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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of written corrective
feedback (WCF) in a Korean as a foreign language (KFL) context. The assumption that indirect
feedback (IF) is more effective for L2 learners with higher-proficiency levels has yet to be fully
corroborated, which necessitates substantial research-based evidence to validate it. In a KFL
context where direct feedback (DF) is the most dominant type of WCF, this study implemented
dynamic written corrective feedback (DWCF) that provided two types of feedback (DF and IF)
depending on error types and explored its effect when compared to DF. Also, this study
examined the impact of different types of WCF on students’ progress in acquiring three
targeted grammatical structures (particles, clausal connectives, and final endings).

Students (N = 77) enrolled in intermediate, high-intermediate, and advanced Korean
classes were asked to write nine short texts during classes. DF (n = 28) and DWCF (n = 38)
were provided for the two treatment groups respectively while only encouraging comments
were provided for the control group (n = 11). To examine the relative effectiveness of WCF,
accuracy, complexity, and fluency scores measured in the pretest writing were compared to
those in the posttest writing at the end of the semester (RQ1). After the accuracy scores of the
three targeted grammatical features were obtained in week 4, 7, 11, and 14, statistical analysis
was performed to examine whether certain categories of errors were amenable to WCF (RQ2).

Although the differences among the three groups did not reach levels of statistical
significance (p > .05), the results of a two-way repeated measures analysis of variance
(ANOVA) revealed that the two treatment groups outperformed the control group in terms of
mean accuracy scores over time. No significant difference in either complexity or fluency
scores among the three groups was observed (RQ1). The ANOVA and the generalized

estimating equations (GEE) results indicated that there was no differential effect for WCF on



the three targeted grammatical errors (particles, clausal connectives, final endings) (RQ2). The
findings of this study suggest that the results of WCF studies conducted within an English as a
second language (ESL) context should not be blindly applied to determine more effective
instructional methods for KFL learners’ writing development. Empirical evidence from well-
designed studies on the longitudinal effects of WCF on KFL learners’ writing can provide
significant implications for how to best use WCF in a KFL context.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The current research is concerned with the efficacy of written corrective feedback
(WCF), which has been much debated over the past decade among second language (L2)
scholars. This study is a classroom experimental study that reports the relative effectiveness
of different types of WCF in a Korean as a foreign language (KFL) context. In this chapter,
the definition and perspectives of L2 errors will be briefly introduced, followed by the role of
WCF under the first language (L1) and L2 writing instructional paradigms. Furthermore, this
chapter discusses how foreign language (FL) writing differs from English as a second
language (ESL) writing and finally presents the purposes and the outline of the current study.

1.1. What is an Error?

The notion of an error has been defined slightly differently by second language
acquisition (SLA) theoreticians. Let us first consider two linguistic scholars’ definitions of an
error. Corder’s (1981) explanation of errors takes two aspects into account: acceptability and
appropriateness. Acceptability refers to the “well-formedness” of sentences that can be
accepted by a native speaker, which is linked to competence. He also included appropriateness,
“the proper use of the code” (p. 40), which is closely related to performance. Corder (1967)
referred to “errors” as being systematic in nature and indicative of a learner’s transitional
competence (i.e., an underlying knowledge of the language), whereas “mistakes” were referred
to as unsystematic inaccuracies reflective of a learner’s performance. Noting that only errors
related to competence provided systemic evidence of learners’ current L2 knowledge, he
advocated the universality of L2 learning, which resembles children’s L1 acquisition processes.

More leniently, Lennon (1991a) defined errors as “a linguistic form or combination of
forms which, in the same context and under similar conditions of production, would, in all

likelihood, not be produced by the speakers’ native speaker counterparts” (p. 182). Both



scholars viewed errors as deviations from a standard norm of the formal system of
communication that represents the competence of a native speaker, but Lennon’s definition is
more concrete. James (1998) argued that Lennon’s notion of being “in the same context”
renders the intention of meaning (what the learners attempted to communicate) to be constant,
which circumvents the problem of semantic intention. When defining errors with reference to
native speakers, James asserted the invalidity of the comparison between L2 learners and an
ideal native speaker whom Chomsky (1968) referred to as “a person presented with uniform
experience in an ideal Bloomfieldian speech community with no dialect diversity and no
variation among speakers” (as cited in James, 1998, p.64). James argued that the comparison
should be made between two real individuals. Lennon’s “counterparts” suggest individuals of
the same or similar groups in terms of education, age, socioeconomic class, and gender (James,
1998). As these differing definitions of an error denote, teachers and researchers need to make
a decision on defining the error by taking their educational context, students’ proficiency levels,
and research purpose into consideration. The present study adopted Lennon’s more lenient
notion of error with low-proficiency KFL learners in mind.
1.2. Perspectives on Second Language Errors

There have been different views on second language errors in the field of SLA studies.
In the 1950s, the view that second language learners’ errors should be avoided was prevalent,
and therefore major teaching techniques incorporated drill and pattern practices that reflected
behavioristic and structuralist approaches. Contrastive analysis was also extensively applied in
order to reduce L2 learners’ errors. Developing effective teaching methodologies was viewed
as a solution to help L2 learners produce error-free utterances and as a result, the major focus
was on feaching, which was shifted later to learning (Corder, 1976). In the late 1960s, drawing

upon socio-linguistic and psycholinguistic studies, this negative perspective on errors was



transformed into a more positive one that emphasized important sources to understand learners’
underlying linguistic knowledge. Corder (1967) argued that identification of L2 learners’
common errors can provide valuable information to teachers, researchers, and learners in three
different ways. Teachers can learn how far their learners have progressed toward the goal of
learning an L2, and researchers can collect evidence on the processes and strategies that L2
students employ to learn. The learners can discover the rules of the target language by testing
their hypothesis of the nature of the target language or employing the strategies used when they
acquired their first language. Though the perspective that views errors as signs of the learners’
developmental stage is still influential, William (1981) argued that the error is a socially
constructed notion. Viewing errors as the result of social-cognitive interaction, he believed that
errors carry a social and cultural component that can be seen differently in diverse social
contexts. In other words, readers notice errors because they look for them; what is considered
errors are not treated as errors in other contexts.
1.3. Historical Perspectives on the Role of Written Corrective Feedback

Truscott (1996) defined error correction as “correction of grammatical errors for the
purpose of improving a student’s ability to write accurately” (p. 329). Error correction
(corrective feedback), also known as negative feedback, refers to the information provided for
the learners’ errors in their L1 or L2 production. This information encompasses knowledge
related to grammar, lexical choice, collocation, spelling, and so on. In this section, three major
L1 and L2 writing instructional paradigms as well as the role of WCF under each paradigm
will be briefly introduced.
1.3.1. The Product Approach

Until the 1970s, influenced by behavioral psychology and structural linguistics, the

dominant L2 writing instruction was controlled or guided writing in which accuracy was highly



emphasized. Thus, L2 writing classes were devoted to reading texts that contained well-formed
sentences while teaching carefully selected points of grammar. With no explicit instruction
about L2 writing provided, L2 students were expected to produce accurate and rhetorically
appropriate sentences. Teachers corrected all the errors to prevent L2 learners’ fossilization of
ungrammatical forms. This approach, however, was criticized for underscoring only the
grammatical features of writing in an isolated part of a text, which failed in teaching the learners
to produce different genres of writing appropriately for the various purposes of writing in
diverse contexts. (Ferris, 2011).
1.3.2. The Process Approach

In the 1970s and 1980s, writing practitioners shifted their focus from the final writing
product to the process of writing. Drawing on the work of expressivism and cognitivism, a
writer is viewed as a creator who generates his/her original ideas or thoughts, and even the
novice writers’ texts involve several subprocesses of high-order cognitive operations (Ferris &
Hedgecock, 2014). Consequently, process writing pedagogy requires teachers’ recursive
feedback that can be provided during the writing process: prewriting, planning, drafting,
revising, editing, and so on. However, “the teacher’s role is to be nondirective and facilitating,
assisting writers to express their own meanings through an encouraging and co-operative
environment with minimal interference” (Hyland, 2003a, p. 18). Hence, teachers’ corrective
feedback is strikingly reduced in the process approach, which was later criticized due to its
excessive emphasis on discovery learning and confining the teacher’s role to that of a bystander
(Hyland, 2003a). Also, some scholars (Atkinson, 2003; Hinkel, 2004; Polio & Williams, 2011)
claimed that the process writing approach, developed from L1 writing theories that highlight
content and organization, cannot be directly applied to L2 writing contexts that necessitate the

teacher’s frequent interventions about linguistic accuracy for learners who are in the process



of L2 acquisition.
1.3.3. The Post-Process Approach

The process approach was criticized for its view that writing is asocial and
decontextualized, which involved exclusive emphasis on the individual writer’s inner process
of discovery learning. In the early 1990s, influenced by post-cognitivists and social
constructionists, L2 writing theorists extended the scope of L2 writing, arguing that writing is
(1) “apublic act” that involves communication with readers and the world at a specific moment;
(2) “an interactive act” that requires understanding the readers; (3) “a situated activity” in
which the writer always expresses his position (Kent, 1999, p. 1). Thus, writing is complex in
nature, which should be examined from “its full range of sociocognitive situatedness,
dynamism, diversity, and implications” (Atkinson, 2003, p. 10). The post-process approach
emphasized writing with a real audience in mind rather than an idealized general audience.
Hence, error feedback was also provided to assist students in writing for specific readers
(Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Hyland’s (2007) genre pedagogy (one model of the post-process
approach) argued that preferred textual or structure convention is likely to be accepted by the
target discourse community; therefore, conformity to genre conventions is essential for writers
to be successful. Accordingly, the role of feedback is to assist students in producing texts that
successfully address the expectations of a particular discourse community.

1.4. Writing in the Foreign Language Classroom
It is important to note that FL writing is differentiated from ESL writing in terms of the

learning environment, characteristics of learners, teaching approach, and the relative paucity
of FL writing research. ESL learners are immersed in English, whereas FL learners’ exposure
to the target language is usually limited to the confines of a classroom. Unlike ESL learners

who have studied English for several years before taking courses at a university, the majority



of FL learners are true beginners. FL students are rarely required to write outside the classroom,
and they are relatively less motivated to learn to write (Reichelt et al., 2012).

Writing instruction in the FL classroom has been neglected (Magnan, 1985), as
examined in beginning level FL textbooks that treated writing as a peripheral activity
(Swaftar, 1991). If anything, writing is often viewed as an activity to practice a language,
which ultimately aims to improve overall acquisition of the target language (Hadley 2001;
Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 2011; Shrum & Gilsan, 2010). This writing-to-learn approach in FL
contexts selects writing topics intended to elicit certain grammatical structures and
vocabulary items that were studied during classes, and thus linguistic precision is often
prioritized (Edwards & Willis 2005; Reichelt et al., 2012). This contrasts a learning-to-write
approach in an ESL context where students are expected to be skilled writers in their target
language, an objective similar to that of mainstream (L1) and English for academic purposes
(EAP) composition courses. (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 2011; Hyland 2003b; J. Williams 2005;
J. D. Williams 2003). Thus, ESL learners write about topics related to their real interests,
addressing registers and styles appropriate for different genres of writing. Consequently, the
entire writing process as well as the content of the writing is often emphasized (Reichelt et
al., 2012).

Concerning writing research, both SL and FL writing research has developed from
L1 writing research, but a comprehensive theory of writing remains insufficient (O’Brien,
2004). Although SL writing includes any composition written in a language other than the
writer’s native language (Reichelt, 1999), L2 literacy studies are devoted to English
composition studies in general (Leki, 2000). Reichelt (1999) called upon more awareness and
attention to FL writing, indicating FL writing is viewed more as “foreign language” than

“writing” (p. 182). She argued that a theory of L2 writing should seriously consider



embracing information about FL writing to reduce the skewness of L2 writing literature
centered on English writing research. Although a body of research about FL writing has been
published, most of them were about theoretical issues or the application of theory to the FL
classroom. Studies that directly addressed FL writing pedagogical issues have been scarce.
Reichelt (2001) summarized the main topics that emerged from 32 FL writing studies on
pedagogical issues as follows: the effects of different types of grammar treatment, computer
use, task type, classroom activities, strategy use, process instruction, and teacher feedback (p.
579). She called upon developing these research topics further and noted the necessity of
conducting more well-designed research while addressing the flaws of previous studies (e.g.,
contextualizing current studies within the existing body of work already published, including
control groups, as well as providing sufficient research processes, and so on).
1.5. The Current Study

Since Korean is one of the less commonly taught languages at universities in the United
States, writing interventions as well as research on writing have been considered of little
importance in KFL contexts. With little evidence of the effectiveness of WCF on KFL learners’
written texts, direct feedback (DF), the most frequent type of feedback, has been blindly
provided in the KFL classroom. As L1 writing greatly differs from L2 writing, the difference
between second language (SL) writing and FL writing should be taken into consideration when
interpreting the results of WCF studies conducted within an ESL context. The effectiveness of
WCF reported for ESL studies can hardly be generalized to KFL contexts, which requires
empirical evidence of the efficacy of WCF on KFL learners. This study, therefore, examined
the effects of different types of feedback on KFL learners’ accuracy improvements in the long
term. The current study attempted to expand writing instruction from guided writing or

sentence-level compositions to paragraph-level writing under various writing prompts related



to the lives and interests of learners, all with an aim to foster their communicative skills rather
than merely eliciting grammar points on a list. Dynamic written corrective feedback (DWCF)?,
a novel instructional methodology designed to improve L2 writing accuracy, was implemented
to investigate its potential impact of accuracy improvement in comparison with DF in a KFL
context. Research on the relative efficacy of DF and DWCF can help Korean language
instructors determine how to better use WCF in the KFL classroom.
1.6. Outline of the Dissertation

The current chapter has introduced the aims of the current study as well as a brief
summary of the historical perspectives on second language errors. Chapter 2 discusses
literature on the role of feedback drawn from SLA theories. Chapter 3 addresses the first
research question regarding the differential effect of WCF on KFL learners’ newly written
texts in terms of accuracy, fluency, and complexity. It encompasses findings from previous
literature on the relative effectiveness of different types of feedback, methodology, and
findings that address the first research question. Chapter 4 addresses the second research
question as to which category of errors in Korean were amenable to WCF. After a brief
literature review on the efficacy of WCF on different linguistic categories, methodology and
results are discussed. Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes overall findings and discusses the result
of this study compared to that of previous WCF studies conducted in an ESL context.

Pedagogical implications and limitations are addressed at the end of this dissertation.

! DWCF will be discussed in detail in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON THE WRITTEN
CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK
The concept of errors and the role of corrective feedback have been interpreted
differently within each theoretical framework of SLA. This chapter discusses the definitions of
negative evidence and the literature on WCF drawn from major SLA theories: the linguistic
perspective, the cognitive perspective, and the socio-cultural perspective.
2.1. Positive and Negative Evidence
SLA theorists’ main concern is to identify how humans acquire a second language. SLA
is an interdisciplinary study that involves a range of academic disciplines: linguistics, L1
acquisition, language teaching, psychology, bilingualism, psycholinguistics, education, and
sociology (Ortega, 2009). To acquire language (both L1 and L2), the previous literature on SLA
has indicated three requirements: output, positive evidence (i.e., input), and negative evidence
(i.e., feedback) (Gass, 2003). Output is the learners’ language production that enables them to
develop their language via feedback or scaffolding. White (1989) defined positive evidence as
“what is possible in the target language,” and negative evidence as “what is not possible in the
target language” (p. 141). She illustrated that positive evidence is the input that is available to
language learners, which consists of well-formed sentences. Hence, it is considered the most
direct input and a “model of what is grammatical and acceptable” (Long, 1996, p. 413).
Meanwhile, negative evidence is a type of information that is provided for language
learners’ ungrammatical utterances that necessitate corrections, i.e., error correction. Negative
evidence can be either direct (i.e., explicit) or indirect (i.e., implicit). Explicit evidence includes
grammatical explanation or overt error correction, whereas implicit evidence involves
incidental error correction in a response or confirmation check (Long, 1996, p. 413) and

“uncoded feedback,” which entails the marking of errors using symbols with no clues of



correction (Ferris, 2011, p. 34). Long discussed two types of negative evidence: pre-emptive
and reactive. The former is provided before learners’ errors via explicit grammatical
explanation, focusing on the forms assumed to be problematic, and the latter is provided after
learners’ errors via error corrections that can be both explicit and implicit (Long as cited in
Gass, 2003).

The role and effect of positive and negative evidence in acquiring language have long
been debated among SLA theoreticians and researchers. Nativists asserted that humans acquire
language via the innate knowledge system that enables them to perceive language
systematically and generate or create numerous utterances. Therefore, from nativists’
perspectives, positive evidence is sufficient for children to acquire language (White, 2003).
Later, this view was challenged by interactionists and socio-cultural theorists who claimed that
providing positive evidence cannot fully account for children’s language acquisition. They
have brought attention to the role of social interaction and negative evidence as well as learners’
cognitive processes. The following section discusses SLA theories concerning the role of
positive and negative evidence.

2.2. Linguistic Perspective: UG-Based Approaches

Concerning L1 acquisition, the native speakers’ first mental grammar is built in their
mind, which accounts for internalized grammar and their appropriate use of L1, called
Universal Grammar (UG). UG consists of principles that are universal across languages and
parameters that can change the forms from one language to another. It is still controversial
whether negative evidence contributes to L1 acquisition. Nativists claimed that children
acquire L1 via positive evidence that is provided by their caretakers, which is well-formed and
grammatical. Therefore, explicit negative evidence (i.e., error correction) is not necessary in

L1 acquisition. However, some SLA researchers (Baker & Nelson, 1984; Bohannon et al.,1990;
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Farrar, 1992; Nelson, 1977) argued that positive evidence is not sufficient to acquire language,
providing empirical data of frequent caretakers’ recasts of ungrammatical child utterances. In
other words, implicit negative evidence assists a child’s L1 acquisition. In reaction to this,
innatists contended that recasts are limited to specific language items, not the complex and
abstract nature of UG.

As far as L2 is concerned, SLA researchers have long debated over the extent of L2
learners’ accessibility to UG, which is closely related to the role of negative evidence,
corrective feedback. SLA theorists suggested several hypotheses about the role of UG in L2
acquisition. One extreme hypothesis claimed that UG is fully available in the acquisition of L2,
which does not differ from L1 acquisition. Hence, L2 learners are assumed to acquire L2 solely
from positive evidence (i.e., L2 data), and full access to UG interacts with L2 data identically,
as it does in L1 acquisition. (Krashen, 1981; Schwartz, 1986). However, this view that negative
evidence has little relevance to L2 acquisition has been supported by only a few scholars.
Another extreme position is that children’s L1 acquisition and adults’ L2 learning are
essentially different, and therefore UG is not available to L2 learners. No access to UG in the
acquisition of L2 requires negative evidence, which is not different from other types of learning
(Clahsen & Muysken 1986; Schachter, 1988, 1991).

An alternative midway hypothesis argued that L2 learners are believed to have access
to UG, and other various factors also affect UG operations. Thus, L2 acquisition is the result
of an interaction between UG and other cognitive domains of learning (Caroll, 2001), which
also can explicate the difference between L1 and L2 acquisition. When dealing with the
differences between L1 and L2, some scholars considered the passive role of UG; UG is
available only via L1, and the parameter of UG cannot be reset to L2 (Clahsen & Muysken,

1989; Schachter, 1988). Others viewed that UG plays a more active role; initial access to UG
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is made via L1 grammar, but parameter resetting is possible when exposed to L2 input (White,
1985, 1986, 1988).

In sum, UG proponents argued that UG constrains a learner’s interlanguage in L2
acquisition, though the extent of UG access varied. As illustrated above, the UG approach did
not consider negative evidence as a crucial requirement in L2 acquisition. Accordingly, WCF
was considered inessential to improve L2 learners’ linguistic accuracy within the UG paradigm.

2.3. Psycholinguistic Perspective: Cognitive and Interactionist Approaches
2.3.1. Cognitive perspective

In contrast to the linguistic theorists’ (e.g., UG) claim that language acquisition is
unique and distinct from other types of learning, cognitive theorists (e.g., information process
approach) viewed SLA as a mental process that employs various learning strategies, not
different from other knowledge systems. (Ellis, 1994). Whereas UG theorists have emphasized
learners’ innate ability to acquire language (e.g., competence), cognitive theorists underscored
the way learners process information or the strategies they employ in real time (e.g.,
performance). With an application of computer-based information-processing models that
requires high-order cognitive functions, cognitive theoreticians regarded SLA as developing a
complex skill through the input, processing, and output of linguistic data. Hence, from
cognitive theorists’ perspective, developing linguistic skills was not different from attaining
other skills such as playing chess or problem-solving (Ritchie & Bhatia, 1996).

Language comprehension and production are not only cognitive activities but also
communicative activities. SOcio-cognitive theorists (e.g., interactionists) highlighted the social
aspects of language learning that linked to the cognitive theories of language acquisition.
Namely, language learning involves both a cognitive dimension (learners’ mental process) and

a social dimension (linguistic environment). Communication is a social process in nature,
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which inevitably includes social information such as the social norms of the target language
community and appropriate language use according to the cultural situation (Hymes, 1967).
Moreover, when communication breaks down, L2 learners attempt to compensate for their
inadequate linguistic knowledge through negotiations of meaning with interlocutors. They
reformulate their L2 utterances and develop their L2 competence by interacting with
interlocutors.

Both cognitive and socio-cognitive theories viewed that corrective feedback played a
significant role in language acquisition. In this section, the role of corrective feedback will be
discussed in terms of two cognitive theories: the information processing approach and the
interactionist approach.

