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This quantitative experimental study, which followed a pretest-treatment-posttest-

delayed posttest design, investigated the effects of revision versus attention 

mediation on the efficacy of the written indirect coded feedback to improve the EFL 

learners’ syntactic accuracy of their essays of opinion-led type. Eighty-six Turkish 

university learners were assigned to three groups: comprehensive indirect coded 

corrective feedback plus a revision requirement (ICF/+R), comprehensive indirect 

coded corrective feedback plus a time to pay careful attention to the received 

feedback (ICF/+A) and the control group that received only the comprehensive 

indirect coded feedback without any extra assignment (ICF). Each group received 

three sessions of treatment. The existence of any statistically significant differences 

among the three groups with regard to each received treatment was investigated in 

the short and long term. The indirect coded CF proved to be effective in improving 

the grammatical accuracy. Moreover, it was found that both revision requirement 

(ICF/+R) and careful attention requirement (ICF/+A) significantly outperformed the 

group that only received the ICF. Nevertheless, it was also proved that the group that 

was required to pay careful attention to and study the feedback (ICF/+A) 
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significantly outperformed the one that experienced the revision requirement 

(ICF/+R). The findings were discussed in terms of noticing at the level of 

understanding. 

Keywords: Comprehensive indirect coded corrective feedback, revision, attention, 

essays of opinion-led type. 

Introduction 

Corrective feedback (CF) has been an important part and a controversial topic not only in second 

language (L2) writing instruction (Ferris, 2014; Karim & Nassaji, 2020) but also in the field of 

second language acquisition (SLA) research (Karim & Nassaji, 2020). Since Truscott (1996) 

questioned the usefulness of written corrective feedback (WCF), several researchers conducted 

studies to investigate the issue and promising results were found.  Several studies showed the 

positive effects of the focused feedback (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener, East, & Cartner, 2010; 

Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009, 2010a; Sheen, 2007, 2010; 

Sheen, Wright, & Moldawa, 2009). As for the comprehensive CF, although a few studies did not 

find positive effects (Kepner, 1991; Semke, 1984), some showed promising results (Chandler, 2003; 

Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986; Sheppard, 1992; Valizadeh, 2020). Some scholars argued that 

focused feedback is more effective than comprehensive/unfocused one because the focused CF 

directs learners’ attention more effectively to the target form (Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Ellis, 

Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Nassaji, 2015; Sheen, 2007; Sheen et al., 2009). 

Nevertheless, some studies found that both the focused and comprehensive WCF caused accuracy 

gains (Frear & Chiu, 2015). Despite the mentioned points, evidence on the effectiveness of 

comprehensive correction of every error on learners’ writing improvement is scarce, so no firm 

conclusion can be reached (Ferris, 2012; Karim & Nassaji, 2020; Van Beuningen, De Jong, & 

Kuiken, 2012). Consequently, investigating the effect of the comprehensive CF is essential 

particularly because teachers often provide feedback on various errors in students’ writing rather 

than on errors of a single type; therefore, research on comprehensive CF is more ecologically valid 

(Ferris, 2012; Storch, 2010). 
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Although a large number of scholars have accepted that providing feedback is beneficial in general, 

the debate over the efficacy of direct vs. indirect CF has not been settled, either (K. Hyland & 

Hyland, 2006; Nassaji, 2016). Some researchers have stated that direct CF is more effective than 

indirect one because it obviously shows the correct form (Bitchener, 2008; Ellis et al., 2008; Sheen, 

2007). However, it has been argued that indirect CF is more beneficial than the direct CF in the 

long run because it engages learners in problem-solving learning and as a result helps them to 

become independent learners (Ferris, 2006). In terms of the studies which empirically compared 

the effectiveness of these two major types of feedback, some found no difference between them 

(Robb et al., 1986; Semke, 1984; Van Beuningen, De Jong, & Kuiken, 2008; Van Beuningen et al., 

2012), some found the indirect CF as more beneficial (Aliakbari & Toni, 2009; Lalande, 1982; 

Sheppard, 1992; Tan & Manochphinyo, 2017), and several studies indicated an advantage for direct 

CF, especially when combined with metalinguistic information (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & 

Knoch, 2008, 2009, 2010b; Bitchener et al., 2005; Bonilla López, Van Steendam, Speelman, & 

Buyse, 2018; Ellis et al., 2008; Shintani & Ellis, 2013). Additionally, Tootkaboni and Khatib (2014) 

indicated that direct CF accompanied with teacher consultation was more effective for the retention 

of the target linguistic structures in the short term, but indirect coded feedback was a more 

beneficial strategy for the long-term mastery of the linguistic structures. The mixed findings about 

the effect of various types of WCF may be due to various mediating factors (Kang & Han, 2015), 

such as the type of grammar structure (Bitchener et al., 2005; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Ferris, 2006; 

Van Beuningen et al., 2012) and the time length or duration of the feedback treatment (Storch, 

