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Abstract

This study sought to investigate the effects of recast and prompt as two types
of corrective feedback on the learning and retention of English past tense by
Iranian pre-intermediate EFL learners. This study followed quasi-
experimental design including pre-test, treatment, an immediate post-test, and
a delayed post-test procedure. Initially, the pretest data from learners'
performance on the Oral Performance Test (OPT) and the Untimed
Grammatical Judgment Test (UGJT) was collected. After administering the
pretest, the researchers gave the treatment to two experimental groups. Recast
corrective feedback was supplied to the first experimental group, prompt
corrective feedback was provided to the second experimental group, and no
specific corrective feedback was given to the control group. After the
completion of the treatment, the immediate post-test and three weeks later the
delayed post-test were given. The findings showed that when it came to their
explicit and implicit knowledge of past tense, students who received prompt
or recast corrective feedback outperformed those who received no particular
corrective feedback. The results also showed that in this area, students in the
group receiving prompt corrective feedback still did significantly much better
than those in the recast group. The findings of this study may be beneficial
for all stakeholders in the field of education but particularly for language
teachers and students. They would benefit language teachers, teacher trainers,
and material developers interested in employing task-based approach with
feedback in their pedagogical activities.

Keywords: corrective feedback, prompt, recast, Oral Performance Test,
Untimed Grammatical Judgment Test
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Introduction

The study of language learning via interaction is growing in popularity in
the field of second language pedagogy (Alcon Soler, 2002). According to
Loewen and Sato (2018), the ability to interact is essential for second
language acquisition (SLA). Long (1980, 1983, 1985), as a pioneering
researcher in the area of interaction hypothesis, suggests that interaction
hypothesis is grounded on the belief that second language learners are able to
acquire the target language when they have chance to negotiate the solutions
for communication problems they face. Long (1996) advanced the Interaction
Hypothesis in reaction to Krashen’s comprehensible input hypothesis
emphasizing that input framed through interaction eventuates to the
acquisition. Likewise, According to Swain (1995), output gives students the
chance to go from only a semantic analysis of language to a more syntactic
one by using contextualized language to verify their hypotheses about how
the target language is used.

Corrective feedback is a response to inappropriate student speech providing
the learner with negative evidence (Lyster et al., 2012). In fact, when learners
make linguistic errors in their oral or written production in a second language,
they are given corrective feedback (CF) (Sheen & Ellis, 2011). As it presents
important information about the learners' errors, development, and other critical
language concerns, corrective feedback appears to be one of the essential
components of foreign language acquisition (Klimova et al., 2022). Various
methods and formats can be used to give and convey feedback (AbuSeileek,
2013; Ching & Hsu, 2016; Zou & Lambert, 2017).

According to Swain (2005), learners' answers to corrective feedback may
take the shape of modified output, which refers to revisions made to the
learner's original non-target-like output. As the modified output pushes
learners to reprocess their initial production, resulting to syntactic processing
and more in-depth noticing, the modified output is thought to be a substantial
learning process (Swain, 2005).

Swain’s Output Hypothesis (1995) claims that second language input itself
does not suffice language acquisition and language output activates cognitive
processes required for second language learning. Negotiation of meaning
facilitates this process because by developing a conscious awareness of one’s
own production, output serves the metalinguistic function of assisting
learners to internalize language structures (Swain, 1995).

A logical advancement from the viewpoint of the classroom and research
on foreign language acquisition is the use of communicative activities as a
crucial tool for systematic instruction of new language and for expanding
learners' existing comprehension of it (Bygate, 2015). By requiring students
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to do the tasks involving the language, task-based language instruction, an
extension of communicative language training aims to promote successful
learning (Bao & Du, 2015). The idea behind task-based language instruction
is that by engaging students in interactive language usage in the classroom,
instructors can help them better comprehend how various linguistic features
function and integrate new language into their active communicative use.

The history of empirical investigation on corrective feedback has produced
contradictory findings. Numerous studies revealed the facilitative role of
corrective feedback for developing learners' interlanguage (e.g., Ammar,
2008; Kang, 2010; Nassaji, 2007; Nassaji, 2009; Rahimi & Zhang, 2013).
Other investigations (such as Ellis, 2007; Long, Inagaki, & Ortega, 1998)
have shown a neutral role for the error correction and corrective feedback in
increasing learners' foreign language acquisition. There is a need for further
research to determine how effective corrective feedback is in enhancing
learners' linguistic understanding is warranted in light of these contradictory
findings. In order to improve Iranian EFL learners' knowledge of the past
tense, the goal of the present study is to determine the relative effectiveness
of including recast and prompt corrective feedback in task-based language
teaching.