2.3.2. Information Processing Approach

The information processing approach, developed by cognitive psychologists, viewed
second language learning as a type of processing of linguistic data and humans as active and
autonomous learners who have limited capacity to process information. McLaughlin’s model
(1987, 1990) is based on Shiffrin and Schneider’s (1977) notion of automatization, which
claimed that humans process information in either a controlled or an automatic manner, and
learning involves the movement from controlled to automatic processing via constant practice.
Similarly, Anderson’s ACT (adaptive control of thought) model (1983, 1985) also viewed that
the conversion of declarative (explicit) knowledge to procedural (implicit) knowledge can
explain how learning takes place.

McLaughlin’s model (1987, 1990) illustrated that two notions, automatization and
restructuring, are central to understand learning. There are some tasks that learners need to pay
more attention to than others. In this case, language learners first resort to controlled processing,

which requires much attentional control of the component of linguistic knowledge, and only
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selected information is stored in short-term memory. On the other hand, repetitive practice
enables learners to process linguistic information with minimal attentional control, thereby
leading to the automatization of learners’ output produced by controlled processing. Learners’
controlled processing is freed to manage more complex linguistic skills, while simple skills
become automatic. Also, the unit of linguistic knowledge produced by automatic processing is
stored in long-term memory. This automatization (shift from controlled to automatic
processing) contributes to the quantity of the learners’ information through an automated
procedure, whereas restructuring causes qualitative change in learners’ linguistic system by
shifting their strategies or restructuring their inner representation of the linguistic input.
Therefore, both automatization and restructuring are considered learning (McLaughlin &
Heredia, 1996).

Anderson’s ACT model (1983, 1985), similar to McLaughlin’s model, hypothesized
three kinds of memories: working, declarative, and procedural memory. Working memory,
comparable to McLaughlin’s short-term memory, refers to the information that is in an active
state and therefore capacity-limited. Both declarative and procedural memory are long-term
memory, and learning takes place when declarative knowledge (knowledge that) is transformed
into procedural knowledge (knowledge how). According to Anderson, learners resort to
working memory and acquire declarative knowledge in an early stage of learning, after which
they proceed to an autonomous stage in which they can complete the task without paying much
attention. This shift is called proceduralization, which corresponds to McLaughlin’s
automatization.

As noted above, cognitive theorists (McLaughlin and Anderson model) viewed that
the role of practice leading to automatization or proceduralization was crucial to L2 learning.

Here, one important question is raised as to whether instruction and corrective feedback can
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convert declarative knowledge to procedural knowledge. Anderson viewed that instruction can
facilitate proceduralization via three stages: (1) the cognitive stage, (2) the associative stage,
and (3) the autonomous stage. He illustrated L2 learners’ acquisition process by providing an
example of how they learn the third person singular -s marker on present tense verbs in English.
The cognitive stage presents the linguistic rule of adding -s to the verb when a subject is a third-
person singular. In the associative stage, they learn how to add -s according to context, i.e.,
associating an action with declarative knowledge. Yet, at this stage, students might not be able
to apply the rule they learned consistently, and therefore they make frequent errors. In the
autonomous stage, learners can add -s more automatically without deliberate concentration
(Mitchell & Myles, 2004). According to Bitchener and Ferris (2012), when receiving corrective
feedback on their written texts (e.g., explicit instruction), L2 learners were likely to pay
attention to the linguistic input they received with a significant amount of attentional control
to process new information, i.e., controlled processing, which will facilitate the shift from
declarative to procedural knowledge via practice.

Other cognitive psychologists (DeKeyser, 2007; Hulstijn, 1995; Schmidt, 1995) also
supported Anderson’s claim that instruction including corrective feedback promotes
proceduralization. DeKeyser (2007) viewed practice as being crucial for language acquisition,
as it is essential in any skill acquisition such as mathematics and driving. Corrective feedback
provides opportunities for learners to practice, which will lead to automatization. Thus far, few
studies have provided empirical evidence that explicit learning and practice can lead to
procedural knowledge. One exemplary study (De Jong & Perfetti, 2011) provided evidence
that declarative knowledge of grammar and vocabulary was transformed into procedural

knowledge.
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2.3.3. Interaction Hypothesis

Long (1983, 1996) proposed his interaction hypothesis as an extension of Krashen’s
SLA theory (1981, 1982). In his acquisition-learning hypothesis, Krashen made a distinction
between acquisition and learning. Acquisition is similar to procedural or implicit knowledge
which can be obtained in a natural and meaningful communicative setting, whereas learning is
similar to declarative or explicit knowledge that can be attained as a result of classroom
instruction or activities. Krashen viewed these two learning processes as separate, stating that
consciously learned knowledge cannot be converted into unconsciously acquired knowledge.
Krashen’s framework suggests that corrective feedback can contribute to learning, but not to
acquisition. In his input hypothesis (1985), he claimed that we acquire language when receiving
input that is a little beyond the learners’ current level (i.e., comprehensible input). If sufficiently
comprehensible inputs (i.e., positive evidence) are provided and understood, formal
grammatical instruction is not necessary. This implies no significant role for corrective
feedback in second language acquisition.

Long (1981, 1983) argued that natural input is not sufficient for L2 acquisition, and
interaction with interlocutors is an essential component of L2 learning/acquisition. He reported
that when interacting with native speakers, L2 learners employ conversation tactics such as
repairs, comprehension checks, repetition, and clarification requests and often modify their
utterances to resolve communication problems. Interactionally modified input in NS (native
speakers)-NNS (nonnative speakers) talk occurs more extensively and frequently than NS-NS
conversation and plays an important role in L2 learning/acquisition. Noting such linguistic
adjustments in interactional conversations with NS as capable of making input more
comprehensible than authentic input (i.e., positive evidence), he viewed that these linguistic

modifications made for the purpose of negotiating meaning can enhance the comprehension of
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input, which ultimately leads to L2 acquisition. However, Long’s interaction hypothesis was
criticized due to insufficient empirical evidence, with some empirical studies reporting mixed
results for Long’s claim. The role of corrective feedback was not clearly stated in the early
version of Long’s interaction hypothesis, but it was further explicated in a later version.

Long’s (1996) reformulated version of the interaction hypothesis suggested additional
variables that affect L2 acquisition: linguistic environment, learners’ selective attention to
linguistic forms, and negative evidence. The interplay between linguistic environment and
“learner-internal factors” (p. 454) can facilitate L2 development. To illustrate, L2 learners
notice the gap (Schmidt & Frota, 1986) between NS’s production and NNS’s production
through environmental support provided in the form of comprehensible input. L2 learners
increase their attention toward problematic linguistic forms during the process of meaning
negotiation within interactions; it is the new or unfamiliar linguistic items that cause L2
learners to focus on form. In other words, the negotiation of meaning between L2 learners and
more competent interlocutors is crucial for L2 acquisition, accompanied by learners’ selective
attention to linguistic forms in communicative contexts. Long (1991) defined focus on form as
a type of intervention that “overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as they arise
incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication” (pp. 45-46).
Simply put, focus on form emphasized both form and meaning, rather than merely attending to
linguistic forms (focus on forms) which was frequently observed in traditional L2 classrooms
where grammatical rules were exclusively taught without meaningful context or
communication.

Long’s later version of the interaction hypothesis viewed both negative evidence and
corrective feedback as contributing factors to L2 acquisition, which primarily takes place via

interaction between NS-NNS interlocutors. The input received from environmental language
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(i.e., foreigner talk discourse) becomes intake, meditated by the learner’s selective attention on
linguistic form and their L2 processing capacity (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). “Negative feedback
obtained during negotiation work or elsewhere may be facilitative of L2 development, at least
vocabulary, morphology and language-specific syntax, and essential for learning certain
specifiable L1-L2 contrasts” (Long, 1996, p. 414). Since meaning-focus interaction is
considered an essential component of L2 development within an interaction framework, the
effect of corrective feedback was centered on L2 learners’ oral productions.
2.4. Socio-Cultural Perspective

2.4.1. Socio-cultural perspective

In the 1990s, some SLA researchers argued that the cognitive-interactionist framework
did not fully explain the complex human learning process through psychological-individual
constructs. Sociocultural theorists attempted to identify the development of complex human
cognitive abilities based on social understanding. They claimed that all cognitive development
including L2 learning can be understood as an experience that is unpredictable, incomplete,
and contingent on the situated social contexts, highlighting the role of social interaction.
Radically put, nothing about L2 learning can be explained without given social contexts
(Ortega, 2009). Yet, it should be noted that sociocultural theory (SCT) is basically about human
cognitive development, as Lantolf (2004) viewed SCT as “a theory of mind” (p. 30).

SCT draws on the work of Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky (1978, 1981), and
Lantolf and his colleagues (Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006)
have further developed the theory. Lantolf (2000) stated that the key concept of SCT is that
human high mental activity is mediated by culturally constructed artifacts including physical
(e.g., computer) and symbolic tools (e.g., signs, art, and language). SCT theorists contended

that cognitive abilities including L2 learning are not solely cognitive processes within a human
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brain, but also involve development via collaborative dialogue that focuses on social interaction
mediated by cultural artifacts. Namely, they viewed learning as a socially-mediated process.
Among the mediating tools, language was considered the most essential and dominant for
human high order cognitive development.

Hence, the difference between SCT and the cognitive perspective of learning is the
direction of L2 development. SCT views one’s L2 as developing from social interactions to
individual internalization, i.e., “transition from inter- to intramental functioning” (Aljaafreh &
Lantolf, 1994, p. 467). To be specific, dialogic interaction between a novice and an expert
occurs first, which is essential for the development of L2 learning. After that, knowledge is
internalized within the individual, i.e., knowledge is “recreated, modified, and extended within
in and through collaborative knowledge building and individual understanding” (Well, 1999,
p- 89).

Before consideration of WCF under a SCT framework, two key concepts of SCT, the
zone of proximal development (ZPD) and scaffolding, will be briefly discussed. Vygotsky
(1978) defined the ZPD as the “distance between the actual developmental level as determined
by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance, or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86).

As Vygotsky’s definition of ZPD denotes, a novice learner can extend his current
knowledge to a higher level of knowledge when receiving assistance from a knowledgeable
participant in the interaction. Vygotsky suggested monitoring students’ learning in real time,
which was investigated with his construct of the ZPD as the distance between what a learner
can do with assistance from others and what a learner can do independently. He viewed that
learning occurs when a learner shifts from the former stage (assisted) to the latter (unassisted),

focusing on learners’ cognitive development based on their achievements with others’ aid.
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Similarly, Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) suggested criteria of L2 development, i.e., movement
from other-regulation (reliance on experts) to self-regulation (“reliance on self,” p. 470).

The assistance provided by experts is called scaffolding, 1abeled by Wood et al. (1976)
who examined how children learn from their interactions with a tutor (an expert). They
illustrated that scaffolding (tutoring) has the following functions: arousing interests in a task,
simplifying a task, making a comparison of what learners produced and what is considered
correct production, and presenting the solution. According to Wilson and Devereux’s (2014)
metaphor of scaffolding, learning is comparable to construction in that scaffolding (other-
regulation) can support the building (L2 learning) while the construction progresses, but
reliance on other-regulation will eventually be eliminated upon completion (self-regulation).

From a SCT perspective, errors are viewed as learners’ particular activities of losing
control over a difficult task and their attempts to re-attain their self-regulation, rather than a
manifestation of their insufficient L2 knowledge (Frawley & Lantolf, 1985). Hence, WCF is
considered as a form of scaffolding. Lantolf and his colleagues (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994;
Lantolf & Thorne, 2006) argued that not all corrective help necessarily promotes learning;
WCF needs to be adjusted appropriately for an individual learner’s ZPD. SCT views that one
type of WCF feedback cannot be effective for all learners who hold different ZPDs. For the
WCF to work effectively with a learner’s ZPD, it must be graduated and contingent. Namely,
the learners must reach a minimum level to accomplish a task, and assistance must be provided
only when required. If the learners exhibit signs of self-regulation, feedback should be
withdrawn immediately. Moreover, the decision to give feedback or not is made based on a
dynamic assessment of the learners’ capacity, and all these processes occur in the collaborative

dialogic interaction between a novice and an expert.
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2.4.2. Activity theory

Vygotsky first articulated the notion of activity in his psychological theory of human
cognitive development, after which successive studies (Engestrom, 2001; Leont’ev, 1978;
Leont’ev & James, 1981) developed and expanded it to activity theory (AT). The main tenet of
AT 1is that all human activities are socially mediated; human activity cannot be explained
without the social context in which the activity occurs. In other words, individual activity is
viewed as an outcome of the interaction between all people involved and mediation tools
employed in a certain situation. Hence, human activity must be investigated holistically, taking
individual and context-specific factors into consideration, which makes its nature unpredictable
and indeterminate.

When applied to the L2 classroom, the premise based on this theory is that the entry
levels of all learners’ knowledge differ, as does the progress they will make during classes.
Though a particular task is designed for the purpose of improving fluency, learners respond to
the task differently; some might pay more attention to linguistic forms to improve accuracy
while others might not engage in the task that they feel disinterested. As students have diverse
goals, learning capacities, and motivations, teachers cannot predict whether learning is taking
place or not. From an AT perspective, learning occurs when an individual learner assigns
meaning and significance to the given task with the aid of the teacher’s scaffolding (e.g.,
emotional support) (Bitchener & Storch, 2016).

Within AT’s framework, WCF is viewed as an activity “defined in terms of
sociocultural settings in which collaborative interaction, intersubjectivity, and assisted
performance occur” (Donato & McCormick, 1994, p. 455). This activity should be restricted
to an occurrence in a specific educational context and not extended to the social context in

general. This also applies to the understating that WCF is implemented in a specific tutorial
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context. In other words, it is essential to consider specific contextual factors. The forms of
WCEF teachers employ can vary according to their goals, professional knowledge, and the local
context (e.g., educational institutions they are associated with). Moreover, it is important to
view learners as active agents who assign relevance and significance to take actions. The
efficacy of WCF highly depends on the learners because they are the ones who control their
actions of noticing errors and responding to the teacher’s feedback when receiving WCF
(Bitchener & Storch, 2016).
2.5. Pedagogical Perspective

2.5.1. Should Learners’ Errors Be Corrected?

L2 writing studies are interrelated with those in other disciplines: applied linguistics,
composition, communication, and cultural studies. In the early years, Krashen (1982)
contended that UG played an essential role in language acquisition, and therefore negative
feedback (corrective feedback) was unnecessary. Consequently, according to Krashen,
corrective feedback might increase the learners’ affective filters, thereby resulting in a harmful
effect on L2 learning. The process approach (one of the L1 composition approaches that put an
emphasis on the process of writing, not the final product of students’ written text) also devalued
the role of teachers’ corrective feedback on linguistic accuracy, which was criticized by L2
writing scholars who argued that L2 writing requires more frequent intervention from teachers
on learners’ linguistic errors, noting a striking difference between L1 and L2 acquisition (Leki,
1990; Reid, 1994).

Studies on the efficacy of error correction in L2 writing had been scarce before
Truscott’s (1996) article in which he made claims about the detrimental effects of WCF, thereby
proposing abolishing it. He stated that error correction studies had reported no effects on

students’ L1 writing ability. Furthermore, corrective feedback is even harmful to learners’ L2
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writing ability because research evidence showed that students who did not receive WCF
outperformed those who did. He attributed the failure of WCF to its disregard for each learner’s
natural and idiosyncratic order of acquisition while arguing that L2 writing practitioners’
comprehensive correction was potentially ineffective for L2 learners who have different stages
of L2 development. His hard-line assertion aroused immediate opposition from L2 writing
specialists.

Ferris (1999) was a scholar who raised an objection against Truscott’s claim, arguing
that existing research regarding WCF was scarce and incomplete to make conclusions about
the effectiveness of WCF. She expressed her concern that providing no feedback might
discourage learners’ initiatives to develop their editing skills, which results in their lack of
linguistic knowledge or strategies. She stated that a substantial volume of further studies can
provide conclusive evidence as to whether WCF is beneficial or not.

The continuing debate between Truscott and Ferris over the effect of WCF has
consequently yielded the proliferation of research on error correction in L2 composition. Early
research investigated the role of WCF in improving accuracy for the self-editing of students’
revisions. Addressing the flaws of previous WCF studies (e.g., measuring accuracy of the
students’ revisions, the absence of a control group), a good volume of experimental studies on
error correction reported that WCF on students’ writing was effective in the L2 classroom
setting (Ferris, 2011; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). Given that error correction is a frequent
practice in the L2 writing classroom, researchers have examined more effective error correction
strategies. Hence, recent studies have placed an emphasis on the comparison of two or more
error correction strategies as an effective instructional tool. In recent years, L2 writing
researchers have investigated different purposes for each type of feedback, acknowledging the

flaws of the assumption that one type of feedback is effective for editing all types of errors for
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L2 learners whose proficiency levels and motivation to learn to write vary. (This will be further
discussed in Chapter 3).
2.5.2. Which Errors Should Be Corrected?

Correcting all errors in students’ written texts not only drains teachers of their energy
but also overwhelms students. Besides, excessive feedback can cause L2 learners to rely on
teachers to a great extent, which can actually lower learners’ motivation to self-edit their own
errors. L2 writing scholars have suggested treating errors selectively in order to prioritize more
important linguistic features (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). Hendrickson (1978) and Ferris (2011)
stated that some types of errors are to be prioritized: global errors, stigmatizing errors, frequent
errors, and errors related to specific issues taught in class. Global errors are the types of errors
that result in the incomprehensibility of the overall text. Therefore, they are more serious than
local errors that slightly deviate from the regular forms but cause no problem in understanding.
Stigmatizing errors resulting from the writer’s L2 background can hardly be accepted by native
speakers, which also significantly interferes with understanding a text. Also, high-frequency
errors take precedence over infrequent errors and provide informative feedback on the
linguistic feature that serves as a source of confusion for the individual learner. Errors involving
a focus of instruction in class or out-of-class projects deserve more attention than any other
types of errors since WCF can effectively serve as follow-up instruction for specific issues
taught in class. This distinction, however, is not rigid, and as a result, should be implemented
in practice flexibly.

2.5.3. How Should Errors Be Corrected?

Truscott (1996) and Chaudron (1988) pinpointed the practical problems of teachers’

feedback: the inconsistency and ambiguity of WCF. It is unlikely for busy teachers to

consistently provide feedback for all errors that students make. Though it may be possible for
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teachers to consistently provide feedback for all errors, another problem is that some L2
learners find them difficult to understand, and therefore they might fail to respond to the
feedback they received. Ferris and Hedgcock (2014) suggested two principles for providing
WCEF: (1) giving selective and prioritized feedback focusing on a few patterns of errors and (2)
being cautious with appropriation (taking control) of the students’ text. To provide more legible
and effective feedback, it is necessary to focus on selective errors that are not beyond learners’
proficiency levels. As Truscott (1996) noted, L2 learning involves the natural order of
acquisition. Hence, providing feedback can be effective when the learners’ stage of L2
development as well as individual differences are considered.

Teachers also need to be attentive to the students’ rights to their texts (Reid, 1994).
This means that teachers should avoid misinterpreting the meaning or the purpose of students’
texts and rewriting students’ texts with their own words or phrases. Teacher-student writing
conferences can be useful to avoid appropriation in that students can clarify language issues
via negotiation of the meaning of the texts (Ferris, 2011; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014).

L2 writing methodologists have also developed different error correction strategies to
make WCF more effective. Direct feedback (DF)? is considered to be effective for beginning-
level learners who have difficulties in self-editing their own errors. Meanwhile, indirect
feedback (IF) can foster students’ ability to self-correct during the process in which they
analyze the errors indicated by teachers through the usage of various symbols. An alternative

error correction strategy is a combination of DF and IF based on the learners’ linguistic ability.

2 Hendrickson (1978, 1980) used the terms direct feedback (DF) and indirect feedback (IF), making a distinction

between the two. DF includes teachers’ explicit error correction or verbal tips that provide the correct forms or
sentence structure for errors committed by students. Hence, the edits made by students after receiving DF refers
to their rewriting of the corrected forms for which explanations would otherwise lie beyond their proficiency level.
Meanwhile, IF only supplies cues for learners’ errors by underlining, coding, circling, or placing a question mark
over ambiguous expressions and sentence structures, all with the assumption that learners are capable of correcting
their own errors.
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Focused feedback centered on a few categories of errors has advantages in that students can
direct their attention to the most serious and frequent errors that need to be prioritized. Some
scholars claimed the superiority of comprehensive feedback, which provided for a wide range
of errors that students must learn to correct on their own. This is more reflective of real-life
writing tasks that require error-free texts.

2.5.4. Who Should Correct Learners’ Errors?

In L2 composition classrooms, teachers are expected to correct L2 learners’ errors
while providing linguistic information and taking each student’s proficiency level into
consideration. However, teachers’ dominant corrections are not necessarily effective for
improving L2 learners’ editing skills in certain contexts; instead, alternative editors were
suggested: peers and the learner himself (Hendrickson, 1978). Peer feedback, drawn upon the
collaborative learning theory, the process writing approach, interactionist theory, and SCT, can
be considered effective in that L2 learners’ engagement in meaning negotiation during peer
interaction will facilitate learning during the process of writing. Peer feedback promotes
learning “by providing opportunities for them (students) to discover and negotiate meaning, to
explore effective ways of expressing meaning, to practice a wide range of language and writing
skills, and assume a more active role in the learning process” (Hu, 2005, p. 322). Though the
results about the long-term effects of peer feedback are still inconclusive, recent studies (Chen,
2010, Xu & Liu, 2010; Yang & Yu, 2006) conducted in an English as a foreign language (EFL)
context reported that peer feedback contributed to more meaning-related issues (e.g., content,
organization), whereas teacher feedback improved linguistic precision (e.g., linguistic forms,
mechanics). Since an ultimate goal of teaching is for students to become independent and
autonomous learners, self-correction is considered an ideal editing strategy among L2 writing

researchers. Ferris and Hedgecock (2014, pp. 295-298) suggested procedural steps for several
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editing strategies to lead the students to autonomy in L2 writing: (1) focusing students on form,

(2) providing strategy training, and (3) asking students to correct their own errors.