2010). In addition, learner engagement plays a critical role in the CF mechanism due to the fact 

that it mediates teacher provision of CF and learning outcomes (Ellis, 2010). Therefore, it has been 

argued that if learners do not respond to the provided WCF, they may ignore it or attend to it only 

partially (Ellis, 2009; Elwood & Bode, 2014; Guénette, 2007; Liu & Brown, 2015). That’s why the 

revision requirement has been recommended in order to engage the learners with the feedback and 

hold them responsible for their learning (Ferris, 2006; Guénette, 2012; F. Hyland, 2003; Shintani 

& Ellis, 2015; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Truscott & Hsu, 2008). Moreover, it is believed that 

revision requirement can be a necessary intermediate step towards the long-term learning of a 



Valizadeh (2021) 

28 

 

 

specific point (Ferris, 2004, 2010; Guénette, 2007, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007), especially “in the 

development of written accuracy” (Liu & Brown, 2015, p. 67) because learners have time to notice, 

think about and process the feedback and fix the errors to modify their texts (Ferris, 2010; Sachs 

& Polio, 2007). “During revision, learners are able to access their explicit L2 knowledge and notice 

the gap between it and their first draft production.” (Williams, 2012, p. 324). On the other hand, 

some scholars argued that provided that the learners are required to notice the feedback and process 

the received corrections, the WCF can be effective, even under the condition of no revision 

requirement (Shintani & Ellis, 2015). Some stated that the revision requirement is neither necessary 

to trigger noticing nor in line with normal WCF practice given in real classrooms because teachers 

usually do not require the learners to revise their written text based on provided feedback (Stefanou 

& Révész, 2015). It is also mentioned that learners can copy the corrections onto their revised texts 

passively, without noticing their errors and the provided WCF; consequently, what is vital is that 

teachers draw learners’ attention to the target of the provided WCF (Polio, 2012; Stefanou & 

Révész, 2015). Drawing learner’s attention can be achieved by requiring them to take time to look 

over the received feedback and carefully examine their errors (Ellis, 2009; Polio, 2012). In terms 

of the literature, several researchers have included the revision in their studies and found positive 

results (Chandler, 2003; Diab, 2015; Frear, 2012; Shintani, Ellis, & Suzuki, 2014; Suzuki, 2012; 

Van Beuningen et al., 2012). Among them, Shintani et al., (2014) investigated the effects of direct 

and metalinguistic explanation under two conditions of with and without the opportunity to rewrite 

on two English grammatical structures of the indefinite article and past hypothetical conditionals. 

As for the accurate use of the indefinite article, neither type of feedback had any effect in new 

pieces of writing under either condition. However, both types of feedback led to improved accuracy 

in the past hypothetical conditional, and also the direct feedback in conjunction with revision 

proved the most effective type. Recently, Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2018) compared the mediating 

effects of revision versus attention on the efficacy of comprehensive direct CF on EFL learners’ 

written syntactic accuracy. It was found that both revision requirement and careful attention 

requirement significantly outperformed the group that only received the direct CF. However, the 

group that was required to pay careful attention to the feedback significantly outperformed the one 
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that experienced the revision requirement. As literature shows, few studies systematically 

investigated different approaches to revision, and to help teachers improve the efficacy of their 

WCF, a more thorough understanding of learner engagement with WCF is needed (Han & Hyland, 

2015); therefore, revision studies are interesting and provide important evidence helping teachers 

refine their practice (Ferris, 2010). Consequently, this study compared the two opportunities of 

whether to require students to attend to the feedback or to revise their text based on the received 

feedback. The following questions were addressed: 

1. Does the comprehensive indirect coded CF significantly affect the learners’ grammatical 

written accuracy in the short and long term? 

2. To what extent is comprehensive indirect coded CF combined with either students’ 

attention to the feedback or revising their texts based on received feedback effective in improving 

learners’ grammatical written accuracy, relative to each other and to feedback-only methodology 

in the short and long term? 

In short, this study includes three groups. What is common among all of them is that they all 

received comprehensive indirect CF (henceforth, comprehensive ICF); however, one of them was 

also required to revise the texts based on the received WCF (ICF/+R); the other one had to study 

the received feedback carefully (ICF/+A); the third group only received the comprehensive ICF 

and was not required to either revise or study the texts carefully.  

Method 

Research Design  

This experimental study had a pretest-treatment-posttest-delayed posttest design. There 

were three independent variables called ‘ICF/+R’, ‘ICF/+A’, and ‘ICF’ as well as a dependent 

variable named syntactic written accuracy.  

Participants and Groupings 

A total of 118 university sophomores, juniors, and seniors, who majored in English 

Literature and had already passed Advanced Academic Writing course, were informed about the 
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study and were invited to participate. Ninety-nine students accepted to take part. They were given 

the Oxford Placement Test (henceforth, OPT). The score of 86 students ranged from 41 to 47; they 

were at the upper-intermediate level, based on Geranpayeh's (2003) guideline. Therefore, these 86 

learners were selected as the participants and were assigned randomly to three groups: 17 females 

and 12 males in ‘ICF/+R’ group, 21 females and 8 males in ‘ICF/+A’ group, and 20 females and 8 

males in ‘ICF’ group. In brief, totally, 86 university students (58 females and 28 males), ranging 

from 19 to 24 years old, formed the participants. 