The major focuses of this study are task-based language instruction and
corrective feedback. The researchers believe that providing corrective
feedback to targeted activities makes learning a foreign language much easier
and more effective. It has been demonstrated that task-based grammar
training makes learning language more enjoyable, encouraging, and
supportive (Fotos & Ellis, 1991; Garcia Mayo, 2002; Loumpourdi, 2005). The
history of empirical research also shows that giving students corrective
feedback helps them use language correctly (Ammar, 2008; Ammar & Spada,
2006; Kang, 2010; Nassaji, 2007; Nassaji, 2009; Rahimi & Zhang, 2013).
Additionally, allowing students to practice for a task performance provides a
means of implementing a focus-on-form method of instruction. It lessens the
demands on students' working memory by allowing them to be aware of form
while they are primarily focused on message delivery.

Corrective feedback has been described in the L2 literature using a variety
of words. The words corrective feedback, negative evidence, and "negative
feedback™ are some of the most often used ones (Karim & Nassaj, 2019). In
the field of language teaching, the term ‘corrective feedback’ has gained
much attention and been frequently utilized in the field of language teaching
and the other two terms have been primarily utilized in language acquisition
and cognitive psychology (Schachter, 1991). Corrective feedback, according
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to Nassaji and Kartchava (2017), is a reaction to the learner's inaccurate
output with the intention of enhancing the correctness of the targeted form.
Corrective feedback can take many different forms, from implicit (such as
indirect feedback without the proper form) to explicit (such as direct feedback
with the appropriate form) (Karim & Nassaj, 2019). Long (1996) divided the
data given to students into positive and negative evidence. Positive evidence
gives students instances of what is correct and grammatical in the target
language (TL). On the other hand, negative evidence reveals what is
grammatically incorrect. Our focus in this paper is on negative evidence.

Negative feedback, according to Iwashita (2003), is beneficial because it
awakens students to discrepancies between their input and output. In a manner
similar to this, according to McDonough (2005), receiving negative feedback
during interaction may aid the development of L2 learners by educating them
about the comprehensibility of their utterances and increasing their awareness of
language Explicit corrections, recasts, elicitations, repetition, requests for
clarification, and metalinguistic feedback were the six primary forms of feedback
identified by Lyster and Ranta (1997) in their key study on French immersion
classrooms. These feedback types were eventually divided into three major
categories by Lyster and Mori (2006): recasts, explicit corrections, and prompts.
Several studies have examined the usage patterns and efficacy of various
feedback types, according to Lyster and his colleagues' feedback taxonomy, and
found that prompts led to more immediate student uptake while recasts were the
most popular among teachers (Brown, 2016; Wang & Li, 2020). Studies
employing a pre-test and post-test methodology found that all forms of feedback
were beneficial (Li, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Nassaji, 2017). Individual
learner variations, the style of delivery, and the context in which feedback is
delivered are all mediating elements that affect how effective feedback is given
(Nassaji & Kartchava, 2020).

It is thought that recasts help second-language learners discover the
inconsistencies between their non-native-like utterances and the target-like
reformulation (Ammar & Spada, 2006). According to Lyster and Ranta
(1997), recasts occur when a teacher reformulates all or a portion of a
student's speech but leaves out the error. According to Long (1996), recast is
a discourse technique that rewords an expression by altering a few sentence
components while leaving the core idea unchanged. Recast is also described
by Brown (2007) as a type of feedback that rephrases or discreetly extends a
poorly formulated or incomplete statement. Under Long's (2006) definition
of a corrective recast, one or more non-target-like forms are used in place of
the corresponding target language structures in a learner's immediately
preceding phrase.
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Recasts are regarded as the optimal kind of interactional feedback since
they are learner-centered, dependent on what the learner is conveying,
implicit, and unobtrusive without interrupting the flow of conversation
(Trofimovich et al., 2007).

The benefits of prompts have been linked to the chances they give students
to rectify their own incorrect statements (Ellis et al., 2001; Lyster & Ranta,
1997). Based on comprehensible input and Swain's (1985) Output
Hypothesis, it is recommended that this act of alteration will aid L2
development. Learners analyze linguistic hypotheses when they are
producing language, focusing on the language's syntactic characteristics
(Swain, 1995). Prompts that provide opportunities for students to practice
under control in a communicative environment (Lyster & Izquierdo, 2009)
help students develop accurate knowledge by reconstructing what they
already know and improve the practice effect by encouraging them to self-
correct (Ranta & Lyster, 2007).

