In addition,
the researchers found that dynamic assess-
ment could be considered an appropriate
method to assess the development of speak-
ing skills in EFL learners.

Zhang (2010) conducted an experimental
study on the effect of dynamic assessment
mode on L2 writing classes. The mentioned
study worked on 45 EFL learners and provided
guidance and graduate mediation to partici-
pants based on the developing requirements of
the writing process learner. The results ob-
tained demonstrated that both teachers and
students were well-motivated using this evalu-
ation method and that their writing scores sig-
nificantly improved.

Nani and Duel (2012) conducted a study to
investigate the improvement of university stu-
dents' reading comprehension by using a dy-

namic assessment method during teaching and
evaluation. To achieve the stated goal, ten uni-
versity students were selected to partake in this
study. The study includes a pre-test-post-trial
design. The treatment phase consists of three
sessions, each focusing on a specific reading
comprehension sub-skill. Results indicate that
static assessment as a general evaluation
method in EFL classes impairs student per-
formance. On the other hand, dynamic evalua-
tion helps language teachers to more accurate-
ly determine students’ levels of understanding
and comprehension.

Aghebrahimian, Rahimirad, Ahmadik, and
Khalilpur Alamdari (2014) examined the ef-
fect of dynamic assessment on writing pro-
gress in advanced Iranian EFL practitioners.
To reach the goal of the study, twenty partici-
pants were randomly selected to participate in
a two-month (eight sessions) writing course.
All of the selected physicians received the
same treatment, but half of them were assessed
dynamically, while the rest were conventional-
ly assessed. Participants' essays were scored
by two different evaluators. The study results
showed substantial growth in the experimental
group participants’ writing.

Rashidi and Bahdori Nejad (2018) con-
ducted research to explore the bearing of dy-
namic assessment on the writing performance
of Iranian EFL practitioners. To obtain the
expected results, 17 students were divided into
experimental and control groups. Then, a
three-step dynamic evaluation process was
applied to the experimental group and the con-
trol group was evaluated using conventional
methods. The results showed that dynamic
assessment meaningfully affected participants'
scores and improved their writing ability. Fur-
thermore, the results obtained by conducting
interviews showed that dynamic assessment
improves EFL attitude, confidence, and moti-
vation of learners.

As noted in the reviewed literature, there are
several studies on the impact of WCF on the
writing ability of EFL learners. In addition, a
great number of studies can be discovered on
the effects of dynamic assessment. However, to
the best of the authors' knowledge, no studies
have been found on the effect of both WCF and



Journal of language and translation, Volume 13, Number 2, 2023

85

DA on the writing ability of EFL learners. Fur-
thermore, most studies done in this area do not
take into account various factors such as the
subtlety and macro-level of the writing. There-
fore, considering the role of evaluation pro-
cesses, a current study has been done to exam-
ine the impact of WCF on the writing accuracy
of Iranian EFL practitioners at the micro and
macro level.

Research Questions

Based on the errors found in the literature, the
current study was primarily concerned with
the effect of the WCF on the writing accuracy
of Iranian EFL practitioners at the macro /
micro levels with a focus on a dynamic as-
sessment approach. Thus, the following re-
search questions were addressed for the stated
purpose:

RQ1: Does written corrective feed-
back via a dynamic assessment ap-
proach have any statistically substantial
impact on Iranian EFL learners' writing
enhancement at the micro-level?

RQ2: Does written corrective feed-
back via a static assessment approach
have any statistically substantial impact
on lIranian EFL learners' writing en-
hancement at the micro-level?

RQ3: Does written corrective feed-
back via a dynamic assessment ap-
proach have any statistically substantial
impact on Iranian EFL learners' writing
enhancement at the macro level?

RQ4: Does written corrective feed-
back via a static assessment approach
have any statistically substantial effect
on lranian EFL learners' writing en-
hancement at the macro level?

METHOD

Participants and Sampling

The current study was conducted with a semi-
experimental design and measures the effects
of WCF by DA on L2 learner writing at the
micro/macro level using pre-test and post-test
data. Candidates were selected through a con-
venient sampling process. Subsequently, the
Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) was
used to identify participants with similar skill

levels. Eighty Intermediate EFL practitioners
were eventually selected as participants in the
study. Participants’ writing ability in this study
was identified as a dependent variable and dif-
ferent response styles were taken as independ-
ent variables. All participants were L2 practi-
tioners in Yazd and Persian was their first lan-
guage. These students are engaged in learning
English from the age of two to four and their
age ranges from 18 to 25 years.