Instruments 

The following instruments were utilised: Oxford Placement Test (OPT), CF codes, writing 

tasks, pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest. For the writing tasks and tests, samples of IELTS 

Writing Task 2 were used. Moreover, in order to assess the syntactic accuracy, the formula: [total 

number of syntactic errors/total number of words] × 100 was utilized. The formula was already 

used by Chandler (2003), Truscott and Hsu (2008), Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2018), as well as 

Valizadeh (2020). The utilized codes are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Codes for Indirect Coded Feedback 

Coded CF References 

SVA Subject-verb agreement 

No S No subject 

S/Pl Singular / plural errors 

A Article (a, an, the) usage 

OM Unnecessary word / Omit this word. 

VF Verb form 

VT Verb tense 

WWF Wrong Word form 

WWO Wrong word order 

Pron. Pronoun reference 

Prep. Preposition 

Conj. Conjunction missing or incorrect 

MW ^ Missing word / Adding something 

RUN Run-on Sentence 

Frag Fragment 
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All the writing tasks and tests topics were selected from IELTS writing task 2 samples in 

order to (a) consider the criterion-related validity of the test (i.e., the utilized tests and tasks can be 

comparable to a standardized writing test), and (b) to control the probable mediating effects of 

genre/task/content on the effect of feedback. Each class writing task as well as the tests was of 

opinion-led type, which presented an opinion to the learners and required the participants to write 

whether they agree, disagree or even how far they agree or disagree.  

Data Collection Procedure 

Because “there is a certain amount of discrepancy in the literature on the meaning of 

revision” (Bruton, 2009), it should be noted that in the current study, revision means that the 

students rewrite their whole essays based on the received CF. The researchers followed the same 

procedure as Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2018). The whole study lasted for seven weeks. Table 2 

indicates the procedure in the treatment period. 

Table 2 

Treatment Period Procedure 

Treatment period Procedure 

Week 1  

Session 1 OPT was administered. Participants were provided with the indirect codes 

and were explained that their essays would be corrected by offering those 

codes. They were told that they needed to have the codes and refer to them 

to check the problems in their essays. 

Session 2 The pretest was administered (i.e., the students wrote the 1st essay of 

opinion-led type in 40 minutes.) 

Week 2  

Session 1 The students received the feedback. The participants in ICF/+R group 

were required to revise (i.e., rewrite) their essays on a separate sheet of 

paper according to the provided feedback in 20 minutes, like the allocated 

time in Suzuki (2012), Shintani et al., (2014) as well as  Soltanpour and 

Valizadeh (2018). The learners in ICF/+A were also given 20 minutes and 

required to look over their errors and pay careful attention to the received 

feedback. The ICF/+A group could also note their errors in their error 

notebooks if they thought it would help them remember the points. The 
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participants in the ICF only received the feedback; in other words, they 

were not required to rewrite their texts or study the provided feedback. 

Session 2 The students wrote the 2nd essay in class in 40 minutes. 

Weeks 3  

Session 1 The same procedure as Session 1 of Week 2 was applied. 

Session 2 The students wrote the 3rd essay in class in 40 minutes. 

Week 4  

Session 1 The same procedure as Session 1 of Weeks 2 & 3 was applied. 

Session 2 The posttest was administered. 

Weeks 5 & 6 No work on essay writing was done. 

Week 7  

Session 1 Delayed‑posttest was administered. 

 

Based on Bitchener (2008), the participants were not informed about the exact date of the 

delayed post-test in order to eliminate the possibility of any preparation, such as reviewing the 

feedback or personal notes. Moreover, to control the effects of the other factors as much as possible 

(Guénette, 2007), the same instructor ran the procedures for the three groups. However, the writing 

topics were similar in three groups. 

As for the type of provided CF, the participants’ grammatical errors were only corrected. 

Nevertheless, the provided CF on grammatical errors was unfocused/ comprehensive because of 

several reasons: (1) It was not expected which errors will be seen in the learners’ texts and when 

the learners commit a range of grammatical errors, “a limited CF focus does not address the need 

to individualize feedback according to students’ different strengths and weaknesses” (Ferris, 2010, 

p. 192); (2) Unfocused/comprehensive CF is the most widely used type of teacher correction (Ferris, 

2006; Guénette, 2012; Lee, 2004, 2008; Van Beuningen, 2010) and popular among the students 

(Lee, 2005; Leki, 1991; Oladejo, 1993). As a result, the comprehensive feedback is more 

ecologically valid than the focused one. Moreover, because the participants in the current study 

were the upper-intermediate ones, the comprehensive WCF could be suitable for them (Bitchener 

& Ferris, 2012). Finally, as the effect of revision and attention on the efficacy of the direct WCF 

was already investigated by Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2018), this research selected the indirect 

coded CF to study. 
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Analysis and Results 

Inter-rater Reliability 

The Cronbach alpha indices, administered to calculate the inter-rater reliability revealed a 

range from a high of .98 for the posttest in the ICF/+R to a low of .86 for the prettest of the ICF/+A 

group. 