A growing number of empirical investigations studied the influence of
various forms of corrective feedback on the development of interlanguage
knowledge. Rahimi and Zhang (2013) conducted research to determine how
incidental, unfocused cues and recasts affected the growth of English
language learners' grammatical accuracy. The participants in the study
consisted of three complete advanced English courses. When two
experimental groups made grammatical mistakes, they either received
prompts or recasts. The control group, on the other hand, offered content
comments rather than correcting the students' errors. The TOEFL grammar
portion and oral interview were used to evaluate the learners' overall
accuracy. The results demonstrated that the experimental groups excelled the
control group in both instances. It was also found that in the immediate,
delayed, and post-tests, the prompt group did better than the recast group.

In dyadic interaction, Nassaji (2007) contrasted the facilitative roles of
elicitation and reformulation. The main focus of his research was on the many
ways that each sort of feedback is provided and their connection to learner
repair. This study included two native English teachers and a sample of 42
intermediate English learners. Five separate elicitation subtypes and six
different reformulation subtypes were discovered based on the prominence of
the feedback and the degree to which they compelled the learner was
responsive to the input. The examination of the data revealed that contrary to
less explicit prompts or none at all, reformulation and elicitation in
conjunction with clear intonational or vocal instructions increased the rates
of accurate repair. In different research, Nassaji (2009) examined the effects
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of recasts and elicitations, two types of interactional feedback, on the
acquisition of language forms. Forty-two adult ESL students engaged in task-
based engagement while receiving a variety of recasts and elicitations from
two native English speakers who educate students in the language. The
outcomes demonstrated that recast is more effective than elicitations at
encouraging learners to correct their mistakes.

Ellis (2007) examined the varied effects of recasts and metalinguistic
feedback on the acquisition of the English past tense -ed and comparative -er
among adult ESL learners using a pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest
paradigm. In this study, the two experimental groups each received feedback
that was either metalinguistic or recast, while the control group received no
information. The findings indicated that metalinguistic feedback had an
impact on learning the two structures and that there was a statistically
significant difference between the metalinguistic group and the control group.
However, neither between the recast effects nor between the recast group and
the control group was a significant difference.

To compare the various impacts of recasts and prompts together with
instruction that focused on form on learning French grammatical gender in
the subject-matter, Lyster (2004) conducted an experimental study. The
participants were grouped into four categories: a control group that did not
receive any FFI; a group that received FFI plus prompt; a group that received
FFI plus recast; and a group that received FFI but no feedback. The prompts
and FFI group performed better than both the comparison group and the
recasts and FFI group, according to the findings. The comparison group did
not do as well on the immediate or delayed written posttests or the delayed
oral posttests as the recast with FFI group did. To compare recasts to feedback
from second language learners that offers either negative or positive evidence,
Leeman (2003) conducted experimental research. The participants were
divided into four groups and given recasts, interrogative repetition of errors
as negative feedback, phonologically improved models of correct forms as
feedback, and unenhanced models of target-like forms as positive feedback.
According to the study's findings, individuals who received updated and
enhanced positive evidence performed better than the control group.
However, there was no discernible difference between the interrogative
repetition group and the feedback group. Han (2002) examined the impact of
recasts on the consistency of tense in ESL learners' oral and written output in
research that was comparable to this one. The research involved two groups
of adult L2 English learners, one of which received recasts and the other of
which received traditional teaching but no recasts. The findings supported the
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significance of recast in fostering learners’ understanding of tense consistency
in both their oral and writing production in a second language.

In more recent research, Sarandi (2017) examined the impact of mixed oral
corrective feedback on the accuracy of foreign language learners' oral output
in two intact English classrooms at a Turkish university. In response to their
incorrect usage of the English third person '-s' ending, the experimental group
received multiple oral corrective comments, whilst the control group did not.
Prompts and recasts were used as the format for the corrective comments.
Through an oral narrative assignment and an elicited imitation test, learners'
oral production accuracy was assessed. The learners in the experimental
group performed better on the oral narrative task than those in the control
group, but not on the elicited imitation test, according to a statistical
comparison of the immediate and delayed posttests. The results indicated that
learners’ oral correctness of partially acquired structures can be enhanced by
the combined application of prompts and recasts.