27



CHAPTER 3. RELATIVE EFFICACY OF WCF IN A KFL CONTEXT
3.1. Background

3.1.1. Inconclusive Results on the Effects of WCF in Early Studies

Although a majority of L2 instructors have employed WCF to improve L2 students’
proficiency in writing, studies on the effects of WCF on L2 writing had been scarce prior to
Truscott’s (1996) recommendation to abandon WCF. This is because writing received the least
attention among the four language skills before the mid-1990s while writing process pedagogy
(Emig, 1971, 1983; Zamel, 1983) and Krashen’s SLA theories (Krashen, 1981, 1982, 1985)
reduced the role of WCF in L2 classrooms (Ferris, 2010). However, Truscott’s (1996) assertion
that corrective feedback is potentially harmful triggered a heated debate on its efficacy among
L2 writing specialists. He argued that a fair amount of existing research on error corrections
showed no significant effects on students’ progress in improving their accuracy. Teachers’ error
corrections direct students’ attention to their own errors, which results in their avoidance of
more complex sentence structures in attempt to reduce the errors in their future writings. Since
WCEF deprives both teachers and students of their valuable time and energy, Truscott (1996)
suggested spending time on other productive class activities such as metalinguistic grammar
explanation or more writing practices. Ellis (1998) and Ferris (1999) refuted Truscott’s
assertion (1996), arguing that previous research on error correction conducted between 1976
and 1986 was not sufficient to make conclusions about the effects of WCF since the results of
those studies were not comparable due to conflicting research bases and methodological flaws
in their research designs.

One of the reasons that the effects of WCF were controversial lay in the
methodological inconsistencies of previous studies, which made it difficult to compare the

effects of WCF across studies (Ferris, 2004). According to Liu and Brown’s (2015)
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meta-analysis on the issues of WCF research designs, five different types of WCF studies have
been reported. The most frequent type of study compared one or multiple treatment groups
with a control group (45%). The second most common type examined the effect of form-
focused WCF in the absence of a control group (32%), which is attributed to an ethical dilemma
that L2 writing practitioners feel they should somehow be helping L2 learners. This research
design without a control group, however, could not avoid criticism that such studies could not
properly address the research question concerned with the effects of WCF. In short, some
studies did not include a control group while other studies that included a control group
compared different types of corrective feedback. Thus, the results of some existing WCF
studies were not directly comparable to the results of other studies due to different research
designs.

The second reason for the inconclusive results concerned with the effects of WCF can
be explained by methodological limitations related to research design. Earlier studies (Ashwell,
2000; Fathman & Whally, 1990; Ferris, 1997) reported that WCF was effective, but they
measured accuracy on tests or revisions of the same texts, not on a new piece of writing.
Therefore, Truscott (1996) devalued the effect of WCEF, referring to it as “pseudolearning” (p.
345). He argued that the meta-linguistic knowledge acquired from teachers” WCF is restricted
to students’ explicit knowledge required for revisions, which is unlikely to develop their
implicit knowledge that can be transferred to new texts after a longer period of time. In Liu and
Brown’s (2015) samples of their meta-analysis, 7% of WCF studies did not require students’
revisions after receiving WCF; 16% of them had students only look at WCF; 23% of them did
not even specify the inclusion of revisions. Hence, the necessity of longitudinal studies arose

to determine the effects of WCF by measuring the accuracy of newly written texts.
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3.1.2. The Effectiveness of WCF in Recent Studies

Paradoxically, Truscott’s (1996) call to abolish WCF due to its claimed detrimental
effects on students’ writing development produced a great body of research that investigated
the evidence of the effectiveness of WCF. In order to overcome the limitations of previous
WCEF studies, both SLA and L2 writing researchers included a control group and examined the
long-term effects of WCF on new pieces of writing. Hence, a fair amount of these studies has
provided evidence that WCF is beneficial in improving the accuracy of L2 learners’ texts over
time (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009a, 2009b; Ferris, 2010; Sheen, 2007;
Van Beuningen et al., 2012).

The relative effectiveness of different types of WCF on new pieces of writing
compared to a control group is summarized in Table 3.1. SLA researchers (Bitchener, 2008;
Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009a, 2010; Ellis et al., 2008; Sheen et al., 2009; Shintani et al.,
2014) have investigated the long-term effects of WCF on specific error types (e.g., English
definite or indefinite articles, tense, and preposition) while L2 writing researchers (Evans et al.,
2011; Ferris, 2010; Hartshorn et al., 2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 2015; Kurzer, 2017; Van
Beuningen et al., 2012) have examined the overall effectiveness in improving L2 learners’
texts. Studies listed in Table 3.1 have provided substantial empirical evidence of the
effectiveness of WCF on L2 writing development while also addressing the limitations of

previous WCEF studies.
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Table 3. 1

Previous Studies on the Effectiveness of WCF on New Texts

Study Sample  Duration Linguistic features WCF type Results
Bitchener 75 8 weeks  Two functional uses of the (a) Direct; written and oral meta-linguistic input All three treatment
(2008) English article system (n=17) groups outperformed
(referential indefinite ‘a’ and  (b) Direct; written meta-linguistic input (n = 18) the control group.
referential definite ‘the’) (c) Direct (n = 20)
(d) Control (n=20)
Bitchener 144 7 weeks  Two functional uses of the (@) Direct corrective feedback and written and oral All three treatment
& Knoch English article system meta-linguistic explanation (n = 34) groups outperformed
(2008) (referential indefinite ‘a’ and  (b) Direct corrective feedback and written the control group.
referential definite ‘the’) metalinguistic explanation (n = 36)
(c) Direct only (n = 35)
(d) Control (n=39)
Bitchener 52 10 Two functional uses of the (@) Direct, written & oral meta linguistic explanation All three treatment
& Knoch months  English article system (n=13) groups outperformed
(2009a) (referential indefinite ‘a’ and  (b) Direct, written meta-linguistic explanation the control group.
referential definite ‘the’) (n=13)
(c) Direct only (n = 13)
(d) Control (n=13)
Bitchener 63 10 weeks Two functional uses of the (@) Direct, written meta-linguistic explanation All three treatment
& Knoch English article system (n=12) groups outperformed
(2010) (referential indefinite ‘a’ and  (b) Indirect; circling of errors (n = 27) the control group.

referential definite ‘the’)

(c) Direct; written meta-linguistic explanation and
oral form- focused review (n = 12)
(d) Control (n=12)
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Study Sample

Duration Linguistic features

WCEF type

Results

Ellis et al. 49
(2008)

10 weeks English indefinite

and definite articles

(@) Focused (n = 18)
(b) Unfocused (n = 18)
(c) Control (n = 13)

All treatment groups
outperformed the control

group.

Shintani et 214

4 weeks indefinite

(a) English (a) Meta-linguistic explanation (n = 40) All  treatment  groups
al. (2014) articles (b) Direct (n = 34) outperformed the control
(b) Hypothetical (c) Meta-linguistic explanation with revision group in the accurate use of
conditional (n=32) hypothetical conditional.
(d) Direct feedback with revision (n = 32)
(e) Control (n =37)
Sheen et al. 80 9 weeks (@) English articles (@) Focused (n =22) The focused feedback and
(2009) (b) Copula ‘be’ (b) Unfocused (n = 23) the writing practice group
(c) Regular past tense ‘ed”  (¢) Writing practice (n = 16) outperformed the control
(d) Irregular past tense (d) Control (n=19) group in the accurate use of
(e) Temporal and locative English articles.
prepositions (e.g., at,
in, on)
Bitchener et 53 12 weeks 3 types of error (a) Direct and writing conference (n = 19) The direct and writing
al. (2005) (@) Preposition (b) Direct only (n=17) conference group
(b) The past simple tense (c) Control (n=17) outperformed the control
(c) The definite article group in the accurate use
of English articles.
Van 268 6 weeks (@) Accuracy (@) Direct (n = 67) The direct group
Beuningen (b) Complexity (b) Indirect (n = 62) outperformed the control
et al. (c) Lexical diversity (c) Self-correction (n = 71) group in accuracy
(2012) (d) Practice (n = 68) development.
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Study Sample  Duration Linguistic features WCEF type Results
Hartshorn 27 30 weeks (@) Rhetorical (a) Dynamic written corrective feedback The DWCF group
& Evans appropriateness (DWCF) (n=15) outperformed the control
(2015) (b) Fluency (b) Control (n = 12) group in accuracy
(c) Complexity development.
(d) Vocabulary
Hartshorn 47 15 weeks  (a) Accuracy () DWCF (n=28) The DWCF group
et al. (b) Rhetorical competence (b) Control (n=19) outperformed the control
(2010) (c) Fluency group in accuracy
(d) Complexity development.
Evans et al. 30 15 weeks  (a) Accuracy (@) DWCF (n=16) The DWCF group
(2011) (b) Control (n = 14) outperformed the control
group in accuracy
development.
Kurzer 325 Semester  (a) Global error (a) Beginning DWCF (n = 84) The DWCF group
(2017) (b) Local error (b) Beginning Control (n = 32) outperformed the control
(c) Mechanical error (c) Intermediate DWCF (n = 66) group in reducing all 3
(d) Intermediate Control (n=31) types of errors.
(e) Advanced DWCF (n = 64)
Truscott & 47 18 weeks (&) Accuracy (@) Indirect (n =21) No significant difference

Hsu
(2008)

(b) Control (n = 26)

between the treatment
group and the control

group.
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3.1.3. Which Corrective Feedback is More Effective?

A more practical and pedagogical concern in WCF studies was to examine which type
of WCF better facilitates L2 writing development. Hence, both SLA and L2 writing researchers
compared different types of feedback to examine whether certain types of feedback are more
effective than other types in improving the accuracy of the learners’ new texts. They
investigated the relative efficacy of different types of feedback: (1) focused and unfocused
feedback; (2) DF and IF.

3.1.3.1. Focused versus Comprehensive Corrective Feedback

Focused corrective feedback places an emphasis on certain linguistic error types,
whereas unfocused (comprehensive) corrective feedback examines all error types in students’
texts. Ferris (2011) categorized WCF studies into two types: SLA researchers’ experimental
studies and L2 writing researchers’ classroom research. SLA researchers were interested in
learners’ long-term acquisition of specific linguistic features such as English articles or the
hypothetical conditional (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009a, 2009b; Ellis et
al., 2008; Sheen, 2007; Shintani et al., 2014). These studies were carefully designed, addressing
the methodological flaws of previous WCF studies. They reported that WCF was effective in
improving the accuracy of certain grammatical features in L2 learners’ written text. Truscott
(1996) contended that the acquisition of a single linguistic form does not necessarily mean
extension or transfer of their linguistic knowledge to syntax, morphology, or other parts of a
language system. Furthermore, L2 writing researchers expressed their concerns about the
ecological validity of focused feedback (Ferris, 2010). They argued that focused feedback is
not authentic in classroom contexts because L2 learners make a wide range of errors. Ferris
(2010) also raised a question as to whether the effects on narrowly-focused error categories

could be generalized to the development of students’ overall writing proficiency.
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Hence, L2 writing researchers examined the effects of comprehensive feedback on
students’ overall writing proficiency. Van Beuningen et al. (2012) provided evidence that
comprehensive feedback contributed to L2 learners’ grammatical accuracy gains not only in
the revisions but also in the newly written texts. Ellis et al. (2008) found that both focused and
comprehensive feedback had a positive effect on grammatical accuracy gains. On the other
hand, Sheen et al. (2009) reported that focused feedback was more effective than
comprehensive feedback. Sheen and her colleagues indicated that the corrections in the
comprehensive feedback group were not as systematic as those of the focused feedback group;
some errors were corrected while others were not. Van Beuningen et al. (2012) argued that
these mixed results should be interpreted with caution because unsystematic corrections can
influence the effects of comprehensive feedback. More studies on the effects of comprehensive
feedback are needed to draw a robust conclusion.

3.1.3.2. Direct versus Indirect Corrective Feedback

Some scholars claimed that IF is effective because it enables L2 learners to engage in
resolving their own linguistic errors. This self-editing ability will promote their long-term
acquisition and their responsibility for their own progress (Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Ferris,
2006). Lalande (1982) also argued that IF can have L2 learners engage in hypothesizing
linguistic rules and help them internalize the correct forms in the long term. However, IF may
not always be effective under all circumstances. Chandler (2003) suggested that DF can be
more efficient for ESL/EFL students who are not equipped with sufficient linguistic knowledge
to correct their own errors, as DF helps them internalize complex linguistic forms by reducing
their cognitive burden to hypothesize corrections. Hendrickson (1980) stated that DF can be
more helpful for the final graded version of students’ papers, thereby obtaining benefits from

the input they received at the end of the process of writing. As for students’ preferences, mixed
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results were reported; Ferris and Roberts (2001) reported that L2 learners favored IF, but
Chandler (2003) found that ESL students preferred DF.

Research on the relative efficacy of DF and IF on the improvement of accuracy
reported inconsistent results. Some studies found that IF was more beneficial than DF (Ferris,
2006; Lalande, 1982), whereas others found that DF was more effective (Bitchener & Knoch,
2010; Chandler, 2003; Van Beuningen et al., 2012). Other studies also reported no advantage
for IF over DF (Robb et al., 1986; Semke, 1984). As only a few studies have addressed the
relative effectiveness of DF and IF, more empirical evidence is needed to reach a conclusion.

Some argue that correction should be different according to the error category rather
than persisting in one single type of feedback because each type of feedback serves different
purposes. Ferris’s dichotomy between treatable® and untreatable errors has pedagogical
implications that a different kind of feedback or additional metalinguistic explanation needs to
be provided for untreatable errors. Ferris (2006) examined the short-term and long-term effects
of WCF on undergraduates’ revisions. In her initial research design, three instructors agreed to
provide indirect and comprehensive feedback consistently, but interestingly, she found in her
preliminary analysis that the three teachers provided different feedback depending on the types
of errors. She reported that the teachers’ strategy of providing IF for treatable errors (59%),
and DF for untreatable errors (65%) significantly helped students revise their texts with a high
percentage of accurate changes (direct: 88%, indirect:77% respectively). Chaney (1999) also
stated that teachers intuitively utilized the strategy of providing different feedback depending

on error types, acknowledging that IF may not be effective for editing untreatable errors.

3 Ferris (1999, 2006) categorized errors into two types: treatable and untreatable errors. Treatable errors
(e.g., verb tense and noun endings) refer to errors that are more amenable to WCF and are related to linguistic
features that “occur in a patterned, rule-governed way” (1999, p.6), whereas untreatable errors (e.g., wrong word
and sentence structure) are errors that learners can hardly self-correct even with teachers” WCF because they are
“non-idiomatic, idiosyncratic errors” (1999, p.6).
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3.1.3.3. Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback

Based on observations from pedagogical practices and research literature on L2 writing,
Hartshorn et al. (2010) suggested an alternative instructional methodology known as dynamic
written corrective feedback (DWCF), which treats L2 learners’ errors to help them improve
accuracy. DWCEF is built on theoretical backgrounds borrowed from skill acquisition theory,
ZPD, input hypothesis, and interaction theory. Hartshorn and Evans (2015) noted that DWCF
was designed based on skill acquisition theory, which claims that abundant practice and
feedback can lead to automatization (DeKeyser, 2001, 2007). According to Anderson’s ACT
(adaptive control of thought) model, declarative knowledge does not transfer to procedural
knowledge. Namely, simple knowledge about language (declarative knowledge) does not
necessarily proceed to the actual and adequate use of language in authentic contexts (procedural
knowledge). Therefore, sufficient instruction, extensive practice, and appropriate feedback are
essential for L2 learners to automatize their cognitive processing about the targeted linguistic
forms and finally transfer them to procedural knowledge. In L2 writing, students can reduce
their error rates when they are equipped with procedural knowledge. Hence, in DWCEF, students
are expected to correct their errors based on teachers’ feedback until learners’ texts are error-
free. Recent studies (Evans et al., 2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 2015; Kurzer, 2017) have reported
that DWCF is effective in ESL writing, suggesting DWCF as an alternative pedagogical
method to supplement traditional grammar instruction.

DWCF underscores two aspects: (1) accommodating L2 learners’ urgent needs based
on their written texts and (2) providing “meaningful, timely, constant, and manageable writing
task and feedback” (Hartshorn et al., 2010, p. 87). The process of DWCEF is as follows. During
class, students write a paragraph on a given topic for 10 minutes, after which the teacher

collects their paragraphs. In the first round of WCF, IF is given by either marking, circling, or
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underlining treatable errors (e.g., some systematic grammatical rules) that are expected to be
corrected by students, while DF (correct forms) is given for untreatable errors (e.g., some
complicated linguistic features such as prepositions or unidiomatic sentence structures) that are
unlikely to be edited even after receiving feedback (Ferris, 1999). Students are asked to tally
their error types, correct their errors, and resubmit their paragraphs. In the second and third
rounds, an instructor indicates the remaining errors on the revised texts using the same set of
correction symbols, and students edit their texts based on the feedback until their paragraphs
are error-free (Evans et al., 2010).

Though DWCF studies reported that many students favored DWCF (Akiyama &
Flesheler, 2013; S. Y. Lee, 2009), more research is needed to verify the efficacy of DWCF on
accuracy development in students’ newly written texts. S. Y. Lee (2009) found no significant
difference between the treatment group (DWCF) and the control group (traditional grammar
class) in an intensive English program (IEP) context, but some pioneer studies found
statistically significant effects for DWCF on the development of linguistic accuracy (Evans et
al., 2010; Evans et al., 2011; Hartshorn et al., 2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 2012, 2015). Kurzer
(2017) examined the effects of DWCF on three L2 learner error types (global, local, and
mechanical errors) and reported that DWCF was effective for all three types of errors.

With regard to the effect of DWCF on specific linguistic forms, Hartshorn and Evans
(2012) reported no significant impacts on the use of count and non-count nouns, singular and
plural, subject-verb agreement, and verb tense, but found significant improvements in the use
of determiners as well as semantic and lexical accuracy. However, the reasons as to why DWCF
is efficient for some grammatical features but not for other features have not yet been
researched.

Regarding the effects of WCF on other constructs of language development such as
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complexity and fluency, Truscott (2004, 2007) argued that WCF might cause students to
become wary of the teacher’s corrections, which can result in harmful effects on the complexity
of the text as learners avoid using grammatical forms for which they feel less confident. Studies
on the effects of DWCF, however, reported no significant effects on the development of
complexity and fluency.
3.1.4. Written Corrective Feedback in a KFL Context

WCEF studies in Korean as a second language (KSL) or KFL context have been sparse,
which reflects the relative paucity of writing instruction in the KFL classroom. As for heritage
learners (HLs), maintaining their ethnic and cultural identity through communication with their
parents and relatives takes precedence over other needs, and therefore listening and speaking
are considered the most important skills (E. J. Kim, 2006). Hence, Korean instruction has
prioritized the improvement of listening and speaking skills, while writing has been considered
less essential. KFL learners are expected to submit Korean composition assignments designed
to elicit the usage of grammar points learned during class, for which sufficient writing
intervention cannot be provided due to time constraints. WCF (mostly DF) is provided for their
written assignments a few times during one semester. Therefore, writing in a KFL context is
often considered as merely an exercise for improving grammatical and lexical proficiency.

Some studies (B. H. Chung, 2015; J. K. Sim, 2016) in a KFL context examined learners’
perceptions or preferences with regard to teachers’ feedback based on their cultural
backgrounds (E. S. Cho, 2013) or proficiency levels (Damron & Y. J. Kim, 2009). Others
examined the effects of different types of WCF. E. J. Kim (2002) reported the longitudinal
effects of IF on five Korean HLs who participated as research subjects. She reported that only
errors related to discourse and pragmatics (speech levels and honorific expressions) were

significantly reduced, but the rate of lexical and grammatical errors was not affected. A. S.
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Byon (2005) reported that peer-editing feedback was beneficial in raising the awareness of
advanced Korean HLs in terms of content organization and topic development.

A few studies have examined the relative efficacy of DF in comparison with other types
of feedback. Two studies (J. S. Kim, 2008; J. H. Park, 2007) compared the effects of DF and
IF; both short-term and long-term effects indicated that DF was more effective in reducing
error rates than IF. In a more recent study, D. Dong and Y. J. Kim (2015) compared the effects
of three different types of feedback (DF, IF, and conference feedback). This 10-week study
revealed that all three treatment groups outperformed the control group, with the conference
feedback group demonstrating the most significant amount of improvement in the accuracy of
their Korean writings. E. S. Park et al. (2016) reported that all of the KFL learners in their study,
regardless of their proficiency levels, could self-correct an average of around 37% of their own
errors, which suggests that IF is also beneficial for low-proficiency learners. O. Y. Kim and E.
S. Park (2017) also addressed the efficacy of IF on the errors that KSL learners committed.
They attempted to verify the assumption that IF assists advanced learners more effectively than
low-proficiency learners. No significant difference in the efficacy of IF was identified between
the low-proficiency group (n=12) and the intermediate-proficiency group (n=12), albeit the
effects of WCF varied depending on error categories. This result suggests that IF can be
efficient even for low-proficiency KFL learners to edit errors that represent certain linguistic
domains.