The Normality Tests 

The assumption of normality was examined through both the graphic of histogram, and also 

some numerical ways as recommended by Larson-Hall (2010). They indicated that the data were 

normally distributed. The values of skewness and kurtosis statistics were within +/-1, based on 

Phakiti (2010); in addition, the outcomes of the ratio of skewedness and kurtosis over their 

respective standard errors were within the ranges of +/-1.96, based on Field (2013).  

Ensuring the Homogeneity of the Groups 

First, a one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore 

whether the three groups were homogeneous with regard to their scores on OPT in order to prove 

that the three groups enjoyed the same level of general English proficiency prior to the 

administration of the treatments. The significance value (Sig.) for Levene’s Test was greater 

than .05 (Sig. =.956); thus, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met. It was found that 

there was not a significant difference among the three groups: F (2, 83) =.027, p =.973. In 

conclusion, the participants in three groups were homogeneous regarding their general English 

proficiency. 

Then, another one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore whether the three groups were 

homogeneous with regard to their syntactic accuracy, as measured by the pretest. The significance 

value (Sig.) for Levene’s Test was greater than .05 (Sig. =.705); therefore, the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance was met. It was found that there was not a significant difference among 

the three groups: F (2, 83) =.726, p =.487. In conclusion, the participants in three groups were 

homogeneous regarding their grammatical accuracy in pretests. 
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Findings of the First Research Questions 

The 1st research question investigated whether the comprehensive indirect coded CF (ICF) 

significantly affect the learners’ grammatical written accuracy in the short and long term. A paired-

samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of the ICF on participants’ on the grammatical 

written accuracy on the learners’ immediate posttests. There was a statistically significant decrease 

in the mean scores from pretest (M = 8.8059, SD = .23249) to immediate posttest (M = 7.3491, SD 

= .55567), t (27) = 22.831, p = .000 < .05. It should be noted that as the formula [total number of 

syntactic errors/total number of words] × 100 was utilized for scoring the syntactic accuracy of the 

essays, the fewer errors the essays included, the smaller value (mathematical quantity) they were 

given, so the lower values reveal the existence of fewer errors and better performance. As a result, 

based on the mean scores, it can be concluded that in the short run, the ICF was effective in 

improving the grammatical accuracy of learners’ written essays in the short term. The mean 

decrease in posttest scores was 1.45679 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from 1.32586 to 

1.58771. The found Cohen's d effect size (3.420337) indicated a large effect size (Cohen, 1988).  

Another paired-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of the ICF on 

participants’ on the grammatical written accuracy on the learners’ delayed-posttests. There was a 

statistically significant decrease in the mean scores from immediate posttest (M = 7.3491, SD 

= .55567) to delayed-posttest (M = 7.4752, SD = .54702), t (27) = -3.890, p = .000 < .05. Therefore, 

based on the mean scores, it can be concluded that in the short run, the ICF was effective in 

improving the grammatical accuracy of learners’ written essays after a two-week interval. The 

mean decrease in delayed-posttest scores was -.12607 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from 

-.19258 to -.05956. However, the found Cohen's d effect size (0.228706) indicated a small effect 

size (Cohen, 1988).   

Findings of the Second Research Questions 

The 2nd research question explored to what extent is comprehensive indirect coded CF 

combined with either students’ attention to the feedback (ICF/+A) or revising their texts based on 
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received feedback effective (ICF/+R) in improving learners’ grammatical written accuracy, relative 

to each other and to feedback-only methodology (ICF) in the short and long term.  

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the short-term differences among the three 

groups with regard to the effect of each provided treatment, as measured by the immediate posttests. 

The significance value (Sig.) for Levene’s Test was less than.05 (Sig. =.000), so the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance was violated; thus, Robust Tests of Equality of Means were consulted 

(Pallant, 2013). The results are shown in Tables 3, 4, and 5. 

Table 3 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means for the Immediate Posttest 

 Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch 103.055 2 50.189 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 146.436 2 41.124 .000 
 

As Table 3 shows, there was a significant difference among the three groups.  

Table 4 

Tukey HSD: Multiple Comparisons for the Immediate Posttest 

(I) 

Treatment 

(J) 

Treatment 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

(ICF/+R) (ICF/+A)  .37310* .09370 .000 .1495 .5967 

(ICF)  -1.19807* .09453 .000 -1.4237 -.9725 

(ICF/+A)  (ICF/+R)  -.37310* .09370 .000 -.5967 -.1495 

(ICF)  -1.57118* .09453 .000 -1.7968 -1.3456 

(ICF)  (ICF/+R)  1.19807* .09453 .000 .9725 1.4237 

(ICF/+A)  1.57118* .09453 .000 1.3456 1.7968 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for the Immediate Posttest 

 N Mean SD 

(ICF/+R)  29 6.1510 .18612 

(ICF/+A)  29 5.7779 .21209 

(ICF)  28 7.3491 .55567 

 

According to Tables 4 and 5, in the short term, both ICF/+R and ICF/+A outperformed the 

ICF. Moreover, the ICF/+A outperformed the ICF/+R. The effect size, calculated by using eta 

squared was .78, which is a large effect size (Cohen, 1988). 