Zhai and Gao (2018) conducted several speaking task tests with 24 university
students in China to examine the impact of teachers' corrective feedback on the
complexity of English language speaking tasks. The data analysis revealed that
different task difficulty levels of corrective feedback have varying effects on EFL
oral output. The effects of five distinct types of corrective feedback—
metalinguistic feedback, confirmation check, recast, clarification request, and
repetition—were compared in order of greatest to lowest influence on the
challenging speaking task. In the fundamental speaking task, the effects of five
distinct forms of corrective feedback—clarification request, metalinguistic
feedback, recast, repetition, and confirmation check—were investigated.
Therefore, effective ways and formats for giving corrective feedback are
anticipated to increase its effectiveness in EFL courses.

In a mixed learning experiment, Sarre et al. (2019) looked at the ideal
conditions for effective corrective feedback. Ninety-three research
participants were divided into seven groups at random to study this issue: six
treatment groups received six different types of online corrective feedback,
while one control group received no corrective feedback. The first and last
pieces of writing submitted by research participants were compared in terms
of accuracy in order to gauge the relative efficacy of the various corrective
feedback methods. The findings demonstrated that providing any form of
corrective feedback is preferable to providing none, and that distributing
indirect corrective feedback with metalinguistic comments on the nature of
errors along with additional computer-mediated microtasks over the course
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of a predetermined time period (24 weeks) appeared to be the most successful
type of corrective feedback.

This study sought to ascertain if introducing recasts and prompts to task-
based language instruction may improve Iranian EFL learners' knowledge of
the past tense. The hypothesis that underlies this research is that interaction,
in which communication failures lead to meaning negotiation and
interactional feedback that fosters mutual comprehension, is what initiates L2
growth (Long, 1996). To address the purposes of the study, two research
questions were formulated:

1. Is there any significant difference in the effectiveness of
recasts and prompts in developing Iranian pre-intermediate EFL
learners’ knowledge of past tense?

2. Are the instructional effects of recasts and prompts effective
in retaining the gain of past tense knowledge?

Method

Participants

Three intact classes of Iranian pre-intermediate EFL students took part in
this study. They were assigned to two groups of recasts and prompts
corrective feedback in tasked-based language instruction and one task-based
instruction without any corrective feedback. Their age ranged between 15 to
25 years. They were given Oxford placement in an attempt to assure the
homogeniety of the students. The participants' scores on OPT were rated out
of 60, and those whose scores fell between the lower intermediate range (28—
36) were chose to take part in this study.

Instrument

Oxford Placement Test: This is a proficiency test which assesses learners'
global language ability (Brown, 2005). It comprises 60 items with different
question formats including grammar, vocabulary, and reading. This test was
given in order to measure EFL learners' language proficiency level and ensure
that the participants were at intermediate level (their scores ranged between
37 and 47) of English proficiency. Edwards (2007) indicated that the test is
a reliable and efficient instrument of placing students at various levels of
language proficiency. OPT can be used with any number of students of
English to make sure an accurate, efficient, and reliable grading and placing
of students into classes at all levels. In addition, it has been calibrated against
the proficiency levels based on the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) and the Cambridge ESOL Examinations
(Allen, 2004). Birjandi and Sayyari (2010) employed the OPT to specify the
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proficiency level of participants and established the concurrent validity of the
OPT with TOEFL scores. The finding showed a high correlation between the
OPT and TOEFL scores.

Oral Performance Test (OPT)

This test was administered individually through which learners were
required to narrate a personal story of past events. For example, they were
asked to narrate the events and activities they did on their last birthday or
what they did on their last trip. Three version of the oral test were designed
for pre-test, post-test, and delayed post-test. Oral tests were applied to
measure the learners’ productive knowledge of the past tense prior the
treatment and after it. In order to assess implicit knowledge, students were
required to communicate in a time-sensitive way during a meaning-focused
activity rather than applying metalinguistic knowledge during the oral
assessments (Ellis et al., 2006). The learners’ performance was scored out of
20. Each grammatical mistake detracted half a mark from their total score.
The students were already familiar with simple past tense as they had been
taught about this grammatical structure in their past courses. Here the purpose
was to consolidate the use of this structure both implicitly and explicitly.

Untimed Grammatically Judgment Test (UGJT)

Three Untimed GJTs were developed and validated by the researchers for
pre-test, post-test, and delayed post-test. This test was created to extract
students' explicit knowledge by requesting them to make decisions in a
relaxing environment while focusing on form. Also, they promoted some
amount of analysis by asking students to identify the error (Ellis et al., 2006).
The items were developed using English books like Four Corners by Jack ¢
Richards and David Bohlke (2011) and Touch Stone by Michael McCarthy,
Jeanne McCarten, and Helen Sandiford (2014). To ensure the validity of the
test, the developed test was given to two university professors and were
requested to review the instrument, give feedback concerning its precision
and suggest revisions if necessary. In addition, it was given to ten EFL
learners with the same proficiency level to answer it and mention points of
ambiguity. This test comprised 20 items. Both the regular and irregular past
tenses had an equal number of items. The test also included an additional
number of distractor items with the target items. This test was administered
in an untimed format which according to Ellis (2004) provide learners
adequate time to systematically process the sentence, note any incorrect form,
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and reflect what is incorrect. Each item carried one score totaling 20 marks
as the maximum score.