3.2. Research Question

Previous WCEF studies were criticized due to the flaws in their research design. The first
drawback was to examine the efficacy of WCF on revisions made within in a short period of
time. Truscott (1996) claimed that the linguistic knowledge acquired from error correction was

nothing more than pseudolearning, which can be useful for correcting errors but not for the
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actual use of language in diverse contexts with an awareness of metalinguistic rules. Most of
the WCF studies in KSL and KFL contexts (J. S. Kim, 2008; J. H. Park, 2007; O. Y. Kim & E.
S. Park, 2017), however, measured error rates based on revisions and not on newly written texts.
The second flaw in previous studies’ research designs was to compare the effectiveness of
different types of feedback in the absence of a control group. Hence, the current study examined
the long-term (16 weeks) effects of WCF on the development of accuracy for a new piece of
writing while comparing the efficacy of different types of feedback: (1) DF, (2) DWCF, and
(3) no feedback (control group).

DWCF was chosen for the current study because it provides feedback (DF and IF)
according to error types, which offers opportunities for KFL learners to self-correct errors
deemed as treatable. DWCF, therefore, encourages KFL learners to be actively engaged in
resolving their own errors in a series of revisions for each writing prompt, rather than leaving
the learners as a bystander who merely waits for all of their errors to be corrected. Although
DF can be effective for low-proficiency L2 learners who have difficulty in self-editing their
errors, an exclusive provision of DF even for low-proficiency learners can deprive them of an
opportunity to edit treatable errors that are relatively easy for them to correct, which can hinder
development in their autonomy during learning. As O. Y. Kim and E. S. Park (2017) also
indicated, a widely accepted assumption that IF is more effective for higher-proficiency
learners with a fair amount of linguistic knowledge, which has not yet been verified, requires
ample empirical evidence. O. Y. Kim and E. S. Park (2017) reported the error correction rate
between the elementary group and the intermediate group in a KSL context as not being
statistically different when receiving IF, DWCF that provides IF for treatable errors, was
expected to be effective for KFL learners. To the best of my knowledge, studies on the

effectiveness of DWCF have been restricted to ESL/EFL contexts while no research has yet

41



explored its efficacy in other FL classrooms. Furthermore, DWCF has never been implemented
in KFL contexts where DF served as the dominant type of error correction. Hence, the current
study implemented DWCF and explored its relative effectiveness in a KFL context.

Although accuracy improvement is a major interest in WCF studies, it would be
worthwhile to see whether WCF adversely affects other constructs of language development,
complexity and fluency. Thus, the present study has been designed to examine whether
accuracy development leads to learners’ simpler texts, as well as fluency to see if the
improvement of accuracy had a negative effect on the length of learners’ written texts. The first

research question in this study is as follows:

RQ 1. How effective is DWCEF relative to DF on KFL learners’ overall accuracy, complexity,

and fluency in a new piece of writing?

3.3. Method
3.3.1. Context and Participants

3.3.1.1. Contexts

The present study is a quasi-experimental classroom study conducted in two intact
intermediate sections (KOR 202), two high-intermediate sections (KOR 301, KOR 302), and
one advanced section (KOR 401) of undergraduate Korean language courses at the University
of Hawai‘i at Manoa in the United States. Students were placed in different class levels based
on the results of a placement test that measures vocabulary, reading comprehension, and
writing skills. The author of the current study served as the main researcher and taught all of
the class sections in order to control for any intervening variables. The Integrated Korean

textbook series, developed by KLEAR (Korean Language Education and Research Center),
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were the main teaching materials used to develop all four integrated language skills,
accommodating different levels of KFL learners. For the present study, Intermediate 2 (2"
edition) was used for two intermediate classes (KOR 202), High-intermediate 1 (a draft for
the 3" edition) for two high-intermediate classes (KOR 301, KOR 302), and Advanced (2"
edition) for KOR 401. Note that the curriculum of Korean language courses is designed to
improve overall proficiency, and therefore writing skill is less prioritized compared to writing
intensive programs as in most previous WCF studies conducted in an ESL context. Writing is
often utilized as a form of grammatical exercise in a KFL context.

3.3.1.2. Instrument

1. Writing correction marks
In week 4, instruction on correction symbols was provided for students in the two treatment
groups to enhance their understanding of correction marks. In this short session, the
instructor explained what each editing mark symbolized with relevant examples (see
Appendix A). Students were asked to attach the handout to their notebooks so that they
could refer to it when necessary.

2. Background questionnaire
Seven questions (Q1-Q7) were asked about the participants’ native language, the amount
of exposure to Korean they had through their family members, length of stay and schooling
in Korea, and the number of years they took Korean courses in any educational institution.
Questions Q8 through Q9, adopted from Ferris (2001), were concerned with their
perceptions about their writing skill in Korean and their goals for taking Korean courses
(see Appendix B).

3.3.1.3. Participants

A total of 77 learners of Korean with various majors participated in this study. In
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general, the division between heritage learners (HLs) and non-heritage learners (NHLs) is not
clear-cut, but HLs in the current study were classified according to Valdés’ (2001) definition,
“a language student who is raised in a home where a non-English language is spoken, who
speaks or at least understands the language, and who is to some degree bilingual in that
language and in English” (p. 38). As their parents’ native language is an important indicator
for identifying HLs, the current study limited HLs to those who were raised by at least one
Korean parent and had developed Korean proficiency to some extent. This classification was
made based on the questions (Q1~Q5) in the background questionnaire distributed on the first
day of class (see Appendix B).

Table 3. 2

Participants (N =77)

DF DWCF Control Total
No. of sections 2 2 1 5
Section level K202(n = 14) K202(n = 18) K301(n=11)
+K302(n = 14) +K401(n = 20)

No. of participants 28 38 11 77
Male 13 17 4 34
Female 15 21 7 43
HLs 13 11 6 30
NHLs 15 27 5 47

Table 3.2 presents information about the participants as well as the number of
participants assigned to each group. Each group included students from two different sections,
with the DF group consisting of students from KOR 202 (n = 14) and KOR 302 (n = 14) while
the DWCF group included students from KOR 202 (n = 18) and KOR 401 (n = 20). Meanwhile,
the control group included only one section (KOR 301 [# = 11]). The total number of NHLs

who participated in this study (n = 47) was slightly higher than that of HLs (n = 30). Their ages
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ranged from 18 to 77. The Senior Citizen Visitor Program allowed two senior students to take
Korean courses at the university where the current study was conducted. One senior student
was in the control group while the other was included in the DWCF group. The self-described
native languages for each learner were in the following distribution: English (n = 68), Korean
(n=13), Tagalog (n = 3), Chinese (n = 2), Japanese (n = 1), and Somali (n = 1).

Table 3. 3

Korean Language Exposure (N = 77)

DF (n=28) DWCF (n=38) Control (n=11)

Korean use with parents M 1.95 1.73 2.67

SD 1.21 1.06 1.20
Korean use with grandparents M 2.70 2.00 2.57

SD 1.64 1.37 1.40
Korean use with siblings M 1.54 1.19 1.88

SD 1.17 0.54 0.99
Length of residence in Korea M 1.64 1.37 1.40
(Year) SD 2.26 2.62 1.20
Korean language courses taken M 1.40 1.63 1.64
at the University (Year) SD 1.07 0.95 1.75
Korean language schools in M 0.56 0.57 0.14
other educational settings (Year) SD 0.85 1.15 0.32

Note. The scales used to quantify Korean use with family members were as follows: 0 = NA4; 1
= All English or other non-Korean languages; 2 = More English or other non-Korean

languages; 3 = same (mixing two languages equally); 4 = More Korean; 5 = All Korean

Table 3.3 summarizes the participants’ exposure to Korean. A higher mean for Korean
use with parents, grandparents, and siblings indicated a higher degree of exposure to Korean
in participants’ daily lives. More than half of the control group consisted of HLs (55%) as
shown in Table 3.2, and therefore their use of Korean with their parents was the highest among
all three learner groups (M = 2.67). The years they had spent taking Korean language courses

at the University included only college-level language courses, with one semester counted as
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half of a year and coded as 0.5 years. Korean language learning environments at other
educational institutions outside of a university setting included Korean language courses taken
at a variety of elementary schools, junior high schools, high schools, and churches.

Question 8 asked how the participants felt about their language use when writing in
Korean. Note that some students marked multiple answers, each of them counting as one
response. 23 students (29.87%) said that their problems with Korean grammar were very
serious, whereas 21 students (27.27%) said that their grammar problems were not serious. 20
of them (25.97%) stated that they were not sure if Korean grammar was a problem for them
while 16 of them (20.78%) indicated that issues other than writing mattered: orthography (n =
6), vocabulary (n = 3), slow writing (n = 1), lack of confidence in writing (n = 1), and a more
urgent need to improve speaking (n = 1).

Finally, question 9 asked about the participants’ purposes for taking a Korean language
course in order to detect the language skill they prioritized. 45 students (58.44%) responded
that speaking was the most important skill to improve, followed by listening (25.97%), writing
(25.97%), vocabulary (22.08%), grammar (15.58%), overall proficiency (7.79%), reading
(5.19%), and spelling (1.30%). Some of them took the Korean language course for their future
career (5.19%) while others were integratively motivated to learn Korean (5.19%).

3.3.2. Error Identification and Feedback

3.3.2.1. Error Identification

Previous error analysis (EA) studies indicated that determining errors can be arbitrary
according to a researcher’s view or research purposes. This can be further exacerbated by wide
variations in definitions and criteria for identifying errors (S. C. Shin, 2002; J. Y. Suk & K. H.
Ahn, 2003). Dagneaux et al. (1998) also noted that ill-defined data and hybrid criteria in many

EA studies failed to identify errors consistently. Analyzing 33 EA studies in Korean, M. A. Kim
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(2006) claimed that the provision of a clear definition of errors must be a prerequisite for

validity and consistency in identifying errors. Hence, the current study adopted a more lenient

definition of errors (Lennon, 1991a), considering the relatively low-proficiency levels of the

participants in the FL classroom. For instance, the current study excluded recurrent spelling

errors found in loan and toponym words in consideration of participants’ infrequent exposure

to written Korean.

In identifying errors, the current study considered a few things. First, errors were

identified in an economical way, i.e., the number or the extent of the errors was determined

with an effort to minimize changes to students’ written texts (Y. J. Kim, 2005). For example,

the sentence below is from one participant’s (KOR 302) Korean composition.

*#0j£ L] A3t *uhg.
chwimi-nun syophing-hako yenghwa-1lul pw-ayo.
hobby-TC shopping-and movie-AC see-POL

* My hobbies (My hobbies are) shopping and watching movies.

This sentence can be corrected in two ways as shown below.

1.

F0l= oty Ysts HE Adojofla.
chwimi-nun syophing-hako yenghwa-lul po-nu-n kes-i-eyyo.
hobby-TC shopping-and movie-AC see-IN-RL thing-be-POL

My hobbies are shopping and watching movies.

F 02 Ec & 2e.
chwimi-lo syophing-hako yenghwa-1lul pw-ayo.
hobby-as shopping-and movie-AC see-POL

1 go shopping and watch movies as my hobbies.

In this case, the error was identified as in the second correction option, which requires only one

particle change from —nun to —lo.

Second, discrimination against mistakes was an additional consideration in identifying

errors since errors provide evidence of the systematic process of L2 learners, whereas mistakes
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have no significance in the L2 learning process. James (1998) made a distinction that L2
learners cannot correct their errors, whereas they can self-correct their own mistakes. Since
time for self-correction in the pretest and posttest was not available for the current study, the
distinction between errors and mistakes was made within one student’s written data, that is, the
errors were treated as mistakes in cases for which a learner used the same grammatical item
correctly in one sentence, but incorrectly used in another sentence. For instance, consider the

example sentence below.

s g2a Al trof] 2o%oa. SEULD

achim ilkop si pan-ey ilen-ass-eyo. kongpwuhay-ss-ko
morning 7 o’clock 30-at get up-PST-POL study-PST-and

o] SEA| *Hh| Theater =0 4o a.

yvel han-si panV Theater swuep-ey k-ass-eyo.

10 1-o’clock 30V Theater class-to go-PST-POL

I got up at 7:30. I studied and went to theater class *10:30 (at 10:30)
(KOR 302, Linda)

ul 2| Of A zet F AT M,
kyohoy-eyse towa cwu-1 kkes-to manh-ko,
church-at help give-RL thing-also many-and
=K o A BorR.

swukcey ha-1 kes-to manh-ayo.
homework do-RL thing-also many-POL

There are many things to help the church and lots of assignments to do.

(KOR 301, Tom)

Linda (pseudonym) correctly used the particle (-ey) at the end of words that indicated time
(ilkopsi pan) in the first sentence but omitted the particle (-ey) in the second sentence. Tom
(pseudonym) also misspelled kes as kkes but accurately spelled kes in the following sentence.
If there was evidence of using certain grammatical items appropriately in similar contexts
within one student’s written data, it was not counted as an error.

Third, errors considered as identical were counted as one. Consider the example below.
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Mina (pseudonym) used the transitive verb (kkuthnayta) for when the intransitive verb
(kkuthnata) was required. Since the context of A is comparable to that of B, and the same
subject (swuep) and verb (kkuthnayta) were used in both sentences, these two errors were

counted as one.

A 28Y +RY o1 =8¢ Al Y|
welyoil, swuyoil-hako mokyoil 8-s1i pan-ey
Monday, Wednesday-and Thursday 8-o’clock 30-at
ol 7t 1A| Htof 1Y EUR.
swuep-ey ka-ko 1-si pan-ey swuep-i kkuthna-y-vyo.

class-to go-and 1-o’clock 30-at class-NM finish-CAS-POL
1 go to class at 8:30 on Monday, Wednesday, and Thursday, and *classes finish (classes are
over) at 1:30.

B. 2t stu a8 Yo 10A] Htof 2o
hwayoil-hako kumyoil-ey 10-si pan-ey swuep-ey
Tuesday-and Friday-on 10-o’clock 30-at class-to
7t 3A|0f g0l *BEUR.
ka-ko 3-si-ey swuep-1i kkuthna-y-yo.
go—-and 3-o’clock-at class—-NM finish-CAS-POL

1 go to class at 8:30 on Tuesday and Friday, and *classes finish (classes are over) at 3.
(verb error—counted as one error) (KOR 202, Mina)

In contrast, the different kinds of errors were counted as separate if they occurred
concurrently in one ecel (equivalent to words in English). As shown below, “cwungiley” in
Cathy’s (pseudonym) writing was counted as two different errors; one as a spelling error
‘congil’ and the other as the insertion of an unnecessary particle, ‘ey’. In this way, more than

one error occurring within one ecel were counted as separate errors.

ks ot *ZLOf Edot 20| 0o L.
onul halwu cwungil-ey thukpelha-n il-1 eps-eyo.
today all day long-on special-RL work-NM non-exist-POL

There is nothing special *on_all day long (all day long).

*Z9l(X) — Z2(0): counted as one spelling error
*Z20j(X) — ZY(0): counted as one particle error (unnecessary particle insertion)
(KOR 301, Cathy)
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3.3.2.2. Feedback

Students in all groups were taught with Integrated Korean textbooks by the same
teacher/researcher to control for intervening variables. Students wrote a total of 11 short texts
throughout one semester. All the students’ written texts were collected, except data from those
who were absent from classes. In the fourth week of instruction, I distributed the error
correction code to the participants in the two treatment groups (IF and DWCF) and explained
them to enhance their understanding of the error codes. The difference between the two
treatment groups (IF and DWCF) and the control group was a requirement of revisions.

For each writing task, students in all groups were asked to write a new piece of writing
for 10 minutes in response to different writing prompts during class time. Only for the pretest
and posttest, 15 minutes were given to complete their writings. Considering KFL students’
prioritization of developing speaking proficiency (See the result of the open-ended
questionnaire) and their expected difficulties to create accurate sentences in Korean, casual text
topics were selected so that they might be able to speak about their personal interests outside
of class. To control for the writing prompt variable, topics were kept identical between the three
groups as can be seen in Table 3.4.

The number of correction rounds refers to the number of submissions of their revisions
after receiving WCF from the instructor, and revisions were required for the students in the two
experimental groups (IF and DWCF). As shown below, the students in the DWCF group were
asked to rewrite their texts up to three times per one writing prompt upon receiving feedback
except for the pretest and posttest. Those in the DF group were required to submit their
revisions only once. Namely, the difference between the two treatment groups was that the
students in the DWCF group were expected to correct their errors and rewrite until their text

was error-free (up to three times). Meanwhile, those who were assigned to the DF group
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received DF and were required to write the text only once. Students in the control group did
not need to submit their edited texts, receiving only encouraging comments about their writing

development. Table 3.5 shows total submission numbers for the revised texts per semester.

Table 3. 4
Writing Prompts
Week Writing prompts Time

3 (Pretest) My day 15 min
4 Instruction on editing symbols 15 min
5 My favorite food 10 min
6 Introduce your future husband/wife 10 min
7 My travels 10 min
8 Korea vs. America 10 min
9 My hobby 10 min
10 Write a letter to anyone you like 10 min
11 Introduce your friend 10 min
12 My favorite TV show 10 min
13 My summer holiday plans 10 min
14 (Posttest) My weekend 15 min

Table 3. 5

The Correction Rounds of Each Feedback

DWCF DF Control
Number of correction rounds (up to) 27 9 0

The details about how feedback was provided for each group are as follows. First,
students in the DWCF group were expected to correct their own errors after receiving feedback
and to rewrite until their texts were error-free. IF was provided for treatable errors or relatively
easy grammatical items such as accusative particles (u//[ul) and the locative particle of time
(ey), while DF was provided for untreatable errors or complicated grammatical items such as
noun-modifying form, topic-contrast particles (un/nun), and nominative case particles (i/ka).
The feedback was given up to three times on the same writing draft, adapting the DWCF

process (See Evans et al., 2010, for more detail). Error correction was slightly adjusted to
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coincide with the participants’ proficiency level.

The process of DWCF I provided was as follows. Table 3.6 shows an example of error
correction rounds for the DWCF group, and Table 3.7 presents the timeline of the feedback
procedure. In the first round of feedback, I gave IF using codes (see Appendix A) with clues to
encourage students to self- correct their errors. Precise linguistic forms (i.e., DF) were provided
immediately for errors that represent certain linguistic features that were considered beyond
the proficiency level of the learner. For example, application of some Korean particles (e.g., -
un, -nun: topic particles, -i, -ka: subject particles) at the discourse level is not easy even for
advanced-level learners, which violates the principle of manageability* (Evans et al., 2010).

5 in the first round of

Therefore, correct forms were provided for these untreatable errors
feedback. Students were expected to self-edit and turn in their revisions in response to the first
feedback. In the second round, correct forms were given for most of their errors except basic
linguistic grammatical items, which provided an opportunity for learners to correct their own
errors. | provided additional cues such as metalinguistic explanations or specific pages in the
textbook rather than simply giving grammar codes as originally prescribed by previous DWCF
studies. Participants rewrote and resubmitted their drafts in response to the second round of
feedback. Finally, I checked their final drafts and gave additional corrections if necessary, after

which they rewrote the texts, corrected all of their errors, and submitted their final version of

the texts.

4 Evans et al. (2010) introduced manageability as one of the characteristics of DWCF: “Tasks and

feedback are manageable, meaningful, timely, and constant for both the learner and teacher” (p. 452).
Manageability means that manageable tasks should be provided, and feedback should allow students to process
and learn from teachers’ feedback to avoid students’ “information overload” (Hartshorn et al., 2010, p. 89).

® The decision to divide treatable and untreatable errors was not made based on the previous research
results because there were few studies on this categorization of Korean grammatical items. Referring to Ferris’s
(1999, 2006) categorization of treatable and untreatable errors, treatable errors that I categorized were relatively

easy linguistic items that occur in a rule-governed way (e.g., copular, ieyyo/yeyyo).
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Table 3. 6

Error Correction Example (DWCF Group)

Step Feedback types Example
1 Provide DF and IF LY 7} A Zost=
e DF nay-ka ceyil cohaha—-nu-n
difficult grammatical items T-NM most Like-IN-RL
e.g., particles (un/nun, i/ka) gA*g Tgae,
umsik-ul
o [F food-AC
underlining & clues on easy =%F% *0|0|8. I'V.F,
grammatical items swuntwupwu-i-eyyo
: Sundubu-be-POL
e.g., copular (ieyyo/yeyyo
£- COP (ieyyolyeyyo) My favorite food is Sundubu.
ond Provide DF and IF L7t H Folst=
e DF nay-ka ceyil cohaha-nu-n
difficult grammatical items T-NM most 1ike-IN-RL
e.g., particles (un/nun, i/ka) oxe
umsik-un
o [F food-TC
underlining & detailed hints or
clues, sometimes coupled with 2Z==%*0|0j2. FV.F.(consonant+0|0j| 2/ vowel+0| )
grammatical explanations or a swuntwupwu-i-eyyo
reference to textbook page Sundubu-be-POL
numbers
3rd e Provide DF if necessary LH 7t M Z0}5t=
nay-ka ceyil cohaha-nu-n
I-NM most 1like-IN-RL
M2 =FE¥0|0. 550,

swuntwupwu-i-eyyo
Sundubu-be-POL

Note. The feedback that I provided is marked as f;; V.F. = Verb Form

Table 3. 7

Writing Prompts and Weekly Feedback Timeline (DWCF Group)

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday
Writing Writing based on Receiving draft 1 Editing and Receiving draft 2
prompt 1 prompt 1 with the teacher’s submitting with the teacher’s

feedback draft 2 feedback
Writing Editing and Receiving draft 1 Editing and Receiving draft 2
prompt 2  submitting draft 3~ with the teacher’s submitting with the teacher’s

& feedback draft 2 feedback

Writing based on
prompt 2
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For those who were assigned to the DF group, I provided corrections and asked them
to rewrite their texts only one time. The excerpt below is an example of error corrections for
the DF group. I underlined grammatical errors and provided the correct linguistic forms for
every error they made.