Next, another one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the long-term differences among 

the three groups with regard to the effect of each provided treatment, as measured by the delayed 

posttests. The significance value (Sig.) for Levene’s Test was less than.05 (Sig. =.000), so the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated; thus, Robust Tests of Equality of Means were 

consulted (Pallant, 2013). The results are shown in Tables 6, 7, and 8. 

Table 6 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means for the Delayed Posttest  

 Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 

Welch 119.367 2 50.459 .000 

Brown-Forsythe 172.965 2 41.879 .000 

 

As Table 6 shows, there was a significant difference among the three groups.  

Table 7 

Tukey HSD: Multiple Comparisons for the Delayed Posttest 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
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(I) 

Treatment 

(J) 

Treatment 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) Lower Bound Upper Bound 

(ICF/+R) (ICF/+A) .33621* .09275 .000 .1149 .5576 

(ICF) -1.33345* .09357 .000 -1.5568 -1.1101 

(ICF/+A) (ICF/+R) -.33621* .09275 .000 -.5576 -.1149 

(ICF) -1.66966* .09357 .000 -1.8930 -1.4463 

(ICF) (ICF/+R) 1.33345* .09357 .000 1.1101 1.5568 

(ICF/+A) 1.66966* .09357 .000 1.4463 1.8930 

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

 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics for the Delayed Posttest 

 N Mean SD 

(ICF/+R)  29 6.1417 .20916 

(ICF/+A)  29 5.8055 .19356 

(ICF)  28 7.4752 .54702 

 

According to Tables 7 and 8, after a two-week interval, both ICF/+R and ICF/+A 

outperformed the ICF. Moreover, the ICF/+A outperformed the ICF/+R. The effect size, calculated 

by using eta squared was .81, which is a large effect size (Cohen, 1988). 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This study showed that the comprehensive indirect coded feedback improved the 

grammatical accuracy of the learners’ writing which also remained after the two-week interval. 

This finding was different from what Karim and Nassaji (2020) found, but corroborates some 

previous studies, which also proved the effectiveness of the indirect feedback (Aliakbari & Toni, 

2009; Lalande, 1982; Sheppard, 1992; Storch, 2005; Tan & Manochphinyo, 2017; Tang & Liu, 

2018; Tootkaboni & Khatib, 2014). This effect could occur because such indirect coded feedback 

engages learners in problem-solving learning and as a result helps them to become independent 
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learners (Ferris, 2006). Therefore, in this study, like the one done by Tang and Liu (2018), the 

indirect coded feedback can be considered as an attention-getting CF device that provided the 

participants with linguistic scaffold on the language issues. 

As for the mediating effects of the revision and attention on the efficacy of the indirect 

coded CF, this study revealed that both revision requirement (ICF/+R) and attention requirement 

(ICF/+A) significantly contributed to the efficacy of the ICF. This finding is in line with the 

argument that even if teachers provide sufficiently clear and useful feedback, students will benefit 

more if they are engaged with the WCF and pay attention to the provided feedback (Elwood & 

Bode, 2014; Han & Hyland, 2015; Polio, 2012; Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2018; Stefanou & Révész, 

2015). 

That revision requirement showed promising results confirms the argument that written 

revision can be a good technique to engage the learners with the WCF and hold them responsible 

for their learning (Brown, 2012; D. R Ferris, 2006; F. Hyland, 2003; Shintani & Ellis, 2015; Storch 

& Wigglesworth, 2010) especially because via revising the texts based on the provided feedback, 

learners have more time to think carefully about and process the received feedback (Ellis, 2009; D. 

R. Ferris, 2010; Guénette, 2007). Several researchers have already included the revision in their 

studies and found positive results (Chandler, 2003; Diab, 2015; Frear, 2012; Shintani et al., 2014; 

Suzuki, 2012; Van Beuningen et al., 2012). 

However, like what Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2018) found, this research demonstrated 

that requiring the learners to pay careful attention to the provided feedback was even more effective 

than the revision requirement, which corroborates Ellis's (2009), Polio's (2012) as well as Shintani 

and Ellis (2015)’s arguments, which stated that even under the condition of no revision opportunity, 

WCF can be effective and learners can succeed in noticing corrections as long as learners are 

required to notice and process the received corrections; for example, the learners can be required 

to look over the received feedback and carefully examine their errors (Ellis, 2009; Polio, 2012). 

In brief, the three utilized strategies in this study: the comprehensive indirect coded 

feedback (ICF), the ICF plus either revision or attention requirements probably helped the 
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participants notice their grammatical errors which not only resulted in notice the gap in their current 

interlanguage system, but this also led to what Rosa and Leow (2004) described as noticing at the 

level of understanding, which is the highest level of noticing. As a result, such learning outcomes 

probably sustain in future writings, which was also found in the participants’ delayed posttests, too.  