Procedure

This study followed a pre-test, treatment, an immediate post-test, and a
delayed post-test procedure. EFL learners were initially given the Oxford
Placement Test in an effort to homogenize them the learners who were
classified at lower-intermediate (28-36) level of proficiency were selected.
Secondly, the pretest data were collected including learners' performance on
Oral Performance Test and Untimed Grammatically Judgment Test. After
administering the pre-test, the researchers presented the treatment to two
experimental groups. Recast corrective feedback was given to the first
experimental group, and prompt corrective feedback was provided to the
second experimental group. Following the completion of treatment, the
immediate post-test was carried out, and the delayed post-test was
administered three weeks later. One example of a recast and prompt is as
follows:

Recast: Student: He *clean his room yesterday.
Teacher: Aha, He cleaned his room yesterday.
Prompt: Student: They *rent a big house last year.
Teacher: They WHAT... a big house last year.
Student: Oh, they rented a big house last year.

The treatment was introduced in the last 15 minutes of nine sessions over
the three weeks. It was picture story tasks to elicit past tense. Students were
divided into pairs and given a series of pictures to work with. They were
instructed to find the story together and then write it down in a chronological
manner.

In the pre-task phase, learners were prepared for the task. The preparation
included general briefing about the purpose of the task a presentation of the
structure that the learner dealt with, and an indication of what the learners
were requested to attain by the end of the task. In the ‘on-task’ phase, learners
were involved with the task. The instructor circulated to supply support and
clarification, making sure that the learners were dealing with the target
structure. The teacher supplied learners with corrective feedback. The first
group was exposed to recast corrective feedback and the learners in the
second group received prompt corrective feedback. In the post-task phase,
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attempts were made to ensure that the learners' on-task work resulted in a
clear outcome. The same procedure was followed for the control group;
however, the teacher did not provide any corrective feedback.

Design

A quasi-experimental comparative research design was used for this
investigation. The type of corrective feedback, that is prompt or recast, was
the independent variable. The students’ knowledge of the past tense was
counted as the dependent variable. One-way between-groups ANOVA was
used to investigate if there was a significant difference in the effectiveness of
prompt corrective feedback versus recast corrective feedback in enhancing
learners’ knowledge of the past tense. Using repeated measures analysis of
variance (ANOVA), it was possible to determine the effectiveness of prompt
and recast corrective feedback in retaining knowledge gained in the second
study question.

Results
In order to demonstrate that the three groups were homogeneous in terms
of their knowledge of the past tense, a one-way between-groups ANOVA was
conducted to compare the results of the recasts, prompts, and control groups
on the oral performance pre-test. The results of the descriptive statistics for
the three groups are displayed in Table 1.

Table 1
The Results of Descriptive Statistics for Three Groups' Performances on the Oral
Performance Pre-test

N Mean Std. Std.  95% Confidence Interval Mini  Maxi
Deviation  Error for Mean mum mum

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
Recast 30 12.80 1.03 .18 12.41 13.18 11.00 15.00
Prompt 30 13.00 1.144 .20 12.57 13.42 11.00 15.00
Contro 30 13.03 1.09 .20 12.62 13.44 11.00 15.00

I

Total 90 12.94 1.08 A1 12.71 13.17 11.00 15.00

As shown in Table 1, the mean score of the oral performance pre-test for
the recast group was 12.80 with the standard deviation of 1.03. For the prompt
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group, the mean score was 13 with the standard deviation of 1.14 and the
mean score for the control group was 13.03 with the standard deviation of
1.09. Table 2 represents the results of the ANOVA.

Table 2
The Results of ANOVA

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .95 2 A7 40 671
Within Groups 103.76 87 1.19
Total 104.72 89

The learners’ scores on the oral performance pre-test for the three groups
did not differ statistically significantly, as shown in Table 2, F(2, 87)=.4, p=.67,
p>.05. To ascertain if the use of recasts and prompts in task-based language
instruction improved students' implicit knowledge of the past tense, one more
between-groups one-way ANOVA was used to compare the outcomes of the
recasts, prompts, and control groups. Table 3 presents the results.