Error Correction Example (DF Group)

Ne T oo Mdol Lok HR*E "7ty
ce-nun twu myen myeng-uy chinha-n chinkwu-1lul ka
I-TC two side counter-GN close-RL friend-AC NM
A0 8. *He  TH7E MY ZO0t5t=

iss-eyo. ce-nun cey-ka ceyil cohaha-nu-n

have-POL I-TC I-NM most 1like-IN-RL

g’ ga*e g, Y7 Ol

kes-ul umsik-un ul mek-ki-to ha-ko

thing-AC food-TC AC eat-NOM-also do-and

cafekof* TOll A ; 2y SH7| = 9.
nolaypang-ey; eyse nolay ha-ki-to hay-vyo.
singing room-in;static in;dynamic song do-NOM-also do-POL

I have two close friends. I eat my favorite food or sing a song in the singing room.

Note. The feedback that I provided is marked as .

Finally, for the control group, revisions were not required, and only supportive comments about
their writing were given.
3.3.3. Procedures

Table 3.8 presents the timeline for the current study. In week 1, the students filled out
the background questionnaire (Appendix B) on the first day of class. For the pretest, the
students in all groups were asked to write short texts according to the given writing prompt
(My Day) for 15 minutes in week 3. A short instruction session was provided in week 4 to avoid
their confusion about error symbols when receiving feedback. In week 12, all the students
completed the open-ended questionnaire about their opinions on the reasons they made the

same kinds of errors, their editing strategies, and what they considered to be the most effective

54



type of feedback. For the posttest, they wrote another short paragraph based on a similar topic
(My Weekend) for 15 minutes in week 14.

Table 3. 8

Timeline for Administrating Instruments

Semester (16 weeks) Instrument
Week 1 Background questionnaire
Week 3 Pretest (My Day)

Week 4 Instruction on error symbols
Week 12 Open-ended questions
Week 14 Posttest (My Weekend)

3.3.4. Data Collection and Analysis

All of the participants’ hand-written texts (their pretest and posttest writings) produced
during class were collected and analyzed to address the first research question. After typing up
all of their handwritten paragraphs, I identified and categorized the errors. A colleague who
held a master’s degree in Korean language and literature and had 15 years of relevant teaching
experience participated in the identification of the errors and analysis of T-units in this study.
Fragments (the last sentence composed of two or three words at the end of the text written
under time constraints), and garbles (words or sentences that cannot be understood by a
researcher) (Hunt, 1965, 1970, 1977) were excluded from the analysis for this study.
3.3.5. Reliability

Two raters, the researcher and the same teaching colleague mentioned previously
analyzed the learners’ texts. First, we independently identified the errors and T-units from 10
samples of writing. Then, we met and discussed the criteria for identifying the errors and
defining T-units in the learners’ written texts. The discrepancy between the two raters was
discussed until we reached an agreement. Based on the agreed-upon criteria, we separately

analyzed the learners’ texts; I analyzed all data while my colleague analyzed 10 texts randomly
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selected from each group. The Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated to examine the
reliability between us. Based on the 30 learners’ texts, the estimated inter-rater-reliability
was .86 for accuracy and .94 for complexity. To secure intra-rater reliability, I analyzed all of
the learners’ texts three times. Intra- reliability was .94 for accuracy and .97 for complexity,
calculated from two sets of scores: the first rating and the third rating (after 8 months).

3.3.5.1. Accuracy Measurement

For accuracy measurement, I coded all the errors according to the error category and
tallied the total number of errors using an Excel spreadsheet. Overall accuracy was measured
by calculating the error rate (total number of grammatical errors/total number of ecel) on the
pretest and posttest, as had been done for previous WCF studies (Chandler, 2003; Truscott &
Hsu, 2008; Van Beuningen et al., 2012). The reason for using a 60-word ratio rather than a 100-
word ratio was that the participants’ texts were comparatively short (i.e., the average length of
their texts was 61.38 words for the pretest and 65.70 words for the posttest). Other candidate
measures such as error-free T-unit (Wolfe-Quintero et al.,, 1998) and error-free clause
(Wigglesworth, 2008) ratios may not be valid since “the number and type of error is not
identified” (Polio & Shea, 2014, p. 22). Moreover, these measures may “conflate accuracy and
fluency, or at least present only one possible aspect of accuracy” (Larsen-Freeman, 2009, as
cited in Kurzer, 2017, p. 10). In this study, all the errors (orthographic, lexical, grammatical,
and discourse errors®) in the students’ written texts were counted, and the errors considered the
same’ were counted as one error. Errors were marked in a blind fashion with no identification

of participants’ names and without knowledge of the group that they belonged to.

® See a detailed categorization of the errors in Chapter 4.
" Identical and repetitive errors were just counted as one error.
€.g., 6A|V LOojLtA~, 8A[N &tmof 7te
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3.3.5.2. Fluency Measurement

In order to measure fluency, I typed up their texts, corrected their errors in word spacing
and obtained the total number of words using a word processor (Word 2016). Fluency was
calculated by the total number of ecel. English words written in Korean (e.g., 2af2, otmz|7})
were counted toward the total number of ecel, but words written in English (e.g., bread, egg)
were excluded. For the current study, all the participants were asked to write for 15 minutes
during class according to writing prompts assigned for the pretest (My Day) and the posttest
(My Weekend) respectively. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) defined fluency as “rapid production
of language” (p. 117) and said that fluency can be measured by counting “the number, length,
or rate of production units (t-units, clauses, and phrases). If writing is done under timed
conditions, the sheer number of words written becomes as a rate measure” (p. 14). As most
previous studies measured fluency as the number of words, this study also counted the total
number of ecel for measuring fluency since the amount of time given to write short texts was
equal for all of the participants.

3.3.5.3. Complexity Measurement

In the absence of an automatic complexity analyzer of Korean, | entered each sentence
from the students’ texts into an Excel spreadsheet and manually analyzed the T-units of each
sentence. The mean length of a T-unit (MLTU), calculated as the total number of words divided
by the total number of T-units, was used in this study. Measuring clausal complexity (e.g., mean
length of clause (MLC)) captures distinctive features of conversation, whereas phrasal
complexity (e.g., number of dependents per nominal, prepositions per nominal) is reported to
be an effective complexity discriminator for academic writing (Biber et al., 2011; Kyle &
Crossley, 2018). Though recent studies (Kyle & Crossley, 2018; Norris & Ortega, 2009) have

questioned the interpretative usefulness of MLTU, previous studies reported that higher rated
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essays are likely to include longer T-units with more clauses (Cumming et al., 2005). As an
automatic complexity analyzer of Korean has not yet been developed and, therefore, was
unavailable for the current study, MLTU seemed still useful to measure the learners’ writing
proficiency and general linguistic development. Moreover, KFL learners’ written texts in the
current study were neither academic writing nor conversation.
3.3.6. Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using SPSS 20.0 for Windows, and the p-value was determined
as .05 for the level of significance. Before computing statistical analysis, the Shapiro-Wilk test
was administrated to examine if variables were normally distributed. The test result showed a
significant departure from normality (p <.05). When the normality assumption is not met, data
transformation or non-parametric tests can often be applied. However, Blanca et al. (2017)
argued that the F-test under non-normality in various conditions was still found to be valid,
and data transformation provided no advantages over the control of Type I error achieved by
the F-test. Furthermore, non-parametric tests such as the Kruskal-Wallis test can be a valid
analysis only when the distribution of groups is equal. Some scholars indicated that moderate
departure from normality is not a serious problem, provided that populations are homogenous
and sample sizes are large or equal (Kirk, 2013; Montgomery, 1991; Winer et al., 1991). Blanca
et al. (2017) conducted a Monte Carlo simulation study with non-normal data under
homogeneity and reported that the F-test was robust, in terms of type I error, even with severe
departure from normality, with unequal sample sizes.

The data in the current study were not normally distributed with unequal sample sizes,
but Levene’s test result indicated the variances were equal across groups: pretest, F (2, 74) =
0.35, p =.708, and posttest, F (2, 74) = 0.95, p = .391. The current study, therefore, performed

a series of ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) with both raw and transformed variables. Since
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transformed data were difficult to interpret results, only the F statistic value of transformed data
was additionally provided to compare the result of raw variables.

Before examining the result, one concern was the different proportions of HLs and
NHLs in each group. Assuming that HLs outperform NHLs, | tested whether the
disproportion of HLs and NHLs in each group influenced the mean performance over time. A
mixed-model ANOVA was computed for heritage by time, with accuracy, fluency, and
complexity scores as dependent variables. The test result showed that no significant
difference was observed for the mean performance over time between HLs and NHLs®:
accuracy, F(1,75)=0.01, p =.924, #’ = .00; fluency, F(1, 75) = 0.47, p = .496, n° = .00; and
complexity, F(1, 75) = 0.21, p = .648, * = .00. This suggests that the effect of the
disproportional number of HLs in each group on the mean performance was negligible.

Then, a One-way ANOVA was administered to examine if there was a significant
difference in accuracy, fluency, and complexity for the pretest scores among the three groups.
In order to examine if there was a statistically significant difference in the efficacy of WCF
between the groups over time, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was performed with the
mean scores (accuracy, fluency, and complexity respectively) as dependent variables and with
time (pretest and posttest) and feedback types (DF, DWCF, and control) as independent
variables.

3.4. Results
3.4.1. Effect of WCF on Accuracy
Table 3.9 presents the descriptive statistics of accuracy for the two treatment groups

(DF and DWCF) and the control group at two different times (pretest and posttest). While the

8 F statistic value for transformed data is as follows: accuracy, F(1, 75) = 0.07, p = .793, #° = .00;
fluency F(1, 75) =2.63, p =.109, ° = .00; and complexity, F(1, 75) =0.11, p = .740, > = .00
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two treatment groups reduced error rates on the posttest, the error rate for the control group
actually increased. At the time of the pretest, the mean accuracy score for each group was 17.84
(DF), 14.84 (DWCF), and 15.98 (control) respectively, with the DWCF group showing the
lowest error rate. A One-way ANOVA was computed to examine whether the mean accuracy
performance was similar across groups at the time of the pretest. The result from a One-way
ANOVA indicated that there was no statistically significant difference in accuracy among the
three groups at the time of the pretest, F(2, 74) = 0.65, p = .525, * = .02°

Table 3.9

Descriptive Statistics (Accuracy)

Group Time M SD 95% ClI

Lower Upper

DF (n = 28) Pre 17.84 12.22 13.86 21.82
Post 14.11 9.32 10.71 17.50

DWCF (n = 38) Pre 14.84 9.67 11.43 18.26
Post 12.98 8.21 10.07 15.90

Control (n=11) Pre 15.98 8.75 9.6 22.32
Post 18.21 10.83 12.80 23.62

Note. Pre = pretest; Post = posttest; Cl = confidence interval

Figure 3.1 reveals that error rates for the two treatment groups declined over time while
that of the control group trended in the opposite direction. To address the first research question
concerned with the relative merits of WCF type, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was
performed with an error rate (the mean accuracy scores) as a dependent variable and with Time
(two levels: pretest and posttest) and Treatment (three levels: DF, DWCF, and control) as

independent variables. Though the data violated a normal distribution, the variances of the

9 F statistic value for transformed data is F (2, 74) = 0.66, p = .523, ° = .02
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pretest, F(2, 74) = 0.35, p = .708, and posttest, F(2, 74) = 0.95, p = .391 were homogenous

according to Leven’s Test.
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Table 3.10 demonstrates that a repeated-measures ANOVA result produced no
significant difference for Treatment, F(2, 74) = 0.71, p = .494, »° = .02 and Time, F(1, 74) =
1.41, p = 238, n* = .00. Meanwhile, the interaction between Time and Treatment approached
borderline statistical significance, F(2, 74) = 2.68, p = .075, 5° = .01. As can be seen in Figure
3.1, error rates for the two treatment groups have decreased over time, whereas the error rate
for the control group rather increased. A simple pairwise comparison test between the pretest
and posttest scores revealed that the DF group significantly reduced their error rate during the
posttest (p = .008), whereas the DWCF group (p = .117) and the control group (p = .311) did
not. However, a Tukey post hoc significance test showed that there were no significant
differences between the three groups’ mean accuracy scores over one semester (p >.05).
Table 3. 10

Repeated Measures ANOVA (Accuracy)*®

Source SS df MS F P n”
Between
Treatment 237 2 119 0.71 494 .02
Error 12328 74 167
Within
Time 37.1 1 37.1 1.41 238 .00
Time x Treatment  140.6 2 70.3 2.68 .075 .01
Error 1938.4 74 26.2

3.4.2. Effect of WCF on Fluency
The average length of students’ texts was 61.38 ecel on the pretest and 65.70 ecel on
the posttest. The pretest results from a One-way ANOVA showed no significant difference in

2

the mean length of the participants’ texts among the three groups, F(2, 74) = 0.29, p =.753, 5

10 F value from transformed data is as follows: Treatment, F(2, 74) = 0.81, p = .447, *> = .02; Time,
F(1,74)=1.94, p = 168, #° = .00; and Time x Treatment, F(2, 74) = 2.67, p = .076, > = .01.
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=.01.1 Table 3.11 shows the descriptive statistics for the mean fluency scores on the pretest
and posttest. The increase in the mean fluency scores for the control group from pretest to
posttest was 16.3 ecel, which was higher than that of the two treatment groups: DF (4.22 ecel)
and DWCEF (1.13 ecel).

Table 3. 11

Descriptive Statistics (Fluency)

Group Time M SD 95% ClI

Lower Upper

DF (n = 28) Pre 58.21 29.50 47.68 68.75
Post 62.43 39.02 50.10 74.75

DWCF (n = 38) Pre 63.00 25.78 53.96 72.05
Post 64.13 23.28 53.56 74.71

Control (n = 11) Pre 63.82 31.42 47.01 80.63
Post 79.46 42.55 59.80 99.12

Note. Pre = pretest; Post = posttest; Cl = confidence interval

As can be seen in Figure 3.2, the students in the control group increased their mean
fluency score substantially by the time of the posttest while those in the two treatment groups
showed a slight increase. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA was also performed to
examine if the control group significantly outperformed the two treatment groups in the mean
fluency scores over time. Results of the Leven’s Test showed that the variances of the pretest,
F(2,74)=1.54, p=.022 were homogenous while those of the posttest, F(2,74)=3.14, p=.049
were slightly heterogeneous. However, the extent of heterogeneousness was not serious enough

to affect the results. Therefore, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was computed.

11 F value from transformed data is F(2, 74) = 0.57, p = .568. ° = .02
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As can be seen in Table 3.12, the results revealed that the effect of the within variable,
Time was significant, F' (1, 74) = 7.46, p = .008, 4’ = .01. However, there was no significant
difference in the effect of the between variable, Treatment types on fluency, F' (2, 74) =0.61, p

=.547, y° = .01 and no significant interaction between Time and Treatment, F' (2, 74) =2.33, p

.105, #° = .01. The control group significantly improved the mean fluency score from the
pretest to the posttest (» =.010), but a Tukey post hoc significance test showed no significant
differences between the three groups’ mean fluency scores over time (p > .05). This suggests
that although learners in the control group improved their mean fluency scores substantially
compared to those in the two treatment groups, the progress in the mean performance of fluency
between the control group and the two treatment groups did not significantly differ.

Table 3. 12

Repeated Measures ANOVA (Fluency)*?

Source SS df MS F P "
Between
Treatment 2022 2 1011 0.61 547 .01
Error 122946 74 1661
Within
Time 1439 1 1439 7.46 .008 .01
Time X Treatment 898 2 449 2.33 .105 .01
Error 14270 74 193

3.4.3. Effect of WCF on Complexity
Table 3.13 presents the descriptive statistics for the mean complexity scores on the
pretest and posttest. The mean complexity score for the control group at the time of the pretest

(M =5.09, SD = 1.36) was slightly lower than that of the DF group (M = 5.48, SD = 1.29) and

12 F value from transformed data is as follows: Treatment, F(2, 74) = 0.86, p = .428, 5> = .02; Time,
F(1,74)=6.20, p = .015, ° = .01; and Time x Treatment, F(2, 74) = 1.94, p = .151, * = .01.
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the DWCF group (M = 5.86, SD = 1.72).
Table 3. 13

Descriptive Statistics (Complexity)

Group Time M SD 95% ClI
Lower Upper
DF (n =28) Pre 5.48 1.29 4.90 6.05
Post 5.92 1.32 541 6.42
DWCEF (n = 38) Pre 5.86 1.72 5.37 6.35
Post 6.24 1.43 5.81 6.68
Control (n=11) Pre 5.09 1.36 4.17 6.01
Post 5.36 1.06 4.56 6.17

Note. Pre = pretest; Post = posttest; Cl = confidence interval

A one-way ANOVA was performed to examine whether the three groups were
significantly different at the time of the pretest. The results revealed no statistically significant
difference in the mean complexity scores among the three groups, F (2, 74) = 1.24, p = .295,
n° = .03.1 Figure 3.3 demonstrates that the mean complexity scores for all groups rose over
time. To examine if the differences between the treatment groups and the control group over
time were statistically significant, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was performed with
the mean complexity scores as a dependent variable and with Time at two levels (pretest and
posttest) and Treatment at three levels (DF, DWCEF, and control group) as independent variables.
Leven’s Test results also showed that the variances of the pretest, F(2,74) = 0.48, p = .620, and

posttest, F(2,74) = 0.89, p = .415 were all homogenous.

13 F value from transformed data is F (2, 74) = 1.29, p = .280, #° = .03.
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As can be seen in Table 3.14, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA with Time as the
within variable revealed a significant effect, F' (1, 74) = 4.45, p = .038, ° = .01. However,
there was no significant effect for Treatment, F' (2, 74) = 1.94, p = .151, #’ = .04 and Time X
Treatment interaction, F' (2, 74) = 0.06, p = .943, »° = .00, indicating that all groups
significantly improved their mean complexity scores over time without any significant
differences in the development of complexity among the three groups. This result suggests
that WCF did not result in learners’ simplified writing, as Truscott (1996, 2004, 2007) had
hypothesized. Namely, the control group did not perform significantly better than the two
treatment groups over time.

Table 3. 14

Repeated Measures ANOVA (Complexity)**

Source SS df MS F P "
Between
Treatment 12.6 2 6.32 1.94 151 .04
Error 240.7 74 3.25
Within
Time 3.97 1 3.97 4.45 .038 .01
Time x Treatment 0.11 2 0.05 0.06 .943 .00
Error 66.09 74 0.89

3.5. Conclusion
The first research question asked how different types of WCF affected the
improvement of accuracy, fluency, and complexity for KFL learners’ new pieces of writing
over a 14-week period. Although lacking in statistical significance, the results showed that
linguistic precision in the two treatment groups (DF and DWCF) increased over time, while

the mean accuracy scores in the control group rather declined. As for fluency and complexity,

14 F value from transformed data is as follows: Treatment, F(2, 74) = 1.90, p = .156, 5°> = .04; Time,
F(1,74)=6.45, p = .013, #° = .02; and Time x Treatment, F(2, 74) = 0.01, p = .995, > = .00.
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all three groups showed improvements, but there was no significant difference between the
treatment groups and the control group.

Truscott (2007) indicated that learners’ improvement in accuracy in WCF studies does
not necessarily serve as proof of their mastery of the linguistic forms. Rather, it is more likely
that the students use avoidance strategies such as using simpler, particular linguistic forms that
they feel confident in using without committing errors. Error correction in the present study
did not cause significant drops in the mean complexity scores. As can be seen from the results
of complexity development, students in the two treatment groups (DF and DWCF) made
progress in complexity as much as those in the control group did. With regard to fluency,
learners in the control group showed more progress than those in the two treatment groups, but
there was no evidence that fluency in the two treatment groups significantly declined. Thus,
the results indicated that the improvement in accuracy can hardly be seen as a consequence of

reductions in fluency and complexity.
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CHAPTER 4. VARIATIONS IN THE EFFECT OF WCF ACROSS ERROR TYPES
4.1. Background
One notable argument against WCF was that L2 writing instructors give feedback on
all types of errors representing different domains of linguistic knowledge (morphological,
syntactic, and lexical errors) in an identical way, overlooking the fact that they can be acquired
through different stages of language learning (Truscott, 1996). Some empirical WCF studies
(Bitchener et al., 2005; Ferris 1995; Ferris, 2006; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lalande, 1982; Van
Beuningen et al., 2012) supported his assertion that all linguistic errors were not equally
amenable to WCF. In this section, theoretical SLA issues that support variation in the effect of
WCF will be briefly stated, followed by an overview of previous WCF studies that examined
the differing level of progress depending on error types.
4.1.1. SLA Theories on the Differing Effects of WCF
Truscott’s (1996) criticism against error correction was noteworthy due to the claim
that teachers’ error correction practices treat all errors in the learners’ written text as equivalent,
despite the fact that each error belongs to diverse domains of linguistic knowledge that can be
acquired through different stages of L2 learning. He stated that teachers’ identical provision of
error correction, regardless of error types, is ineffective because syntactic, morphological, and
lexical knowledge can be acquired in different manners. His assertion was supported by some
SLA theories: the markedness principle, the perceptual saliency approach, and processability
theory.
A range of SLA studies have revealed that learners’ interlanguage develops not in a
haphazard way but in a systematic way. To specify, the markedness principle (Batistella, 1996)
illustrated that L2 learners acquire the unmarked grammatical items that are simplest and most

frequent (e.g., voiceless stops) prior to the marked ones that are rare and complex (e.g., voiced
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stops). In a similar vein, the perceptual saliency approach (Anderson, 1984, 1990) also
suggested that human beings process linguistic information in a way that they perceive the
environment and organize it, rather than as an innate language-specific module. “Certain
linguistic forms are more accessible or more salient to the child than others” (Slobin, 1979, p.
107), hence learners are likely to process more accessible and salient linguistic features at
earlier stages of learning.