Tools and Materials

To conduct the intended study and obtain reli-
able results, three types of tests were used.
First, OQPT was used to fix the skill level of
the participants. The test was developed by the
Oxford University Press in association with
the Cambridge Local Examination Syndicate
to determine the skill level of EFL learners.
Depending on the test rubric, a score between
30 and 47 (out of 60) indicates an intermediate
level of proficiency.

In addition, pre-tests and post-tests were
developed to assess participants' performance
on written tasks. In both cases, the written test
consists of subjects selected from students'
textbooks to assess their writing ability. Stu-
dents were anticipated to write a paragraph on
the required subjects. Lessons on various top-
ics of qualified text such as vocabulary,
grammar, coherence, and coherence are exam-
ined at the micro and macro levels. Besides the
assessment tools, during the treatment, partici-
pants in the written response groups scored on
the erroneous parts and the traditional style of
writing in their correct form; However, since
the instructions are mainly provided through
social networks, feedback is provided to the
learners using some written instructions posted
on the internet.

One thing to consider is that all tests must
be approved taking into account their validity
and reliability before applying to the study.
Therefore, the above tests in this regard have
been carefully studied. First, the tests must be
verified. Therefore, a test study was done on
10 intermediate learners to find out the poten-
tial problems of the exams. Then, the tests
were modified to maintain the desired pattern.
After that, the researchers approached some
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trainers and colleagues to test both pre-test and
post-test. After some modification, the tests
are approved and can be applied in the study.
In addition, inter-rater credibility was obtained
by computing the Pearson correlation between
the scores assigned by the two evaluators for
student writing (r = .85).

Procedure

The current study was steered in a language
institute according to a specific timetable pro-
vided by the Institute. The first researcher de-
scribed the information needed for the study,
testing, and treatment. Next, OQPT was con-
ducted for all the students studying at the In-
termediate level of the Institute, to select the
desired participants from the candidates. Then,
the nominated participants were assigned to two
groups to be exposed to the intended treat-
ments. At the beginning of the session, partici-
pants in both groups received a preliminary test
to gauge writing skills at the macro and micro
levels. In line with the English curriculum for
EFL students studying at the Institute, they
were asked to write two paragraphs on two
popular topics: the advantages and disad-
vantages of social media for children and the
effects of global warming on food. Subsequent-
ly, participants in both groups underwent the
treatments they desired. Both groups received
written correctional feedback on their writing
errors in the sense that teachers marked their
written presentations (e.g., WW for misspell-
ings, SP for spelling, T for period, WO for word
order, etc.). Due to the nature of the classes be-
ing conducted virtually, WCF was given to stu-
dents through social networks. In all these cases
the teacher plays the role of the leader who con-
trols the duties and makes the final adjustments.
In addition, one of these two groups is assessed
by static assessment methods, while the other
group is subjected to dynamic assessment. In
fact, during each session in the DA group, stu-
dents received treatment and evaluation; When-
ever these students have problems with assign-
ments, teachers give them clues and prompt
them to see if they can overcome the problem;
If they still need help, the teacher will ask for
peer support and feedback or teacher assistance.
The teacher praises the students for overcoming

a problem or completing a task. This type of
evaluation and feedback is provided on the sub-
tle and macro aspects of L2 writing. However,
learners in the static assessment group were not
subjected to the DA but provided a summative
assessment of their work. In other words, when
they receive a revised draft, their problems are
directly resolved and corrected.

At the culmination of the semester, the par-
ticipants in both groups were asked to sit the
post-test of writing. Again, they were sup-
posed to write two paragraphs on two topics:
air pollution effects on human life and the
most favorite city in the world. The written
texts were checked regarding different aspects
of a qualified text such as vocabulary, gram-
mar, cohesion, and coherence. After that the
papers were corrected by the instructor and the
researchers and based on the participants' mas-
tery of micro and macro skills of writing, two
scores were recorded for each student. Finally,
the obtained scores were prepared to be ana-
lyzed via statistical operations.