As the concluding remarks, it is highly recommended that the explored issue be investigated 

considering the important factor of individual differences because as Hanaoka and Izumi (2012, p. 

333) stated, there are several “learner internal factors such as learners’ aptitude, developmental 

readiness, and various affective factors”, which can promote or inhibit learners’ noticing. 

References 

Aliakbari, M., & Toni, A. (2009). On the effects of error correction strategies on the grammatical accuracy of the 

Iranian English learners. Pan-Pacific Association of Applied Linguistics, 13(1), 99–112. Retrieved from 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ921028.pdf 

Bitchener, J. (2008). Evidence in support of written corrective feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17(2), 

102–118. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.11.004 

Bitchener, J., East, M., & Cartner, H. (2010). The effectiveness of providing second language (L2) writers with on-

line written corrective feedback. Ako Aotearoa. Ako Aotearoa Publication. Retrieved from 

https://akoaotearoa.ac.nz/download/ng/file/group-5/the-effectiveness-of-providing-second-language-writers-

with-on-line-written-corrective-feedback.pdf 

Bitchener, J., & Ferris, D. R. (2012). Written corrective feedback in second language acquisition and writing. New 

York, NY: Routledge. 

Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2008). The value of written corrective feedback for migrant and international students. 

Language Teaching Research, 12(3), 409–431. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168808089924 

Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2009). The relative effectiveness of different types of direct written corrective feedback. 

System, 37(2), 322–329. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2008.12.006 

Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2010a). Raising the linguistic accuracy level of advanced L2 writers with written corrective 

feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 19(4), 207–217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2010.10.002 

Bitchener, J., & Knoch, U. (2010b). The contribution of written corrective feedback to language development: A ten-

month investigation. Applied Linguistics, 31(2), 193–214. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp016 

Bitchener, J., Young, S., & Cameron, D. (2005). The effect of different types of corrective feedback on ESL student 

writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 14(3), 191–205. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2005.08.001 

Bonilla López, M., Van Steendam, E., Speelman, D., & Buyse, K. (2018). The differential effects of comprehensive 

feedback forms in the second language writing class. Language Learning, 68(3), 813–850. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12295 

Brown, D. (2012). The written corrective feedback debate: Next steps for classroom teachers and practitioners. TESOL 

Quarterly, 46(4), 861–867. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.63 

Bruton, A. (2009). Improving accuracy is not the only reason for writing, and even if it were ... System, 37(4), 600–

613. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.09.005 

Chandler, J. (2003). The efficacy of various kinds of error feedback for improvement in the accuracy and fluency of 

L2 student writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12(3), 267–296. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-

3743(03)00038-9 



Valizadeh (2021) 

40 

 

 

Cohen, J. W. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 

Diab, N. M. (2015). Effectiveness of written corrective feedback: Does type of error and type of correction matter? 

Assessing Writing, 24, 16–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.02.001 

Ellis, R. (2009). A typology of written corrective feedback types. English Language Teaching, 63(2), 97–107. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccn023 

Ellis, R. (2010). EPILOGUE: A framework for investigating oral and written corrective feedback. Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition, 32(02), 335–349. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990544 

Ellis, R., Sheen, Y., Murakami, M., & Takashima, H. (2008). The effects of focused and unfocused written corrective 

feedback in an English as a foreign language context. System, 36(3), 353–371. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2008.02.001 

Elwood, J. A., & Bode, J. (2014). Student preferences vis-à-vis teacher feedback in university EFL writing classes in 

Japan. System, 42(1), 333–343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2013.12.023 

Ferris, D. R. (2004). The “grammar correction” debate in L2 writing: Where are we, and where do we go from here? 

(and what do we do in the meantime ...?). Journal of Response to Writing, 13(1), 49–62. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2004.04.005 

Ferris, D. R. (2010). Second language writing research and written corrective feedback in SLA: Intersections and 

practical applications. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32(02), 181–201. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990490 

Ferris, D. R. (2014). Responding to student writing: Teachers’ philosophies and practices. Assessing Writing, 19, 6–

23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.09.004 

Ferris, D. R., & Roberts, B. (2001). Error feedback in L2 writing classes: How explicit does it need to be? Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 10(3), 161–184. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(01)00039-X 

Ferris, D. R. (2006). Does error feedback help student writers? New evidence on the short- and long-term effects of 

written error correction. In K. Hyland & F. Hyland (Eds.), Feedback in second language writing: Contexts 

and issues (pp. 81–104). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Ferris, Dana R. (2012). Written corrective feedback in second language acquisition and writing studies. Language 

Teaching, 45(4), 446–459. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444812000250 

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using SPSS (4th. ed.). London: Sage. 