Drawing upon the perceptual saliency approach, Pienemann (1989, 1998, 2005)
developed processability theory, noting a variation in the learnability of certain grammatical
features that can be acquired at different stages of L2 development depending on the learners’
readiness. The procedure under processability hierarchy begins from within categories, then
noun phrases, then verb phrases, then sentences, and finally to the subordinate clauses. Thus,
learners’ psycholinguistic capacity at each lower level is a prerequisite for processing the
higher levels of the processability hierarchy. For instance, beginning L2 learners will first be
able to match grammatical information with the easiest processing problems (e.g., level 1:
lemma access; words; no sequence of constituents, Pienemann, 1998, p. 80) and then move up
to the higher level in the hierarchy of processing resources, in which they are capable of
processing more complicated ones (e.g., level 2: category procedure; lexical morphemes; no
exchange of information; canonical word order, Pienemann, 1998, p. 80).

Based on Pienemann’s processability theory and the perceptual saliency approach,
Pienemann developed the teachability hypothesis (Pienemann, 1987, 1989, 1998). He
illustrated the teachability hypothesis as follows: “Stages of acquisition cannot be skipped
through formal instruction. Instruction will be most beneficial if it focuses on structures from
the next stage” (Pienemann, 1998, p. 250). As noted above, L2 learners follow natural orders

in their acquisition of certain grammatical structures, as they can process the linguistic
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resources that are available at their current developmental stages of learning.
4.1.2. WCF Efficacy on Different Linguistic Categories

Ferris (1999, 2006) divided errors into two types: treatable and untreatable errors.
Treatable errors are the ones that can be addressed more effectively through either feedback or
grammar lessons because they “occur in a patterned and rule-governed way” (Ferris, 2006, p.
96). Thus, students are likely to be able to self-edit by resorting to grammar books or other
resources. Treatable errors include verbs, articles, nouns, and spelling errors. Meanwhile,
untreatable errors are “idiosyncratic errors” (p. 96) that students are not likely to self-correct
even when receiving teachers’ feedback due to the complicated nature of linguistic structures
that deviate from regular rules. Word choice and sentence structure errors were categorized as
untreatable errors.

Ferris stated that some grammatical errors involving verbs, articles, and noun endings
are amenable to WCF, whereas Truscott devalued the effect of WCF, viewing grammatical
errors as low correctability'® errors. Truscott (2001, 2007) considered the most correctable
errors as “those that involve simple problems in relatively discrete items” (Truscott, 2001, p. 94).
He divided errors into three types using his criteria of simplicity and discreteness: (1) low-
correctability errors: syntactic errors, inflectional morphology errors; (2) moderately
correctable errors: misclassification of words, attachment of an inappropriate derivational affix
to a word, and use of a given construction, such as dative, with inappropriate words; and (3)
relatively high-correctability errors: misspelling or mispronunciation of isolated words, simple
errors in a word’s meaning, and so on (See Truscott, 2001, p. 104, for more detail).

As shown above, Truscott (2001) argued that syntactic errors are the least amenable to

15 The term, correctability, was coined by Truscott (2001), which is similar to Ferris’s treatable errors.
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WCF, as they involve complex linguistic systems. Morphological and lexical errors show more
variation in the effect of WCF depending on the relative difficulties of specific morphology in
use and learners’ linguistic knowledge about vocabulary. In short, he considered WCF as
effective for nongrammatical errors (e.g., orthographic errors) because “the correction is
appealing only to the extent that the problem can be isolated from the associated system or to
the extent that the system has already been acquired” (Truscott, 2001, p. 100).

Noting that there are variations in the ways that learners respond to teachers’ feedback
depending on error types, previous WCF research has reported variations in students’ progress
across such error types. Van Beuningen et al. (2012) tested Truscott’s claim that WCF might
be effective only for nongrammatical errors, addressing the different effects of WCF on both
grammatical and nongrammatical errors. They compared the relative effectiveness of the
different types of feedback (DF and IF) with a control group (self-correction, supplementary
writing practice). The results indicated that DF was effective for grammatical accuracy gains
in the long-term, whereas cognitively demanding IF yielded a lasting effect on the acquisition
of nongrammatical errors. They rebutted Truscott’s claim, providing evidence that grammatical
errors as well as nongrammatical errors were amenable to WCF.

As expected from variations in self-editing ability according to error types, the effects
of WCF can also differ depending on the relative difficulty of each error category. A growing
body of SLA empirical studies have investigated whether WCF can contribute to improvement
in the accurate use of specific grammatical forms such as the referential indefinite ‘a’ and
referential definite ‘the’ in the English article system (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch,
2008, 2009a, 2009b, 2010; Ellis et al., 2008; Sheen et al., 2009; Shintani et al., 2014). These
studies reported that participants in the treatment groups not only outperformed those in the

control group for the use of English articles, but they also retained gains in the level of their
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performance in two months or above delayed posttest.

Despite the great amount of insight provided by previous studies, SLA experimental
studies on the efficacy of WCF have mostly been restricted to certain linguistic error categories,
such as the English article system. Only a few studies reported on the effects of error correction
for linguistic categories other than English articles such as the hypothetical conditional, tense,
and prepositions. Shintani et al. (2014) examined effects of WCF on the accurate use of English
articles and the hypothetical conditional. They divided participants into five groups and
provided feedback as follows: (1) meta-linguistic explanations, (2) focused DF, (3) meta-
linguistic explanations with revisions, (4) focused DF with revisions, and (5) no corrective
feedback (control group). Their findings illustrated that both metalinguistic explanations and
DF resulted in accuracy gains for the hypothetical conditional, but not for English articles. Also,
DF showed more positive evidence for the correct use of the hypothetical conditional, the
effects of which lasted longer than metalinguistic explanations when a 4-week delayed posttest
was administered. The relative effects of WCF for the two different linguistic structures were
explained by the assertion that participants paid more attention to the feedback provided for
more salient and semantically functional structures (hypothetical conditional) when the writing
task was found to be difficult.

Sheen et al. (2009) investigated whether the effectiveness of WCF varied according to
linguistic targets (English articles, copula ‘be’, regular past tense ‘ed’, irregular past tense, and
temporal and locative prepositions [e.g., at, in, on]). They formed three treatment groups
(focused feedback, unfocused feedback, and writing practice) and one control group, and found
that the focused group and the writing practice group outperformed the control group in the use
of English articles in a 9-week delayed posttest. The accuracy gains of the focused feedback

group were greater than those of the writing practice group. As for the overall accuracy of the
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five linguistic forms, the focused feedback and the writing practice group outperformed the
control group in the immediate posttest, but not in the delayed posttest. They concluded that
focused feedback was more effective than unfocused feedback, explaining that the participants
could better process feedback provided for one single grammatical feature rather than for a
variety of linguistic errors, which were apt to be provided unsystematically, i.e., some errors
would be corrected while others would not.

L2 writing researchers also addressed different levels of improvement depending on
different linguistic error categories (Bitchener et al., 2005; Ferris, 2006; Ferris & Roberts, 2001;
Lalande, 1982). Lalande (1982) compared the relative effectiveness of coded feedback (IF)
combined with error awareness treatment and DF on 12 error categories (11 grammatical errors
and spelling error). Coded feedback in the study referred to marking errors with codes and
having students correct their errors based on the codes that teachers provided. Though statistical
significance was not achieved, Lalande concluded that the coded feedback group outperformed
the DF group in 11 out of 12 error categories. However, Truscott (2007) indicated that the
accuracy gains in Lalande’s study were statistically insignificant except for the potential effect
of WCF on orthographic errors.

Bitchener et al. (2005) compared the effects of different types of feedback on the three
most frequent linguistic errors: prepositions, the past simple tense, and the definite article. They
divided 53 intermediate migrant students into three groups: (1) DF, (2) a combination of
explicit feedback and a five-minute writing conference, and (3) no feedback. The participants
completed a total of four writing tasks, 250 words in length for 12 weeks. The results showed
no significant difference in overall accuracy improvement (merging three types of errors into
one) across the three groups. However, the effects on separate linguistic categories presented a

different result. The participants in the group that received a combination of feedback
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significantly improved their accuracy in the use of the past simple tense and the definite article,
whereas no significant difference in the use of prepositions was reported between the three
groups. The researchers explained that prepositions were less amenable to WCF because they
are more idiosyncratic than the other two categories, the past simple tense and the definite
article, which are determined by a set of rules.

Ferris (2006) examined the differing effects of WCF on 15 types of errors (word choice,
verb tense, verb form, word form, articles, singular-plural, pronouns, run-on, fragment,
punctuation, spelling, sentence structure, informal, idiom, subject-verb agreement, and
miscellaneous). The results indicated that short term improvement in verb errors (from one
draft to another) was not significant while verb category errors (verb tense and verb form)
showed the most progress for editing in the long term (one semester). Ferris explained that 75
percent of the IF provided for verb errors was beneficial to the participants, as it drew their
attention and helped them resolve problems. For sentence structures, 85 percent of feedback
was provided directly, which led to students’ successful revisions in the short-term, but no
lasting effects in the long-term.

Ferris and Roberts (2001) examined the relative efficacy of WCF on five different error
categories. They reduced 15 linguistic error categories (Ferris, 2006) to five (verbs, noun
endings, articles, wrong words, and sentence structures) and investigated the effects of
feedback depending on error types. They found that all five error types were amenable to WCF
(both coded and uncoded feedback), indicating that the error correction rate ranged from 47%
(sentence structure) to 60% (articles). This result suggests that even the sentence structure
errors that had been categorized as untreatable errors were amenable to IF to some extent.
4.1.3. WCF Efficacy on Different Linguistic Categories in a KFL Context

Some WCF studies conducted in KSL or KFL contexts have yielded varying effects of
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feedback on different categories of errors. A small-scale study (E. J. Kim, 2002) examined
whether IF could improve KFL learners’ linguistic accuracy over time. The participants were
5 HLs of Korean enrolled in an intermediate Korean class at a university in the USA. Out of
135 newly written texts, a total of 941 errors were identified and sorted into four categories:
spelling errors, lexical errors, grammatical errors, and discourse (pragmatic) errors. The results
showed that discourse (pragmatic) errors were significantly reduced, while the other three error
categories were not amenable to IF.

Another study (E. S. Park et al., 2016) conducted at a university in the USA compared
the self-editing abilities of KFL learners between a beginning group (19 students from two
sections of Elementary II) and an intermediate group (21 students from two sections of
Intermediate II) upon receiving IF (underlining). The participants (N = 40) enrolled in intact
Korean classes wrote weekly journals on different topics covered in class and self-edited their
errors underlined by an instructor. A total of 4019 errors were counted in 162 written journals
that had been collected over a span of six weeks. Among the four types of errors they
categorized (tense and conjugation (TC) errors, orthographic (OR) errors, particle (PA) errors,
and lexical (LE) errors), the only significant difference found between the two groups was the
rate of PA correction (¢ = -2.813, p = .008); the intermediate group outperformed the beginning
group in correcting their PA errors.

O.Y. Kim and E. S. Park (2017) presented the result that KSL learners, sorted into
elementary (level 1, 2) and intermediate (level 3, 4) groups, responded to IF inconsistently.
Their error correction rates ranged from 0% to 57%, depending on error types. The participants
enrolled in the Korean Language Program at a university in Seoul were asked to write a one-
page composition about differentiated topics appropriate for their level and submit their

revisions after editing the errors marked by the researchers (underlining). A total of 484 errors
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were categorized into five types: verb conjugation (VC) errors, orthographic (OR) errors,
particle (PA) errors, lexical (LE) errors, and word order (WO) errors. The results revealed that
the elementary group produced significantly more OR errors (¢ = -2.47, p = .02) while the
intermediate group made significantly more LE errors (¢ = -4.10, p = .00). With regard to the
learners’ self-correction rates, no statistical significance was found for all error categories
between the two proficiency groups; both groups benefited from IF, particularly in correcting
treatable errors such as OR and PA errors. The elementary group self-corrected OR errors (37%)
and PA errors (49%) while the intermediate group self-corrected OR errors (36%) and PA errors
(35%). Meanwhile, lexical errors were found to be the least amenable to teachers’ feedback.
The participants in the elementary group (33%) showed a slightly higher self-correction rate
for LE errors than those in the intermediate group (21%).

Although statistical significance was not met, the research (O. Y. Kim & E. S. Park,
2017) results showed that the elementary group exhibited a higher correction rate for both PA
and LE errors compared to the intermediate group, which runs counter to the assumption that
IF benefits learners with higher-proficiency levels. This also contradicts the findings in the
aforementioned study (E. S. Park et al., 2016) that claimed learners belonging to higher-
proficiency groups were more capable of editing their PA errors. O. Y. Kim and E. S. Park
(2017) attributed this discrepancy to the KSL environment where the participants were exposed
to abundant language input, especially informal input. In spoken Korean, subject particles (-,
ka) and object particles (-u/, -lul) are often omitted in informal contexts. They speculated that
higher-proficiency learners were more likely to understand aural inputs, and their
overgeneralization in spoken language might have led to the omission of particles in their
written texts in Korean. The length of their stay in Korea, which ranged from 8 months to 3.5

years might have affected their frequent omission of particles, and, therefore, decreased their
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linguistic knowledge about using particles.

E. S. Park (2009), though not directly addressing the effect of WCF, investigated
whether learners could perceive certain types of errors better than others when receiving
implicit feedback (underlining). Eighteen KFL participants enrolled in an intact Korean class
in the USA were asked to correct their errors if they knew how to correct them. Meanwhile,
they left comments about the errors in their L1 (English) if they did not know how to correct
them and wrote nothing if they could not identify what the error was. The results showed that
their perception rate of orthography errors was highest (94.4%), followed by particle errors
(77.8%), which is in line with the findings of O. Y. Kim and E. S. Park’s study (2017)-a higher
self-correction rate in orthography and particle errors.

4.2. Research Question

Most of the aforementioned studies on the varying effects of feedback depending on
error types were limited to ESL or EFL learners’ English compositions. One exceptional study
was Lalande’s (1982) classroom research that examined the writing development of German
language learners. More L2 writing studies about languages other than English are deemed
necessary to generalize the effectiveness of WCF on different linguistic error categories.

In KSL or KFL contexts, as stated above, only a few studies have examined whether
there is variation in the effect of WCF on different linguistic targets. A number of these
previous WCF studies, however, have measured accuracy through either test scores or revisions,
but not for new pieces of writing. Some of them also did not include a control group. E. S. Park
(2009) examined KFL learners’ perception of implicit feedback across different types of errors
and reported the effect of feedback based on test scores. Other studies (E. S. Park et al., 2016;
0O.Y. Kim & E. S. Park, 2017) compared the effects of feedback for two experimental groups

in the absence of a control group and measured accuracy in text revisions. As Truscott noted,
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their explicit knowledge acquired from text revisions via teachers’ feedback could not be
transferred to their implicit knowledge in newly written texts after a longer period of time. E.
J. Kim’s (2002) study measured accuracy in five HLs’ new texts, but the small sample size (n
= 5) prevented any meaningful generalizations to be made about KFL classrooms in which
about half of KFL learners are NHLs.

In attempt to avoid earlier WCF studies’ flaws in research designs, the current study has
included a control group and examined variations in the effect of different types of WCF on
different linguistic errors. Also, error analysis was conducted for four newly written texts that
addressed four different writing prompts during one semester. The conditions of writing were
kept identical across groups, that is, the same writing prompts were provided for all groups and
the time for writing during class (10 minutes) was equally allotted. The second research

question is stated below.

RQ 2. Is there variation in the effect of WCF on particular error categories in Korean

composition?

The occurrence of untreatable errors can be attributed to idiosyncratic linguistic features
as stated above; however, the effectiveness of error correction highly depends on the learners
who take control of noticing and editing their errors when receiving teachers’ feedback
(Bitchener & Storch, 2016). Multiple data including empirical evidence and KFL learners’
opinions in the open-ended questionnaire allowed for the triangulation of data and established
amore informed context within which to address the second research question. The open-ended
questionnaire (see Appendix C) was additionally administrated to ask the participants’ views

on the reasons why they repeated the same kinds of errors in the texts later in another context.
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Three supplementary questions were included to address the main question more effectively,
that is, the question concerning the strategies they employed to reduce errors and what they
considered to be the most effective feedback to follow. The final question asked whether they
thought that their writing had improved over the semester.

4.3. Method
4.3.1. Error Categorization

Error categorization in Korean composition has differed from one study to another. H.
M. Sohn (1986) examined frequent KFL learners’ errors and categorized them into four types:
nouns, verbs, adverbials, and Sino-Korean collocations. One previous EA study (M. O. Kim,
2001) analyzed 58 beginner KSL learners’ errors and divided them into seven types of errors:
particles, lexical errors, syntactic errors, connectives, grammatical errors, tense, and sentence
structure errors. J. Y. Suk and K. H. Ahn (2003) categorized the errors in accordance with the
subfields of linguistics: phonological errors, morphological errors, syntactic errors, lexical
errors, and discourse errors. E. J. Kim (2002) classified them as spelling errors, lexical errors,
grammatical errors, and discourse (pragmatic) errors. Y. J. Kim (2005) conceptualized three
broad categories: vocabulary, grammar, and discourse errors.

Adopting the error categorization of the two previous studies conducted in a KFL
setting (E. J. Kim, 2002; Y. J. Kim, 2005), the current study classified errors into four types:
spelling errors, lexical errors, grammatical errors, and discourse (pragmatic) errors (E .J. Kim,
2002). Errors were also identified with consideration for three linguistic aspects: form, meaning,
and usage (Y. J. Kim, 2005). The following are examples that emerged from current data.

1. Error in form

ks OFofl s (&2) HAN K.
onul acim-ey *pap-lul (pap-ul) mek-ess-eyo.
today morning-in meal-AC (meal-AC) eat-PST-POL

I had breakfast in the morning.



2. Error in meaning

HEHE (HI'& &b =57 HAN K.
pipimpap-to (pipimpap-kwa) swuntwupwu mek-ess-eyo.
Bibimbap-too (Bibimbap-and) Sundubu eat-PST-POL

1 ate Bibimbap and Sundubu.

3. Error in usage

FRHS s4s TEHROR. (H2M0R)

pwumonimtul chwungkyek-ul pat-ass-eyo. (pat-usy-ess-—-eyo)

my parents shock-AC receive-PST-POL (receive-SH-PST-POL)
My parents got shocked.

Four broad categories of errors include several subtypes as shown in Table 4.1.
Table 4. 1

Subtypes of Each Grammatical Category

Categories of errors Subtypes of each category

1. Spelling errors e phonological process
(resyllabification, palatalization, epenthetic s, # weakening,
consonant assimilation)
e omission/ insertion
e colloquial speech

2. Lexical errors e word choice
(literal translation, word coinage, synonym, collocation)
e code-switching
e omission/ insertion

3. Grammatical errors e final ending
e particle
e nominalizer
e negation
e numeral
e counter
e word order
e relativizer
e clausal connective

4. Discourse and e inconsistent speech level
pragmatic errors e honorifics
e adverbial connective
e topic particle
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The following section presents the subtypes and examples of each error category.
4.3.1.1. Spelling Errors

Spelling errors result mainly from phonological processes, omissions, insertions, and
colloquial speech. With the participants’ infrequent exposure to written Korean in mind, the
current study excluded recurring spelling errors found in loan words (e.g., *z2 2 (Z2 2], *
ARt [AFY], *3 1| [#m]) and toponyms (e.g., *29t7[7| [2t0]7]7]], *Ae|~ [A9|A]). The following are
subtypes and examples of the spelling errors that emerged from the participants’ written texts.
e phonological process

» resyllabification

He <loj orslg ot *mAe (o)
ce—-nun weley achim-ul an mek-eyo (mek-eyo)
I-TC usually breakfast-AC not eat-POL

I don’t usually eat breakfast.

» palatalization

oz O et SOFA[L,
ettun tay chinkwu-hako swulmasi-ko,
sometimes friend-with drink-and
*7LX (Zol) 2t

kachi (kathi) nol-ayo.

together play-POL

Sometimes I drink and hang out with my friend.

» epenthetic s

N i A (REHUAM A&
cenyek kkuthna-ko chacip (chascip)-eyse cha-1lul
dinner end-and teashop-at tea-AC
OFA| A Lt e ZolM Ea2totg Hte.
masi-kena chinkwu cip-eyse tulama-1lul pw—ayo.
drink-or friend house-at drama-AC watch-POL

After dinner, I drink tea at the teashop or watch soap operas at my friend’s house.

» h weakening

M N T of s 2 B G o o))
kulayse ca-ki cenay cennaki (cenhwaki)
SO sleep-NOM before phone
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Aq WEDZA HER.
su-ko naysthuphiliksu p-ayo.
use—-and Netflix see-POL

So, I use my phone and watch the shows on Netflix before sleeping.

> consonant assimilation

ct o 7 o
ta ha-1 ke ha-n
everything do-RL thing do-RL
& *ZH[5ta (EH[5t1)

ca-1 cwumpiha-ko (cwunpiha-ko)
sleep-RL ready-and

CH=Of
taumey
after

ire.
c-ayo.
sleep—-POL

1 get ready for bed and sleep after I am done with everything I need to do.

e omission

Ne AR ().

ce-nun kopwu (kongpwu) hay-yo
I-TC study-POL

1 studpy.

e insertion

Of K ot e (€8 Alof]
ecey achim ilkkop (ilkop) si-ey
yesterday morning 7 o’clock-at

Yesterday, I got up at seven in the morning.

e colloquial speech

Y HOl & *HE
sensayngnim-i cikum mo-lul
teacher-NM now something-AC
o Mmata USH=M

te ssu-la-ko malsumhay-ss—-nuntay
more write-IM-QT say-PST-circumstance

A teacher told me to write something more.