Table 3
The Results of Descriptive Statistics for Three Groups' Performances on the Oral
Performance Post-test

N Mean Std. Std. 95% Confidence Interval Minim Maxi
Deviation Error for Mean um  mum

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
Recast 30 15.26 .63 A1 15.02 15.50 14.00 16.00
Prompt 30 17.63 1.09 .20 17.22 18.04 15.00 20.00
Control 30 13.80 1.15 21 13.36 14.23 11.00 16.00
Total 90 15.56 1.86 19 15.17 15.95 11.00 20.00

As indicated in Table 3, the mean score of Oral Performance Post-test for
the recast group was 15.26 with the standard deviation of .63. For the prompt
group, the mean score was 17.63 with the standard deviation of 1.09. Finally,
the mean score for the control group was 13.80 with the standard deviation of
1.15. Table 4 represents the results of the second ANOVA.



The Journal of English Language Pedagogy and Practice, Vol. 16, No.32, Spring and Summer 2023 VA4

Table 4
The Result of ANOVA

Sum of

Mean

Between Groups
Within Groups
[

Total

Squares DT Square Sig
224.46 2 112.23 114.02 .000
85.63 87 .984

310.10 89

As Table 4 indicates, there was a statistically significant difference
between three groups' performance on Oral Performance post-test: F(2,
87)=114.02, p=.00, p<.05. In Table 5, multiple comparisons of the three

groups are provided.

Table 5
Multiple Comparisons

95% Confidence Interval

Mean
| Diff I- .E ig.
() group (J) group Di erjz)nce( Std. Error  Sig Lower Upper Bound
Bound

prompt -2.36" .25 .000 -2.97 -1.75
Recast

control 1.46" .25 .000 .85 2.07

Recast 2.36" .25 .000 1.75 2.97
Prompt

Control 3.83" .25 .000 3.22 4.44

Recast -1.46" .25 .000 -2.07 -.85
Control

prompt -3.83" .25 .000 -4.44 -3.22

Multiple comparisons' results in Table 5 show that three groups were

statistically different from one another.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA was also performed to compare the
recasts, prompts, and control groups' performances on the Untimed
Grammatical Judgment pre-test in order to prove that the three groups were
homogenous in terms of their explicit knowledge of English past tense. The

results are displayed in Table 6.
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Table 6
The Results of Descriptive Statistics for Three Groups

95% Confidence Interval

Std for Mean o ]
N Mean . Std. Error Minimum Maximum
Deviation

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
Recast 30 13.13 1.47 27 12.58 13.68 10.00 16.00
Prompt 30 13.20 1.44 .26 12.65 13.74 11.00 16.00
Control 30 13.23 1.43 .26 12.69 13.76  10.00 16.00
Total 90 13.18 1.43 15 12.88 13.48 10.00 16.00

As shown in Table 6, the mean score of the Untimed Grammatical Judgment
pre-test for the recast group was 13.13 with the standard deviation of 1.47. For
the prompt group, the mean score was 13.20 with the standard deviation of 1.44.
Finally, the mean score for the control group was 13.23 with the standard
deviation of 1.43. Table 7 illustrates the results of the ANOVA.

Table 7
The results of ANO VA
e O S P SE
Between Groups A5 2 .07 .03 .96
Within Groups 183.63 87 211
Total 183.78 89

As shown in Table 7, there was no statistically significant difference
between the three groups' learner scores on the untimed grammatical
judgment pre-test, F(2, 87)=.037, p= .96, p> .05.

In order to assess the effectiveness of the inclusion of recasts and prompts
on promoting learners' explicit knowledge of past tense, another one-way
between- groups ANOVA was applied to compare recasts, prompts, and
control groups' performance on untimed Grammatical Judgment post-test.
The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8
The Results of Descriptive Statistics

95% Confidence Interval

N Mean S.td'. Std. Error for Mean Minimum Maximum

Deviation Upper

Lower Bound

Bound
Recast 30 17.03 92 .16 16.68 17.37 15.00 19.00
Prompt 30 17.36 1.09 .20 16.95 17.77 15.00 19.00
Control 30 14.76 1.00 18 14.39 15.14 13.00 17.00
Total 90 16.38 153 .16 16.06 16.71 13.00 19.00

As demonstrated in Table 8, the mean score of the Untimed Grammatical
Judgment pos-test for the recast group was 17.03 with the standard deviation
of .92. For the prompt group, the mean score was 17.36 with the standard
deviation of 1.09, and the mean score for the control group was 14.76 with
the standard deviation of 14.76. Table 9 represents the results of the ANOVA.