RESULTS

To conduct the intended analyses, SPSS 21 sta-
tistical software was used. The performances of
both groups in pre-tests at micro and macro
levels of writing were likened. The findings
revealed that no substantial alteration was ob-
served between the performances of both at the
micro-level: static group (M = 9.87, SD = 2.07)
and dynamic group (M = 9.82, SD = 2.04), t(78)
=0.108, p = 0.914 (two-tailed) and at the macro
level: static group (M = 10.55, SD = 2.98) and
dynamic group (M = 10.97, SD = 3.53), t(78) =
0.581, p = 0.563 (two-tailed). Therefore, both
groups were found to be homogenous and at the
same level considering the micro and macro
levels of writing.

Considering the research questions, at first,
the effect of written corrective feedback via a
dynamic assessment approach on Iranian EFL
learners' writing improvement at the micro-
level was explored. To compare the improve-
ment of writing performance in the partici-
pants, paired-samples t-tests were run. Table 1
deals with the results on the effect of WCF via
a dynamic assessment approach on the micro-
level of writing



Journal of language and translation, Volume 13, Number 2, 2023 87

Table 1

Comparing the Effect of DA via WCF at the Micro Level

Paired Differences
S ShCemened s
Group Mean o Error (2-tailed)
Deviation Mean
Lower Upper
pre-testmicro - g 5, 3.26 51 -6.26 418 1013 39 .000

post-test micro

According to Table 1, there was a notewor-
thy improvement from pre-test (M = 9.82, SD
= 2.04) to post-test (M = 15.05, SD = 2.75),
t(39) = 10.13, p < .05 (two-tailed) in dynamic
assessment group at micro levels of writing.

Table 2

Comparing the Effect of Static WCF at the Micro Level

Then, the effect of written corrective feed-
back via a static assessment approach on Irani-
an EFL learners' writing improvement at the
micro-level was examined. The results are
presented in Table 2.

Paired Differences

Control Std Std.  95% Confidence Interval ) df Sig.
Group Mean . Error of the Difference (2-tailed)
Deviation
Mean Lower Upper
pre-testmicro - 515 469 74 -4.65 164 424 39 .000

post-test micro

The statistical results demonstrated in
Table 2 revealed that there was a important
improvement from pre-test (M = 9.87, SD =
2.07) to post-test (M = 13.02, SD = 3.95), t
(39) = 4.24, p < .05 (two-tailed) in static as-
sessment group at the micro level of writing.
After that, the effects of written corrective

Table 3

Comparing the Effect of DA via WCF at the Macro Level

feedback via a dynamic assessment approach
on lranian EFL learners' writing improve-
ment at the macro level were explored. To
identify the effect, the macro-level pre-test
and post-test scores of the experimental
group were likened, as is demonstrated in
Table 3 below.

Paired Differences

Experimental Std std.  95% Confidence Interval ¢ q Sig.
Group Mean - Error of the Difference (2-tailed)
Deviation
Mean Lower Upper
pre-testmacro- 525 468 77 4.26 113 349 39 .00l

post-test macro

The results represented in Table 3 showed
that there was a noteworthy improvement
from pre-test (M = 10.97, SD = 3.53) to post-
test (M = 13.67, SD = 3.54), t(39) = 3.49, p <
.05 (two-tailed). Finally, the effect of written

corrective feedback via a static assessment
approach on lIranian EFL learners' writing
improvement at the macro level was investi-
gated. Table 4 provides the statistical results
obtained in this regard.
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Table 4

Comparing the Effect of Static WCF at the Macro Level

Paired Differences

Control std Std.  95% Confidence Interval of Sig.
Group Mean . Error of the Difference (2-tailed)
Deviation
Mean | ower Upper
pre-festmacro =, g5 445 70 -3.32 47 269 39 .010

post-test macro

As the statistical results in Table 4 revealed,
there was a significant improvement at the
macro levels of writing from pre-test (M =
10.55, SD = 2.98) to post-test (M = 12.45, SD
=3.72), 1 (39) = 2.69, p < .000 (two-tailed) in
the control group. Now, the performances of

both groups on the post-test at micro levels
were equated to see whether there was any
important alteration between the ultimate ef-
fect of each treatment or not. Table 5 provides
the results obtained by running an independent
samples t-test.

Table 5
Comparing the Effects of WCF via Dynamic and Static Assessment on the Micro Level
Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference

Sig. Mean Dif-  Std. Error
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) ference Difference Lower Upper
Equal variances ; 5c o1 565 78 010 2.02 76 354 -50
assumed
Equal variances 265 6959 .010 -2.02 76 -3.54 -50

not assumed

A comparison of post-test scores at the
micro-levels revealed a substantial differ-
ence between the performance of the dynam-
ic and static assessment groups, t (78) =
2.65, p <.05 (two-tailed). Therefore, students
in the dynamic group performed better than

Table 6

students in the static group, taking into ac-
count the micro-levels of writing. The same
analysis was repeated to capture the possible
difference between the performance of both
groups at macro levels of writing. Table 6
shows the statistical results in this regard.