4.3.1.2. Lexical Errors

2of 5t
ilen-ass-e.
get up-PST-INT

(#7t8)
(mwenka-1ul)

Lexical errors refer to the errors that occurred in independent words (e.g., noun,

pronoun), collocations, and idiomatic expressions. In the case of verbs or adjectives, lexical

errors were confined to the errors that emerged in the stem or root of verbs/adjectives that have
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a specific meaning (Y. J. Kim, 2005). Lexical errors include word choice errors, code-switching,

and errors that result from omission and insertion.

e word choice errors

Word choice errors include lexical errors that resulted from literal translation from L1

(English), word coinage, synonyms, and collocations.

>

literal translation

*CHERS = LIXOpR} (2o{LtH)
tulenwuwe-ul kkuthna-camaca (ilena-myen)
lying-AC end-as soon as (get up-if)

o =g H+3i2

ippal ttak-ko seyswuhay-yo.
teeth brush-and wash face-POL

1 brush my teeth and wash my face *as soon as 1 finish lying down (if I get up).

word coinage

k= L=

onul na-nun
today I-TC

=g S|
swuep swukcey
class homework

Mz
sayngkakhay-ss—-nuntey
think-PST-but

*34a| s

(zunsg

oo="
kwanlihak (kyengyenghak)
management (business administration)
ACtD

eps—-ess—-ta-ko
not exist-PST-DC-QT

g0l 8!
iss-ess-eyo!
exist-PST-POL

1 thought there was no assignment for *management (business administration) class, but

there was.

synonym

2NN 22|
mwusew-ese wuli
scared-and so we

*OIAZIN R
isak-ass-eyo
move to a house-PST-POL

2 I

ttalun cali-lo

another place-to
=702).

(olmky-ess-eyo) .
(move-PST-POL)

We felt scared, so we *moved to another house (moved to another place).
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> collocation

B Al Aok Lt
enul-un nalsi keynchanha-ntey na
today-TC weather nice-circumstance I
reed| ZHorM R &7l 230l R)
kamki pata-s-eyo (kamkiey kelly-ess-eyo)
cold receive-PST-POL (cold catch-PST-POL)

The weather is nice today, but I *received (caught) a cold.

code-switching

W) 2o *BAND (HHE) ZMEE

cinan cwumal-ey BAND (payntu) khonsethu-1lul
last weekend-on band concert-AC
AR K.

iss-ess-eyo.
exist-PST-POL
Last weekend, there was a concert of our band.

omission

T2 (ChE &) OFEoff 9Al0f

taum (taum nal) achim-ey 9-si-ey
next (next day) morning-in 9-0’clock-at
LojLt OESE= HOo{R.

ilena-ko achim-ul mek-eyo.

get up-and breakfast-AC eat-POL

The next morning, I get up at 9 and have breakfast.
(In Korean, the insertion of ‘day’ after ‘the next’ is required.)

insertion

Y of +ele 10A]

ilpene swuep-un 10-si

Japanese class-TC 10-o’clock

*HHI) 2 (10A] HHEE])

pan-ttay-pwuthe (10-si-pan-pwuthe)

30-when-from (10-0’clock-30-from)

*11:20A] [§77EX (11:2077FX)) oa.
11:20-si-ttay-kkaci (11:20-kkaci) iss-eyo.
11:20-0’clock-when-to (11:20-to) have-POL

I have a Japanese class* from when 10:30 to when 11:20 (from 10:30 to 11:20).
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4.3.1.3. Grammatical Errors
Grammatical errors include final ending, particle, nominalizer, negation, numeral,
counter, word order, relativizer, clausal connective errors, and so on.

e final ending
Table 4. 2

Examples of Final Endings

Examples
Transitive/ 29l 10A]Etof| =0 7t
mfransitive  kumyoil-ey 10-si-pan-ey swuep-ey ka-ko
Friday-on 10-o’'clock-30-at class-to go-and
3A[0f =Y *EUR. (BULR)
3-si-ey swuep-1i kkuthnayyo (kkuthnayo)
3-0o’clock-at class—-NM finish (be over)

I go to class at 10:30 on Friday, and classes *finish (are over) at 3.

Tense E% |—|‘E _7|c_|:|E|-0"
pothong na-nun cwumal-ey
usually I-TC weekend-on
ol 9 sl L)

ilhay-ss-eyo (ilhay-vyo)
work-PST-POL (work—-POL)

1 usually *worked (work) on weekends.

Conjugation  z=gkoj| 3 Q #1019)
cwumal-ey swe-yo (swi-eyo)
weekend-on rest-POL (rest-POL)

I take a rest on the weekend.

Sentence mjo|mHZ OpX| H CHs =7t
ender phayiphe-1lul machi-myen taum cwu-ka
paper—-AC finish-if next week-NM
ARt B #2 Hole)
siwunka pwa-yo (swiwul ke-yeyyo)

guess easy-POL (will be easy-POL)
If I finish writing the paper, it *is guessed to (will) be easier next week.
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particle
Table 4. 3

Examples of Particles

Examples
Nominative o= E| OfAio it}
(i/ka) mikhu thi masy-ess-u ttay
milk tea drink-PST-RL when
=30 (E30D a2 e.
hongkhong-ey (hongkhong-1) kuliw-eyo.
Hong Kong-in (Hong Kong-NM) miss-POL
I miss Hong Kong when drinking milk tea.
Accusative otdg 32 Ch2of e
(ul/lul) achim-ul mek-un taumey nayil
breakfast-AC eat-RL after tomorrow
*= K7t (FHS) Aojg.
swukcey-ka (swukcey-1lul) hay-ss-eyo.
homework-NM (homework-AC) do-PST-POL
After breakfast, I did my homework for tomorrow.
Locative 2| g *St 0 0
(ey/ese) kuntey mwe hakkyo-ey
place but DM school-at;static
(BrmOj| ) ApsoE
(hakkyo-eyse) chinkwutul-ilang
(school-at;dynamic) friends-with
oHe T A0 HEOLR.
manna-1 sSwu lss-ese kwaynchanh-ayo.
meet-RL can-and so alright-POL
But it is alright to meet my friends at school.
Locative *otd  (obdol) YofLtRH
(ey) achim (achim-ey) ilena-myen
time morning (morning-in) get up-if
HX ARSI 2.
mence syawehay-vyo.
first take a shower-POL

If I get up in the morning, I take a shower first.

89



Comitative *H|Hld Gl )

(wa/kwa) pipimpap-to (pipimpap-kwa)
Bibimbap-also (Bibimbap-and)
eE= %40l 2.
swuntwupwu mek-ess-eyo.
Sundubu eat-PST-POL
I ate Bibimbap and Sundubu.

Other particles #9012 Lty Hof
swuep-ul kkuthna-ki ceney
class-AC end-NOM before
THEEZUE RJEE Ado=)
hayntuphon-ayp-1lo (hayntuphon ayp-ulo)
mobile phone-app-with (mobile phone app-with)
g4 FE2gc
umsik-ul cwumwunha-p-ni-ta.
food-AC order-AH-IN-DC
1 order food using an app on my phone before classes are over.

nominalizer

TAl gtof Ao (2o{Ltz1)7t

T-si pan-ey ilena-1-ki (ilena-ki) ka
7-o’clock 30-at get up-RL-NOM (get up-NOM)NM
=2 gE0a.

nomwu himtul-ess-eyo.

very difficult-PST-POL

It was very difficult to get up at 7:30.

negation

X2 =K 7t EAY of S Etof
kulehciman swukcey-ka manh-ase eceys-pam-ey
but homework-NM many-and so yesterday-night-at
3A|ZE SOl (&) Moj.

3-sikan pakkey an (mos) c—-ass-eyo.
3-hours only don’ t (can’t) sleep-PST-POL

But I had a lot of homework, so I slept for only three hours.

numeral

se *g
onul-un yuk
today-TC 6;S

ino-Korean
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Y= Lo{&tol 8.

samsippwun-ey ilen-ass-eyo.

30-at get up-PST-POL

1 got up at 6:30 today.

counter

TR0 2= ol (A& gt 7H)
swuyoil-i swiom han-tay (sihem han-kay)
Wednesday—-NM test one-counter for a car (test one-counter)
A0 8 ! =M A0 8.

iss-yo hako swukcey-to iss-eyo.

have-POL and homework-also have-POL

I have one test and homework on Wednesday.

word order

Asota *HA O BO| (ko] H2 20f)
entongha-ko meke-hoey manhi (manhi mek-un hwuey)
exercise-and eat-after a lot (a lot eat-RL after)
39| & o a.

hoyuy-1lul k-ass-eyo.

meeting-AC go-PST-POL

I attended the meeting after exercising and eating a lot.

relativizer

o2 (g 3 CHof oz HPE

1l-ul (1l-ul ha-n) taumey yeca chinkwu-1lul
work-AC (work-AC do-RL) after girl friend-AC
DHLEM HEO 7.

mann-ase wenlwum-ey ka-yo.

meet-and so studio-to go—-POL

I meet my girlfriend and go to my studio after work.

clausal connective (e.g., —ase/-ese)

CH2 oF&of 9A|Of

taum achim-ey 9-si-ey

next morning-in 9-0’clock-at

QoL (ZO{LIA) OESE=, HA Q.

ilena-ko (i1len-ase) achim-ul mek-eyo.

get up-and (get up-and then) breakfast-AC eat-POL

The next morning, I get up at 9 and have breakfast.
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KFL learners often commit errors when attaching clausal connectives or sentence
enders to verbs or adjectives, which can be classified either as spelling errors or as conjugation
errors. The categorization between them is not clear-cut. Some linguists classified them as
spelling errors, viewing that a consonant or vowel was incorrectly inserted or omitted (M. O.
Kim, 2001; D. E. Lee, 2007), while others categorized them as conjugation errors (E. J. Kim,
2002). The current study categorized them as conjugation errors that fall under grammatical
errors. This reflects the fact that grammatical rules such as the use of the copular ieyyo at the
end of a consonant and yeyyo at the end of a vowel are being taught at the beginning level of
Korean classes. In addition, the conjugation of verbs or adjectives requires specific
grammatical knowledge, such as deletion (e.g., ‘u’ deletion, ‘I’ deletion) and irregular verbs
(e.g., ‘t’ irregular verb ‘p’ irregular verb, ‘/u’ irregular verb, ‘ye’ irregular verb). For this reason,
conjugation errors in this study were counted as grammatical errors.
4.3.1.4. Discourse and Pragmatic Errors

Errors that occurred beyond the sentence level were categorized as discourse and
pragmatic errors. They include inconsistent speech level, honorifics and humble expressions,
adverbial connectives, and topic particles. Below are examples of them.

e inconsistent speech level

Of K or SHEAl

ecey achim ilkkop-si

yesterday morning seven-o’clock

Lo R, o) = Z0
ilen—-ass-e. (n-ass-eyo) chinkwu kathi
get up-PST-INT (get up-PST-POL) friend together
HESE7HOf| o, =Mt FRIX|2
pataska-ey k-ass-eyo. nalssi-ka chwuwe-ciman
sea-to go—-PST-POL weather-NM cold-but
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*M O] ARAS. (oAt R)

caymiiss-ess-e. (caymiiss-ess-eyo)

fun-PST-INT (fun-PST-POL)

Yesterday, I got up at 7 in the morning. I went to the sea with my friend. It was cold, but it was

fun.

honorifics

L 2oHs 5742

nay pwumonimtul chwungkyek-ul

my parents shock-AC

AN L. (Aexole)

pat-ass-eyo. (pat-usy-ess—-eyo)

receive-PST-POL (receive-SH-PST-POL)

My parents got shocked.

A Fof R MY A A7 £
cinan cwumal-ey ce—-nun ceyil chinha-n chinkwu sayngil
last weekend-on I-TC most close-RL friend Dbirthday
*LIE[S| T 0 R (ZHE| S 3 FAK).
phathihaycwu-sy-ess-eyo (phathi-1ul hay cwu-ess-eyo).
give a party-SH-PST-POL (party-AC give-PST-POL)

Last weekend, I gave a birthday party for my best fiiend.

adverbial connective (e.g., kuliko, kulayse)

Lt= L B (tap) XF=(jazz) 2t
na-nun palley-wa thayp (tap) ~kwa cyacu (jazz) -wa
I-TC ballet-and tap-and jazz-and

gets Z0t5t=0 of2{{l K.

hiphap-ul cohaha-nuntey elyew-eyo.

hiphop-AC like-but difficult-POL

=2 Ak HojAA K.

kuliko (kulayto) caymiiss-eyo.

and (though) fun-POL

1 like ballet, tap, jazz, and hip-hop dance, but they are difficult. It is fun, though.

topic particle (e.g., —un/-nun)

X't O (FE2) o =ot FEoloa.
cinan cwumal-ey (cwumal-un) phikonha-n cwumal-i-eyyo.
Last weekend-on (weekend-TC) tiring-RL weekend-be-POL

Last weekend was tiring.
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4.3.2. Reliability

Two raters labeled the errors, and our categorizations and subtypes of the four error
types were presented in the previous section. In identifying errors and classifying them into
categories, the rate of agreement between the researcher and the teacher reached 88%. Intra-
rater reliability was calculated based on two sets of grammatical scores. The second set of
grammatical scores was calculated by the same researcher after 8 months. The intra-rater
correlation between the two sets of scores was .94.
4.3.3. Accuracy Score

Following the methodology of Bitchener et al. (2005), and Bitchener and Knoch
(2010), accuracy score (See obligatory occasion analysis in Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 80)
was calculated as the percentage of the correct usage of the target linguistic form out of total
obligatory occasions (n correct suppliance in contexts/ total obligatory contexts x 100). For
instance, three correct uses of particles out of 10 mandatory particle occurrences were
calculated as 30 % of accuracy performance in the usage of particles.

4.4. Data Collection and Analysis

All the participants in the three different groups were asked to write during class for
10-15 minutes on different topics that were given weekly, which totaled to 11 writings during
the course of one semester. The errors identified in four of the written texts (See Table 3.4)—
week 3 (My Day - pretest), week 7 (My Travels), week 11 (Introduce Your Friend), and week
14 (My Weekend - posttest)-were analyzed for this study. It is important to note that not
everyone completed all 11 paragraphs because some of them were occasionally absent. A
repeated measures ANOVA as well as GEE that is known to handle missing data and time-
dependent covariate properly, were chosen for appropriate analyses in this study. The open-

ended questionnaire was also administrated during class in week 12 to examine KFL learners’
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opinions about the possible reasons for the errors that they repeated. All of the participants (N
=77) completed the open-ended questionnaire in week 12.
4.4.1. Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed by SPSS version 20.0 with an assigned significance level of p
= .05. In addressing the second research question, two different statistical analyses were
conducted: a two-way repeated measures ANOVA and GEE. It is common that longitudinal
studies include some missing values, and the current study was not an exception. Therefore,
two traditional methods were employed to handle missing data: data imputation for ANOVA
and available-data analysis for GEE (Fitzmaurice et al., 2011). Namely, a two-way repeated
measures ANOVA was performed after replacing missing values with the median, and GEE
was conducted to analyze the incomplete data that were partially missing.
4.4.1.1. A Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA Analysis

As was the issue for data related to the first research question, the data for the second
research question also did not satisfy the assumption of a normal distribution. Since ANOVA
results were reported to be robust to non-normal data under homogeneity as aforementioned in
Chapter 3, a repeated measures ANOVA was chosen as a valid analysis for the current study.
Another important issue in performing an ANOVA for this study lay in missing data due to the
fact that ANOVA eliminates the overall data of some students who did not submit all of their
writings. Excluding some students with incomplete data not only reduced the sample size (a
total of 25 participants' data should have been eliminated: direct[n = 7], DWCF [n =
14], control group [n = 4]) but also failed to capture KFL students’ accuracy development in
the actual classroom. Hence, before running an ANOVA, the median value in each group was
imputed to replace missing data (only the data that had time at one level were excluded) and

retain statistical power. However, imputation can produce an imprecise result by calculating
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biased estimates if the missing value is an outcome variable in a small data set (Cohen et al.,
2003). Therefore, an alternative statistical analysis, GEE was additionally performed to handle
missing data more properly.
4.4.1.2. GEE (Generalized Estimating Equations) Modeling

GEE, introduced by Liang and Zeger (1986), is an extension of a generalized linear
model used to analyze longitudinal dependent data. This statistical technique was additionally
selected for the following reasons. Data in the current study were not normally distributed; p-
value (p < .05) was significant in both Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. The
number of participants in each group varied (DF [n = 28], DWCF [r = 38], control [n = 11]),
and some students’ scores were missing due to their absences (particles [5.2%], clausal
connectives [10.7%], final endings [5.2%]). The advantages of GEE are known that (1) GEE
can handle non-normal distributed dependent data, (2) GEE is flexible to a different number of
participants in each group, and (3) GEE is robust to incomplete data, provided that data are
missing completely at random (MCAR) (Ghisletta & Spini, 2004).

GEE uses population-averaged (marginal) parameters, which represent “the averaged
effect of a unit change in the predictors for the whole population” (Ghisletta & Spini, 2004, p.
423). This means that GEE maximizes the predictability of population-averaged effects of the
variable, rather than that of subject-level effects. Hence, the population-averaged model does
not include random subject effects that are derived from the joint distribution of a subject’s
observation, which is assumed to be normal. Furthermore, a repeated measures ANOVA is
calculated based on an ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation that assumes a normal
distribution with balanced designs, whereas GEE uses the population-level equation that
efficiently handles correlated and heteroscedastic residual. GEE assumes no specific

distribution but requires only the likelihood for marginal distribution and a working correlation
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matrix. Finally, a repeated measures ANOVA uses listwise deletion on cases with missing in
the wide structure data. This means that the entire data of one person are to be eliminated if at
least one data point is missing, which results in a reduction of the sample size. On the other
hand, GEE uses long structure repeated data, which incorporates all available data and thereby
handles missing data in a more sophisticated way by using maximum likelihood estimation
(Ghisletta & Spini, 2004; Muth et al., 2015).

GEE method assumes that (1) the outcome variable is linearly related to the predictors;
(2) the observations in different clusters are independent, although within-cluster observations
may be dependent; and (3) GEE requires a relatively high number of clusters. A sufficient
number of clusters differ depending on several factors such as the correlation parameters and
the average cluster size. However, a practically acceptable number of cluster size for GEE is
more than 30 but no fewer than 10. (Norton et al., 1996; Ghisletta & Spini, 2004). The data in
the current study mostly satisfied the GEE assumptions mentioned above, but the number of
cluster size was not considered to be large enough. Therefore, the current study performed both
the ANOVA and GEE to compensate for the defects of each analysis.

Before conducting GEE, Little’s MCAR test was first performed to see if the missing
data were MCAR or not. When significant, the null hypothesis that the missing data are MCAR
is rejected. A missing value analysis indicated that Little’s MCAR test was not significant and
that missing data were MCAR as evidenced by (1) particles, y2(8) = 5.68, p = .683; (2) clausal
connectives, ¥2(9) = 14.62, p = .102; and (3) final endings, y2(8) = 6.53, p = .588. Thus, the
current data fulfilled the prerequisite required for conducting GEE. The outcome variables were
negatively skewed, and a normal distribution with a power link was selected.

I also examined which correlation structure was appropriate for my data set. GEE

provides quasi-likelihood under the independence model criterion (QIC) value to select a
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working correlation structure, i.e., within-subject dependencies. The correlation structure with
the smaller value obtained from QIC suggests a better model fit for GEE. The lowest QIC value
for the outcome variable in the current study was found to be a model with unstructured
correlation (the most general correlation which requires the most correlation parameters and
degrees of freedom of any structure) and exchangeable structure (correlation is assumed to be
equal between subjects over time). Although Pearson correlation analysis revealed that
unstructured correlation best represented the outcome variable of the final endings in my data
set, I selected an autoregressive structure (correlation is assumed to diminish exponentially
over time). An unstructured correlation structure is not recommended for a small sample size
with incomplete data because it is a complicated structure that allows the most parameters and
degrees of freedom (Muth et al., 2015). Hence, for the present study, GEE was implemented
with either an exchangeable or autoregressive correlation structure.
4.4.2. The Open-Ended Questionnaire

I typed all of the participants’ answers in an Excel spreadsheet and coded the data by
categorizing them into similar themes. For example, the following comment made by one
student (Kate), “It's most likely just out of practice/lack of practice. Aside from the 50-minute
class and 1-2 hours of homework time outside of class, there are not many chances to write in
Korean,” was categorized into two different codes: insufficient effort and limited exposure to
Korean. After tallying the frequency of each code per question, the percentage (the number of
the respondents divided by the total respondents [N = 77]) was calculated.

4.5. Results

The number of errors tallied from the pretest writings and the percentages of four broad

error categories are presented in Table 4.4. The most frequent errors were grammatical errors,

followed by spelling errors, lexical errors, and discourse (pragmatic) errors. The most recurrent
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error category, grammatical errors (47.5%), occupied almost half of the total errors, which has
led the current study to examine the effectiveness of error treatment on grammatical errors. In
order to examine how WCF affects accuracy performance for grammatical errors, the
frequency for subtypes of grammatical errors was also analyzed.

Table 4. 4

The Percentages of Errors

Rank Error category Number of errors Total errors
(Frequency) (N=1072)
| Grammatical error 509 47.5%
2 Spelling error 343 32.0%
3 Lexical error 180 16.8%
4 Discourse and pragmatic error 40 3.7%
Table 4. 5

The Percentages of Grammatical Errors

Rank Subtypes of Number of Total number of grammatical
(Frequency) grammatical errors errors errors (N = 509)
1 Particle 238 46.76%
2 Clausal connective 106 20.83%
3 Final ending 75 14.73%
4 Relative 47 9.23%
5 Word order 14 2.75%
6 Nominalizer 10 1.96%
7 Numeral 7 1.38%
8 Counter 4 0.79%
9 Plural 3 0.59%
10 Negation 3 0.59%
11 Adverb 2 0.39%

As shown in Table 4.5, students experienced the greatest amount of difficulty with the
use of particles, clausal connectives, and final endings. 82.32 percent of grammatical errors
were centered on three subtypes of grammatical errors: particles (46.76%), clausal connectives
(20.83%), and final endings (14.73%). Hence, this study examined how different types of

feedback affected the accuracy improvement for these three subtypes of grammatical errors
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when producing new texts.