Frear, D. (2012). The effect of written corrective feedback and revision on intermediate Chinese learners’ acquisition 

of English. (Doctoral dissertation). New Zealand: The University of Auckland. Retrieved from 

https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/2292/20005/whole.pdf?sequence=2 

Frear, D., & Chiu, Y. H. (2015). The effect of focused and unfocused indirect written corrective feedback on EFL 

learners’ accuracy in new pieces of writing. System, 53, 24–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.06.006 

Geranpayeh, A. (2003). A quick review of the English quick placement test. Extract from Research Notes, 12, 8–10. 

Retrieved from http://www.lingue.uniss.it/documenti/lingue/what_is_the_QPT.pdf 

Guénette, D. (2007). Is feedback pedagogically correct? Research design issues in studies of feedback on writing. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(1), 40–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.01.001 

Guénette, D. (2012). The pedagogy of error correction: Surviving the written corrective feedback challenge. TESL 

CANADA JOURNAL/REVUE TESL DU CANADA, 30(1), 117–126. 

https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v30i1.1129 

Han, Y., & Hyland, F. (2015). Exploring learner engagement with written corrective feedback in a Chinese tertiary 

EFL classroom. Journal of Second Language Writing, 30, 31–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2015.08.002 

Hanaoka, O., & Izumi, S. (2012). Noticing and uptake: Addressing pre-articulated covert problems in L2 writing. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 21(4), 332–347. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2012.09.008 

Hyland, F. (2003). Focusing on form: Student engagement with teacher feedback. System, 31(2), 217–230. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-251X(03)00021-6 

Hyland, K., & Hyland, F. (2006). Feedback on second language students’ writing. Language Teaching, 39(2), 83–101. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444806003399 



Revision vs. Attention Requirements: Impacts on the Efficacy of the Written Indirect 

Corrective Feedback 

41 

 

 

Kang, E., & Han, Z. (2015). The efficacy of written corrective feedback in improving L2 written accuracy: A meta-

analysis. Modern Language Journal, 99(1), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12189 

Karim, K., & Nassaji, H. (2020). The revision and transfer effects of direct and indirect comprehensive corrective 

feedback on ESL students’ writing. Language Teaching Research, 24(4), 519–539. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168818802469 

Kepner, C. G. (1991). An experiment in the relationships of types of written feedback to the development of second 

language writing skills. Modern Language Journal, 75(3), 305–313. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

4781.1991.tb05359.x 

Lalande, J. F. (1982). Reducing composition errors: An experiment. The Modern Language Journal, 66(2), 140–149. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.1982.tb06973.x 

Larson-Hall, J. (2010). A guide to doing statistics in second language research using SPSS. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Lee, I. (2004). Error correction in L2 secondary writing classrooms: The case of Hong Kong. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 13(4), 285–312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2004.08.001 

Lee, I. (2005). Error correction in the L2 writing classroom: What do students think? TESL Canada Journal, 22(2), 1–

16. https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v22i2.84 

Lee, I. (2008). Understanding teachers’ written feedback practices in Hong Kong secondary classrooms. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 17(2), 69–85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.10.001 

Leki, I. (1991). The preferences of ESL students for error correction in college-level writing classes. Foreign Language 

Annals, 24(3), 203–218. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.1991.tb00464.x 

Liu, Q., & Brown, D. (2015). Methodological synthesis of research on the effectiveness of corrective feedback in L2 

writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 30, 66–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2015.08.011 

Mackey, A., & Gass, S. M. (2005). Second language research: Methodology and design. Mahwah, New Jersey: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

Nassaji, H. (2015). The interactional feedback dimension in instructed second language learning: Linking theory, 

research, and practice. London, UK.: Bloomsbury. 

Nassaji, H. (2016). Anniversary article Interactional feedback in second language teaching and learning: A synthesis 

and analysis of current research. Language Teaching Research, 20(4), 535–562. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168816644940 

Oladejo, J. A. (1993). Error correction in ESL: Learners’ preferences. TESL Canada Journal, 10(2), 71–89. 

https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v10i2.619 

Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to data analysis using IBM SPSS (5th. ed.). Berkshire, 

England: Open University Press. 

Phakiti, A. (2010). Analysing quantitative data. In B. Paltridge & A. Phakiti (Eds.), Continuum companion to research 

methods in applied linguistics (pp. 39–49). New York, NY: Continuum Companions. 

Polio, C. (2012). The relevance of second language acquisition theory to the written error correction debate. Journal 

of Second Language Writing, 21(4), 375–389. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2012.09.004 

Robb, T., Ross, S., & Shortreed, I. (1986). Salience of feedback on error and its effect on EFL writing quality. TESOL 

Quarterly, 20(1), 83–93. https://doi.org/10.2307/3586390 

Rosa, E. M., & Leow, R. P. (2004). Computerized task‐based exposure, explicitness, type of feedback, and Spanish 

L2 development. The Modern Language Journal, 88(2), 192–216. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0026-

7902.2004.00225.x 

Sachs, R., & Polio, C. (2007). Learners’ uses of two types of written feedback on a L2 writing revision task. Studies 

in Second Language Acquisition, 29(01), 67–100. https://doi.org/10.10170S0272263107070039 