Comparing the Effects of Dynamic and Static Assessment on the Macro Level

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Difference

Sig. Mean Std. Error Lowe Unpe

F Sig. t df  (2-tailed) Difference Difference wer pper

Equal variances o, gg 150 78 136 -1.22 81 284 .39
assumed

Equal variances -150 77.80  .136 -1.22 81 -284 .39

not assumed
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The results presented in Table 6 show that
despite achieving higher post-test scores at the
gross levels of dynamic group rewriting, the
post-test scores did not differ meaningfully
between the two groups, t (78) = 1.50, p =.136
(two-tailed).

Therefore, no statistically substantial alteration
was found between the performance of the two
groups at the macro writing level.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS
As mentioned earlier, the current study deals
with the impact of written correctional opinion
on Iranian EFL practitioners' writing accuracy
with a macro / micro level dynamic assessment
approach. To achieve the intended goal, four
research questions were designed. The first two
research questions are related to the impact of
W(CF on the use of dynamic and static evaluation
methods at microscopic levels of writing. The
results obtained showed that both groups had
improvements from pre-test to post-test concern-
ing the subtle levels of writing; however, those in
the dynamic group accomplished better than
those in the static group. Therefore, written cor-
rective feedback can be confirmed to significant-
ly improve the writing accuracy of Iranian EFL
practitioners at the microscopic level, while
feedback provided by a dynamic approach to
vision may be more effective. The third and
fourth research questions are related to the ef-
fects of WCF using dynamic and static evaluation
methods at the macro level. At the microscopic
level, similar improvements were observed be-
tween participants' pre-test and post-test scores
in the dynamic and static groups. However, no
substantial variance was seen between the gross-
level post-test scores of the two groups. There-
fore, even if the WCF is impressive, static or
dynamic evaluation may not lead to signifi-
cant differences, given the macro levels of the
writing.

The results lead to the conclusion that writ-
ten correction feedback raises learners' aware-
ness of the subtle and macro levels of writing.
This consciousness is consistent with the theo-
retical assumptions of cognitive language
learning and the function of attention in se-
cond language learning (Robinson, 2001;
Schmidt, 1995). Improvements in students' writ-

ing skills have largely been attributed to the role
of attention, without which, for many conserva-
tive scholars and researchers, "learning anything
is too little" (Robinson, 2001). Language learn-
ers observe the input as part of their cognitive
process and when the exposure method is
changed and improved to suit their needs, the
language input becomes more perceptible and
attentive to them. Qualifies. The development of
students' written responses can be explained by
attributing the role of intentional attention to the
linguistic features required for the production of
their written work. Furthermore, this focus initi-
ated by WCF is also closely connected to the in-
fluence of instruction methods and learning ma-
terials. In addition, the impact of dynamic evalu-
ation shows on the subtle levels of writing, in the
evaluation process, teachers mostly focus on the
subtle levels of writing; So, the students have
improved in this regard. On the other hand, in
the course of dynamic assessment teachers do
not emphasize the coordination points too much
and students may not improve significantly in
this respect.

The findings of the current research can
be compared with those of the ones conduct-
ed by other researchers working in this area.
Rahimi (2009), Alvarez, Espasa, and Guasch
(2012), Zarei and Rahnama (2013), and
Azizi, Behjat, and Sorahi (2014) also con-
ducted similar studies concerning the impact
of WCF on the writing accuracy of EFL
learners. The point worth noting is that all
these studies dealt with writing accuracy as a
general ability; however, the present study
was concerned with both macro and micro
levels of writing. Therefore, the findings
here can give more detailed insight into the
effect of WCF on different aspects of writ-
ing. The findings are also consistent with the
findings of the studies by Zhang (2010),
Aghaebrahimian, et al. (2014), and Rashidi
and Bahadori Nejad (2018). In these studies,
the dynamic assessment was taken as an effec-
tive way of assessment/instruction; while in the
present research study, the dynamic assessment
had a positive impact on micro levels of writing
and no difference was observed between static
and dynamic assessment considering the macro
levels of writing
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