Table 9
The Results of ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 120.08 2 60.04 58.49 .000
Within Groups 89.30 87 1.02
Total 209.38 89

As illustrated in Table 9, there were statistically significant differences in
the results of the Untimed Grammatical Judgment Post-Test between the three
groups, F(2, 87)= 58.49, p=.00, p<.05. Table 10 reveals the multiple
comparisons among three groups.

Table 10
Multiple Comparisons

Mean . 95% Confidence Interval
(1) group (J) group Difference (I-J) Std. Error  Sig.

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Prompt -.33 .26 41 -.95 .29
Recast .

Control 2.26 .26 .00 1.64 2.89

Recast .33 .26 A1 -.29 .95
Prompt .

Control 2.60 .26 .00 1.97 3.22

Recast -2.26667" .26 .00 -2.89 -1.64
Control N

Prompt -2.60 .26 .00 -3.22 -1.97

*, The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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The results of the multiple comparisons in Table 10 show that three groups
were statistically distinct from one another. The effectiveness of the recasts
and prompts in helping the students recall the knowledge they had gained was
examined in the second study question, and Repeated Measures ANOVA was
conducted to check the result. Table 11 shows the descriptive statistics of the
recast group.

Table 11
Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
Pre-test recast 12.80 1.03 30
Post-test recast 15.26 .63 30
Delayed recast 14.70 74 30

As indicated in Table 11, the mean score of the pre-test, post-test and
delayed test for the recast group with regard to the implicit knowledge was
12.80, 15.26, and 14.70 with the standard deviations of 1.03, .63, and .74,
respectively. Table 12 show the related multivariate tests.

Table 12
Multivariate Tests
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error df  Sig. Partial
df Eta
Squared
Pillai's Trace .78 52.41b 2.00 28.00 .000 .78
LWII:;Z 21 52.41b 2.00 28.00 .000 .78
Recast ambaa
feedback  Hotelling's 52, 5410 200 2800 000 .78
Trace
Roy;(')‘gtrge“ 374 5241 200 2800 .000 .78

The results in Table 12 reveals that there was a significant effect for recast
corrective feedback in retaining the gain of implicit knowledge in the recast
group, Wilks' Lambda= .21, F( 2, 28)= 52.41, p=.00, p<.001, partial eta
squared=.78. Table 13 represents the descriptive statistics of the prompt group.



The Journal of English Language Pedagogy and Practice, Vol. 16, No.32, Spring and Summer 2023

Y4y

Table 13
Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
Pre-test prompt 13.00 1.14 30
Post-test prompt 17.63 1.09 30
Delayed prompt 16.83 1.08 30

As shown in Table 3, the mean score of the pre-test, post-test and delayed
test for the prompt group with regard to the effect of corrective feedback on
learners’ implicit knowledge was 13.00, 17.63, and 16.83, with the standard
deviations of 1.14, 1.09, and 1.08, respectively. Table 14 show the related

multivariate tests.

Table 14
Multivariate Tests
Hypothesis Partial
Effect Value F ypdf Error df  Sig. Eta
Squared
?:Li'es 95  307.10° 200 2800 .000 .95
L\;Vr::'gza 04 30710° 200 2800 .000 .95
Prompt Hotelling's
corrective Traceg 21.93 307.10° 2.00 28.00 .000 .95
Roy's
Largest 21.93 307.10° 2.00 28.00 .000 .95
Root

As indicated in Table 14, prompt corrective feedback had a substantial
impact on maintaining the gain of implicit knowledge, Wilks' Lambda= .04,
F( 2, 28)=307.1, p=.00, p<.001, partial eta squared=.95. Table 15 illustrates
the descriptive statistics for the recast group.

Table 15
The Results of Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
Pre-test recast 13.13 1.47 30
Post-test recast 17.03 .92 30
Delayed test 16.53 86 30

recast
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As shown in Table 3, the mean score of pre-test, post-test and delayed test
for the recast group with regard to the effect of corrective feedback on
learners’ explicit knowledge was 13.13, 17.03, and 16.53, with the standard
deviations of 1.47, 0.92 and .86 respectively. Table 16 represents the results
of the related multivariate tests in the recast group.

Table 16
Multivariate Tests
Hypothesis . Partial Eta
Effect Value F df Errordf  Sig. Squared
Pillai's Trace .86  86.15° 200  28.00 .000 86
Wilks' Lambda .14 8615 200  28.00 .000 86
Recast  Hotelling's  ¢.0 g5150 200 2800 .000 86
Trace
RoysLargest  o.c  gg15b 200 2800 .000 86

Root

Table 16 reveals that there was significant effect for recast corrective
feedback in retaining the gain of explicit knowledge, Wilks' Lambda= .14, F(
2, 28)= 86.15, p=.00, p<.001, partial eta squared=.86. In Table 17, the
descriptive statistics for the prompt group are presented.