Semke, H. D. (1984). The effects of the red pen. Foreign Language Annals, 17(3), 195–202. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.1984.tb01727.x 

Sheen, Y. (2007). The effect of focused written corrective feedback and language aptitude on ESL learners’ acquisition 

of articles. TESOL Quarterly, 41(2), 255–283. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1545-7249.2007.tb00059.x 

Sheen, Y. (2010). Differential effects of oral and written corrective feedback in the ESL classroom. Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition, 32(02), 203–234. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990507 



Valizadeh (2021) 

42 

 

 

Sheen, Y., Wright, D., & Moldawa, A. (2009). Differential effects of focused and unfocused written correction on the 

accurate use of grammatical forms by adult ESL learners. System, 37(4), 556–569. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.09.002 

Sheppard, K. (1992). Two feedback types: Do they make a difference? RELC Journal, 23(1), 285–304. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/003368829202300107 

Shintani, N., & Ellis, R. (2013). The comparative effect of direct written corrective feedback and metalinguistic 

explanation on learners’ explicit and implicit knowledge of the English indefinite article. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 22(3), 286–306. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2013.03.011 

Shintani, N., & Ellis, R. (2015). Does language analytical ability mediate the effect of written feedback on grammatical 

accuracy in second language writing? System, 49, 110–119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.01.006 

Shintani, N., Ellis, R., & Suzuki, W. (2014). Effects of written feedback and revision on learners’ accuracy in using 

two English grammatical structures. Language Learning, 64(1), 103–131. https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12029 

Soltanpour, F., & Valizadeh, M. (2018). Revision-mediated and attention-mediated feedback: Effects on EFL learners’ 

written syntactic accuracy. Advances in Language and Literary Studies, 9(4), 83–91. 

https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.9n.4p.83 

Stefanou, C., & Révész, A. (2015). Direct written corrective feedback, learner differences, and the acquisition of 

second language article use for generic and specific plural reference. Modern Language Journal, 99(2), 263–

282. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12212 

Storch, N. (2005). Collaborative writing: Product, process, and students’ reflections. Journal of Second Language 

Writing, 14(3), 153–173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2005.05.002 

Storch, N. (2010). Critical feedback on written corrective feedback research. International Journal of English Studies, 

10(2), 29–46. Retrieved from https://dialnet.unirioja.es/descarga/articulo/3424315.pdf 

Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners’ processing, uptake, and retension of corrective feedback on writing: 

Case studies. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32, 303–334. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990532 

Suzuki, W. (2012). Written languaging, direct correction, and second language writing revision. Language Learning, 

62(4), 1110–1133. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2012.00720.x 

Tan, K. E., & Manochphinyo, A. (2017). Improving grammatical accuracy in Thai learners’ writing: Comparing direct 

and indirect written corrective feedback. The Journal of Asia TEFL, 14(3), 430–442. 

https://doi.org/10.18823/asiatefl.2017.14.3.4.430 The 

Tang, C., & Liu, Y. T. (2018). Effects of indirect coded corrective feedback with and without short affective teacher 

comments on L2 writing performance, learner uptake and motivation. Assessing Writing, 35, 26–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2017.12.002 

Tootkaboni, A. A., & Khatib, M. (2014). The efficacy of various kinds of error feedback on improving writing accuracy 

of EFL learners. Bellaterra Journal of Teaching & Learning Language & Literature, 7(3), 30–46. Retrieved 

from https://ddd.uab.cat/pub/jtl3/jtl3_a2014m8-9v7n3/jtl3_a2014m8-9v7n3p30.pdf 

Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes. Language Learning, 46(2), 327–369. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1996.tb01238.x 

Truscott, J., & Hsu, A. Y. (2008). Error correction, revision, and learning. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17(4), 

292–305. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2008.05.003 

Valizadeh, M. (2020). The effect of comprehensive written corrective feedback on EFL learners’ written syntactic 

accuracy. Advances in Language and Literary Studies, 11(1), 17–26. 

https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.11n.1p.17 

Van Beuningen, C. G. (2010). Corrective feedback in L2 writing: Theoretical perspectives, empirical insights, and 

future directions. International Journal of English Studies, 10(2), 1–27. Retrieved from 

http://revistas.um.es/ijes/article/view/119171 

Van Beuningen, C. G., De Jong, N. H., & Kuiken, F. (2008). The effect of direct and indirect corrective feedback on 

L2 learners’ written accuracy. ITL - International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 156, 279–296. 

https://doi.org/10.1075/itl.156.24beu 



Revision vs. Attention Requirements: Impacts on the Efficacy of the Written Indirect 

Corrective Feedback 

43 

 

 

Van Beuningen, C. G., De Jong, N. H., & Kuiken, F. (2012). Evidence on the effectiveness of comprehensive error 

correction in second language writing. Language Learning, 62(1), 1–41. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

9922.2011.00674.x 

Williams, J. (2012). The potential role(s) of writing in second language development. Journal of Second Language 

Writing, 21(4), 321–331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2012.09.007 