Table 17
The Results of Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
Pre-test prompt 13.20 1.44 30
Post-test prompt 17.36 1.09 30
Delayed test prompt 17.93 73 30

As shown in Table 17, the mean score of pre-test, post-test and delayed
test for the prompt group regarding the effect of corrective feedback on
learners’ explicit knowledge was 13.13, 17.03, and 16.53, with the standard
deviations of 1.14, 1.09, and 1.08, respectively. Table 18 reveals the results
of the multivariate tests in the prompt group.
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Table 18
Multivariate Tests
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error df  Sig. Partial Eta
df Squared
Pillai's Trace .90 128.213° 200  28.00  .000 90
Wilks' Lambda .09 128.213° 200  28.00  .000 90
Prompt  Hotelling's g 15 158213 200 2800  .000 90
Trace
RoysLargest 15 1789135 200  28.00 .000 90

Root

Table 18 demonstrates that the retention of the explicit knowledge was
significantly affected by prompt corrective feedback, Wilks' Lambda= .09, F
(2, 28) =128.21, p=.00, p<.001, partial eta squared=.9.

Discussion

The impetus for this study was provided by a motivation to inquire into the
advantages of recasts and prompts in promoting learners' conscious and
implicit understanding of the past tense. The findings showed that both
prompts and recasts considerably outperformed no corrective feedback in
terms of improving learners' explicit and implicit grasp of the past tense. In
fact, implicit knowledge was gauged through oral performance test and
explicit knowledge was measured via Untimed Grammaticality Judgment
Test. These results confirm past study, which demonstrated that prompts had
a stronger learning impact than recasts (Ammar & Spada, 2006; Bitchener &
Ferris, 2012; Lyster 2004; Yang & Lyster, 2010).

The superiority of prompts over recast may be attributed to the salient
nature of prompts to students which are therefore easily noticed. Prompts are
more noticeable and hence more effective; since, they encourage the students
to change their own output by openly indicating the presence of an error.
When students are asked to self-correct their incorrect statements, they may
pay attention to the knowledge gap and focus on following feedback
(Doughty, 2001; Swain, 1995). These results suggest that students are more
likely to remember comments and corrections from self-correcting their
language mistakes than from having recasts offer the corrections.

There are differences between prompts and recasts in terms of how they
supply input and prompt output. The prompt group was given the cues to
reformulate their incorrect forms, whereas the learners in the recast group were
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exposed to the corrected forms of the erroneous forms. The prompt group
therefore carefully examined their prior language learning. This might be the
reason why the prompt group outperformed both the control and the recast
groups, whereas the recast group outperformed the control group. Elicitation,
according to Loewen (2004), has the advantage of involving students in deeper
cognitive processing because they are required to determine the correct or
alternate form on their own. An active engagement may facilitate later learning
because it might create sustainable links in the memory.

Prompts are described by Lyster (2004) as a chance for learners to practice
those results in the reorganization of the incorrect forms in interlanguage. Since
learners must practice self-repair, prompts encourage learning (Swain, 1995). De
Bot (1996) consistently shows that students actively participated in the learning
process as a result of elicitation, which called for high degree of attention.

The findings of our study revealed that students who received prompt or
recast corrective feedback outshone those receiving no specific corrective
feedback. The results also showed that the students in the prompt group still
did significantly much better than those in the recast group. Therefore, the
findings highlight the crucial importance of providing learners with corrective
feedback in general and prompt corrective feedback in particular in their
attempts to produce grammatically corrects sentences with past tense.

This study would benefit language teachers, teacher trainers, and material
developers interested in employing task-based approach with feedback in
their pedagogical activities. Also, the combination of task-based language
teaching coupled with grammar instruction may promote the growth of
communicative competence and empower students to utilize language for
communication.

This study was limited only to learners' past tense knowledge. In order to
make the study more generalizable, more grammatical structures need to be
taken into consideration. Another limitation is the fact that this study
exclusively investigated lower-intermediate EFL learners. Further studies can
include participants of diverse language proficiency levels to check the
effectiveness of this approach on learners across diverse proficiency levels.
Since the study’s results and the majority of related empirical investigations
demonstrated that prompts are more facilitative to promoting linguistic
knowledge, it is suggested that teachers incorporate prompts in their teaching
activities.

Declaration of interest: none
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