Table 4.6 presents the numbers and percentages of the three most recurrent
grammatical errors by groups. Due to a small sample size, the total number of errors committed
by the control group was relatively smaller than the two treatment groups, but the percentages
of errors in each grammatical category show no big difference among the three groups.

Table 4. 6

The Percentages of Recurring Errors (by Treatment Feedback)

Group Total grammatical Particles'® Clausal Final

errors by groups connectives endings

Control (n =11) 64 31 15 11
48.44% 23.44% 17.19%

DF (n = 28) 189 96 35 26
50.79% 18.52% 13.76%

DWCF (n = 38) 256 111 56 38
43.36% 21.88% 14.84%

Total 509 238 106 75
46.76% 20.83% 14.73%

4.5.1. The Effects of WCF on the Combined Linguistic Errors

Before addressing the effect of feedback on each error category, this study examined
whether there was a difference in the effect of error treatment on the errors, after which the
three different error categories were combined into one larger error category. As shown in Table
4.7 and Figure 4.1, the control group and the DF group showed a similar pattern of accuracy
development; the mean accuracy scores for both groups increased from week 3 to week 7 but

declined in week 11. Students in the DWCF group gradually improved their mean accuracy

16 Subtypes of particle errors were categorized into the following: locative particles (n = 63, 26.47%),
accusative particles (n = 55, 23.11%), nominative particles (n = 50, 21.01%), delimiters (n = 21, 8.82%),
comitative particles (n = 16, 6.72%), and other particles (n = 11, 4.62%).
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scores from week 3 to week 11 but did not sustain the highest mean score in week 14.
Table 4. 7

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for the Combined Errors

Type of corrective feedback
Control DF DWCF
M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE
Week 3 79.89 9.69 3.07 7898  13.15 258 7894 1453 236
Week 7 82.53 12.84 454 8297 14.04 299 81.76 12.67 2.35
Week 11 78.95 9.73 324 79.72  13.59 272 8430 1145 2.02
Week 14 7833 1638 5.18 7842 16.39 3.10 80.54 14.01 227

Figure 4. 1

Overall Performance of the Combined Three Targeted Linguistic Errors
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Although the data violated a normal distribution, the assumption of the equality of
variances was met as evidenced by Leven’s test: (1) week3, F(2, 70) = 0.44, p = .649; (2) week7,
F(2,70)=0.99, p = .373; (3) weekll, F(2, 70) = 0.92, p = .405; and (4) week14, F(2, 70) =
0.97, p = .384. Thus, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was computed with the average
accuracy scores of the combined linguistic errors as a dependent variable and with Time (4
levels) and Treatment (3 levels) as independent variables. The results indicated that there was
no differential effect for any of the feedback at a significance level of 0.05, F(2, 70) = 0.36, p

=.699, #° = .01 and no significant difference for the interaction between Time and Treatment,
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F(6,210) = 1.09, p = .371, #° = .01. GEE result also revealed no significant difference in the
effect of error treatment among the three groups, Wald y2(2) = 0.20, p =.905 and no significant
interaction between Time and Treatment, Wald ¥2(6) = 4.20, p = .649. Since the progress in
acquiring certain linguistic categories varies depending on the learners’ developmental stages
of language learning (Truscott, 1996), the relative efficacy of WCF on each linguistic category
was examined.
4.5.2. Heritage versus Non-Heritage Learners

In advance of approaching the second research question, I also tested whether the
unbalanced number of HLs in each group affected the mean accuracy performance over time.
A mixed-model ANOVA test was performed for HLs by time, with the overall accuracy scores
of the three combined linguistic categories as the dependent variable to see whether the
disproportionate number of HLs in each group influenced the mean accuracy performance over
time. No significant difference was observed for the mean accuracy performance over time for
Heritage, F(1,71)=0.27, p = .604, #° = .00 as well as the Time x Heritage interaction, F(3,213)
=1.22, p=.303, #° = .01. GEE results also showed no significant difference between HLs and
NHLs: Heritage, Wald ¥2(1) = 0.01, p = .941, and the Heritage x Time Interaction, Wald x2(3)
= 2.82, p = .421. Confirming that the disproportionate number of HLs in each group had no
significant influence on the mean accuracy performance of the combined linguistic features
over the 14 weeks, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to examine how
different types of feedback affected the learners’ usage of each linguistic feature in terms of
accuracy. The results for particles will be presented first, followed by those of clausal
connectives and final endings.
4.5.3. RM ANOVA Results

This section reports whether different types of error treatment had a differential effect
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on each linguistic error using a two-way repeated measures ANOVA and GEE. The results
obtained from the ANOVA is presented first, followed by the results from the GEE.
4.5.3.1. Particles

The descriptive statistics (See Table 4.8) provide the mean, standard deviations, and
standard errors of the mean performance of particles over the 14 weeks for each group.
Whereas the students in the DWCF group did not produce great changes in the mean
accuracy scores of particles, those in the control group showed some gains and losses over
time. The statistical analysis was performed to examine if there was a differential effect of
error treatment on the mean accuracy performance of particles over time.
Table 4. 8

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for Particles

Type of corrective feedback

Control DF DWCF

M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE

Week 3 7733 16.12 471 7470 14.75 2.75 78.89  14.53 236
Week 7 80.09 1585 463 7850 15.46 2.90 79.10  15.00 243
Week 11 80.89 15.66 4.59 76.71 16.12 3.01 78.31 16.21  2.63
Week 14 7247 13.69 392 7595 18.13 3.38 79.78  15.17 246

Figure 4. 2

Mean Performances of Particles by Feedback (ANOVA)

82 00— Treatment
""" Control
- DF
80 00— - DWCF
2 78.00
o
<
wv
=
<
@
= 76.00
74 .00
72.00
T T T T
3 T 11 14
Week



Before running statistical analysis, I checked whether data in the current study met
ANOVA assumptions. The Shapiro-Wilk test result showed a significant departure from
normality (p < .05), and Levene’s tests result indicated the variances were homogenous
respectively: (1) week 3: F(2,72) = 0.40, p = .675; (2) week 7: F(2,72) = 0.59, p = .559; (3)
week 11: F(2,72) = 0.01, p = .987; and (4) week 14: F(2,72) = 0.77, p = .926. As already
mentioned above, an ANOVA was selected as a valid statistical analysis for the non-normal
data under homogeneity (Blanca et al., 2017). In order to see whether there was a significant
difference in the average accuracy scores of particles at the time of the pretest (week 3), a one-
way ANOVA with imputed values (the median) for missing data was conducted. The results
showed no significant difference among the three groups, F(2,74) = 0.63, p=.534, #° = .02. In
order to address the relative effect of WCF on particles, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA
was performed with the mean accuracy scores of particles as a dependent variable with Time
at four levels (week 3, 7, 11, and 14) and Treatment at three levels (DF, DWCEF, and control
group) as independent variables.

Table 4. 9

Repeated Measures ANOVA (Particles)

Source SS df MS F P "
Between
Treatment  414.89 2 207.45 0.37 .691 .01
Error 40152.28 72 557.67
Within
Time  353.43 3 117.81 0.85 467 .01
Time % Treatment  528.84 6 88.14 0.64 .701 .01

Error  29892.36 216 138.39

As can be seen in Table 4.9, the results revealed no significant difference for
Treatment, F(2, 72) =0.37, p = .691, #° = .01; Time, F(3, 216) = 0.85, p = .467, n° = .01; and

the Time x Treatment interaction, F(6, 216) = 0.64, p = .701, »° = .01. This suggests that all
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three groups did not perform differently, and the improvement in their mean accuracy
performance of particles across the four writing times was not significant, either.

4.5.3.2. Clausal Connectives

As shown in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.3, all three groups showed different patterns of
improvement over time. In week 11, the two treatment groups achieved the highest mean
accuracy score of clausal connectives, whereas the control group had the lowest mean accuracy
score. In week 14, the mean performance of the DF and DWCF groups showed a decline, but
that of the control group rebounded close to its level at week 7. A statistical analysis was
performed to examine whether these differences were significant.

Table 4. 10

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for Clausal Connectives

Type of corrective feedback

Control DF DWCF

M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE

Week 3 72.49  20.16 6.38 72.13  26.40 5.18  72.06 26.09 4.59
Week 7 78.00  22.23 7.03 78.61 34.53 6.77 7491 2887 5.02
Week 11 69.00  30.05 9.50 78.84 2593 5.09 8747 2177 4.18
Week 14 75.17  29.96 947 7144 31.88 625 7284 2732 477

Figure 4. 3

Mean Performances of Clausal Connectives by Feedback (ANOVA)
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ANOVA assumptions were checked in advance of conducting statistical analysis to
examine the effect of treatment on clausal connectives. The data were not normally distributed,
but the variances were homogenous: (1) week 3: F(2,70) = 0.38, p = .687; (2) week 7: F(2,70)
=0.97, p = .383; (3) week 11: F(2,70) = 0.90, p = .410; and (4) week 14: F(2,70) = 1.07, p
= .348. A one-way ANOVA result revealed that the average accuracy scores of clausal
connectives were similar across the three groups at the time of the pretest, F(2,72) = 0.001, p
=.999, #° = .00. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA was then performed with the mean
accuracy performance of clausal connectives as a dependent variable with Time and Treatment
as independent variables.

Table 4. 11

Repeated Measures ANOVA (Clausal Connectives)

Source SS df MS F P n
Between
Treatment  367.11 2 183.557 0.13 .876 .00
Error 97071.76 70 1386.739
Within
Time  1490.99 3 496.997 0.91 439 .01
Time x Treatment  3023.73 6 503.955 0.92 482 .01

Error 115149.60 210 548.331

As can be seen in Table 4.11, the results indicated that there was no significant
difference for Treatment, F(2, 70) = 0.13, p = .876. ° = .00; Time, F(3, 210)=0.91, p
= .439. #° = .01; and the Time x Treatment interaction, F(6, 210) = 0.92, p = .482, #° = .01.
This means that none of the groups produced significant longitudinal gains over time while
the mean accuracy performance of clausal connectives did not vary according to feedback

type.

4.5.3.3. Final Endings

As shown in Table 4.12 and Figure 4.4, all three groups appeared to show a similar pattern
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of changes in the mean accuracy performance of final endings. Namely, all groups had their
lowest mean accuracy performance in week 11 and showed substantial gains in week 14. A
two-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to see if such changes in the mean
accuracy performance were significant.

Table 4. 12

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for Final Endings

Type of corrective feedback
Control DF DWCF
M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE
Week 3 89.87 9.42 2.85 89.93 18.93 3.64 87.77 1533 2.49
Week 7 90.60  16.80 4.83 8631 15.04 2.80 89.46 15.05 244
Week 11 80.50 9.62 2.79  84.11 17.56 326 86.00 1995 3.24
Week 14 87.37 12.63 3.89 88.10 14.16 2.66 9091 14.09 2.29

Figure 4. 4

Mean Performances of Final Endings by Feedback (ANOVA)
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The outcome variables of final endings violated a normal distribution, but met the
homogeneity of variances: (1) week 3: F(2,72) = 0.68, p =.509; (2) week 7: F(2,72) =0.01, p
=.986; (3) week 11: F(2,72) = 1.84, p = .166; and (4) week 14: F(2,72) = 0.25, p = .780. A
one-way ANOVA result indicated that the mean accuracy scores of final endings were not

statistically different across the three groups on the pretest, F(2,74) = 0.17, p = .849, ° = .00.
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A two-way repeated measures ANOVA was then performed for Treatment by Time, with the
mean accuracy performance of final endings as a dependent variable.

The results (See Table 4.13) indicated that there was no significant difference for
Treatment, F(2, 72) = 0.14, p = .870, #° = .00, and the Time x Treatment interaction, F(6,
216) =0.60, p = .729, n° = .01, which also showed a lack of any statistically significant
differences across the groups over the 14 weeks. Though Time does not achieve statistical
significance at a critical alpha of .05, F(3, 216) = 2.58, p = .055, #° = .02, all three groups
showed some fluctuations in their mean accuracy scores across the four writing times, with
substantial losses in week 11 and gains in week 14.

Table 4. 13

Repeated Measures ANOVA (Final Endings)

Source SS df MS F P n
Between
Treatment 153.48 2 76.74 0.14 .870 .00
Error 39491.00 72 548.49
Within
Time  1205.27 3 401.76 2.58 .055 .02
Time x Treatment 563.65 6 93.94 0.60 729 .01

Error  33702.80 216 156.03

To summarize the results from the ANOVA, no differential effects for feedback type
and time on the three targeted linguistic errors (particles, clausal connectives, final endings)
were observed. In other words, all three groups showed no significant longitudinal gains over
the 14 weeks, and no significant differences in the effectiveness of error treatment on the three
linguistic errors was found, either.

4.5.4. GEE Results

4.5.4.1. Particles

Descriptive statistics (Table 4.14) present the means, standard deviations, and standard
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errors for each treatment with no imputation of missing values in my data set. Figure 4.5
illustrates how the mean accuracy performance of particles in each group had changed over the
14 weeks. The two treatment groups (DF and DWCF) showed neither substantial gains nor
losses in their mean accuracy scores but showed a slight improvement over time. However, the
mean accuracy score for the control group rose considerably from week 3 (M = 76.36) to week
11 (M = 84.32) but declined markedly in week 14 (M = 72.54). GEE was conducted as an
alternative statistical method in order to examine whether these patterns of development were
statistically significant.

Table 4. 14

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for Particles

Type of corrective feedback

Control DF DWCF

M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE

Week 3 76.36 15.63 471 7441 14.55 270  78.89  14.53 2.33
Week 7 77.11 1651 546 7897 1545 3.03 7940 15.36 2.52
Week 11 8432 1197 3.76 77.09 16.31 3.14 7781 16.56 2.80
Week 14 72.54 1299 3.73  75.62 17.88 332 79.78  15.18 243

Figure 4. 5

Mean Performances of Particles by Feedback (GEE)

Treatment

84 .00 N | ==~ Control
82.00
80.00]

78.00

Mean Score

76.00—

74 .00

72.00—

-
-
-

Week

A Kruskal-Wallis Test with no imputation for missing values indicated no significant
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differences across the three groups at the time of the pretest, H(2) = 2.32, p = .313, ¢ = .03.
Before conducting GEE, a QIC value was calculated with different correlation structures and
models with different factors to select the best-fitting model for particles. Based on the QIC,
the full model with Time, Treatment, Heritage, Time x Treatment, and Time x Heritage under
an exchangeable correlation structure had the lowest QIC value. Hence, GEE was performed
with the accuracy scores of particles as a dependent variable and with heritage, time, and
treatment as predictors. The outcome variable of particles was not normally distributed, and as
a result, a power link function (2.333) was specified.

GEE results indicated no significant main effects for Heritage, Treatment, Time,
Treatment x Time Interaction, and Heritage x Time Interaction as shown in Table 4.15. A
significant main effect was found only for Intercept, Wald y2(1) = 446.77, p = .000.

Table 4. 15

Main Effects for Particles

Wald y2 df p
Intercept 446.77 1 .000
Heritage 0.08 1 773
Treatment 1.01 2 .604
Time 6.60 3 .086
Treatment x Time 7.87 6 248
Heritage x Time 3.72 3 293

Table 4.16 presents the parameter estimate for particles. The results show that there
was no significant difference between HLs and NHLs in improving their use of particles over
time (p = .695), and no differential effect for treatment across the three groups over time (p
=.712; p=.697). Though not statistically significant, NHLs performed better than HLs while
participants in the DWCF group displayed higher mean accuracy performance than those in

the DF group and the control group. As for time, the mean accuracy scores increased in week
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7 and 11 when compared with week 3 (baseline). A simple significance test indicated that the
positive change from week 3 to week 11 was statistically significant (p =.003). However, a
rather conservative Sidak significance test of post hoc pairwise comparison showed that it
was not (p = .305). The negative coefficient value in week 14 showed that the students did
not sustain this improvement and produced lower mean accuracy scores in week 14 when
compared with the baseline (week 3).

Table 4. 16

Parameter Estimates for Particles

Parameter B SE 95% CI Wald y2  df p
Lower Upper

Intercept 24424 3687.56 17043.45 31498.40 43.32 1 .000
NHL 1132.21  2884.81 -4521.92 6786.34 0.15 1 .695
HL (ref.) ® 0°

DWCF 1523.55 4130.36 -6571.81 9618.90 0.14 1 712
DF -1577.09 4057.16 -9528.97 6374.79 0.15 1 .697
Control (ref.) ? 0°

Week 14 -2966.64  2227.46 -7332.37 1399.10 1.77 1 183
Week 11 6602.85 222423 224345 10962.25  8.81 1 .003
Week 7 3676.74 3831.70 -3833.26 11186.74 0.92 1 337

Week 3 (ref) ? 0° . . . . .
Note. 95% Cl= 95% Wald confidence interval; the Parameters of Treatment x Time

interaction and Heritage x Time interaction were omitted, as none of them were significant.

(ref.) 2= reference group. 0°: Set to zero because this parameter is redundant.

4.5.4.2. Clausal Connectives

Table 4.17 presents the descriptive statistics for mean accuracy performance of clausal
connectives by groups. All groups exhibited different patterns of improvement across the four
writing times (See Figure 4. 6). The control group and the DF group produced the highest mean
accuracy scores of clausal connectives in week 7 but had the lowest mean accuracy scores in
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week 11 (control) and week 14 (DF), respectively. On the other hand, the mean accuracy
performance of the DWCF group substantially improved in week 11, after which a marked
decline was observed in week 14. GEE was performed to see whether these changes were
significantly different across the three groups over the 14 weeks.

Table 4. 17

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for Clausal Connectives

Type of corrective feedback
Control DF DWCF
M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE
Week3 7249 20.16 6.05 72.13 2640 508 70.16 28.27 4.52
Week 7  80.83 2259 747 80.03 3517 7.33 7224 31.05 5.67
Week 11 71.11  31.08 9.77 79.13 2642 518 88.85 22.05 3.84
Week 14 75.17 2996 899 71.10 32.02 594 7093 2942 471

Figure 4. 6

Mean Performances of Clausal Connectives by Feedback (GEE)
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A Kruskal-Wallis test showed no significant differences among the three groups on the
pretest, H(2) =0.10, p =.953, &= .00. Based on the smallest QIC value, the most parsimonious

model for clausal connectives included Time, Treatment, Heritage, Time X Treatment, and
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Time x Heritage as factors under an exchangeable correlation structure. Therefore, GEE was
conducted with the accuracy scores of clausal connectives as a dependent variable and with
heritage, time, and treatment as predictors. A power link function (1.061) was specified to
reduce the skewness of the outcome variable of clausal connectives.

GEE results indicated that there were no significant main effects for Heritage,
Treatment, Time, Treatment x Time Interaction, and Heritage x Time Interaction, as shown in
Table 4.18. A significant main effect was found only for Intercept, Wald ¥2(1) = 851.48, p
=.000.

Table 4. 18

Main Effects for Clausal Connectives

Wald %2 df p
Intercept 851.48 1 .000
Heritage 0.03 1 870
Treatment 0.03 2 .986
Time 3.82 3 .282
Treatment x Time 5.05 6 537
Heritage x Time 4.22 3 238

Table 4.19 shows the parameter estimates for clausal connectives. The results
indicated that HLs outperformed NHLs in the usage of clausal connectives over time, but the
difference between them was not statistically significant (p = .807). As for feedback type, the
mean accuracy performance of the control group was slightly higher than that of the two
treatment groups, although no significantly different effect of treatment on the use of clausal
connectives was observed (p = .821; p =.973). With regard to time, there were increases in
week 7 and 14 with decreases in week 11 for the mean accuracy scores of clausal
connectives. However, all of these changes in the mean accuracy scores over time were not
statistically significant (p = .345; p = .497; p = .874).
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Table 4. 19

Parameter Estimates for Clausal Connectives

Parameter B SE 95% ClI Wald 42  df p
Lower Upper

Intercept 814.41 9.17 77.18 113.14 107.61 1 .000
NHL -2.26 9.26 -20.40 15.88 0.06 1 .807
HL (ref) ? 0°

DWCF -2.49 11.00 -24.05 19.08 0.05 1 821
DF -0.37 10.86 -21.65 20.91 0.00 1 973
Control (ref.) ? 0°

Week 14 2.39 15.01 -27.03 31.81 0.03 1 874
Week 11 -9.86 14.52 -38.33 18.61 0.46 1 497
Week 7 12.97 13.72 -13.93 39.87 0.89 1 345

Week 3 (ref) ? 0° . . . . .
Note. 95% Cl= 95% Wald confidence interval; the Parameters of Treatment x Time

interaction and Heritage x Time interaction were omitted, as none of them were significant.

(ref.) 2= reference group. 0°: Set to zero because this parameter is redundant.

4.5.4.3. Final endings

Table 4.20 shows the descriptive statistics for the mean accuracy scores of final
endings by groups. All groups exhibited similar patterns of gains and losses in the mean
accuracy scores of final endings (See Figure 4.7). The mean accuracy scores for all groups
dropped in week 11 and bounced back in week 14.

Table 4. 20

Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors for Final Endings

Type of corrective feedback
Control DF DWCF
M SD SE M SD SE M SD SE
Week 3 90.79  9.44 271 8895 1929 3,58 87.77 1533 245
Week 7 89.63 18.68 6.18 87.62 12.09 237 8887 1526 2.51
Week 11 81.41  9.72 3.06 83.50 17.61 339 8435 2049 3.46
Week 14 8592 1291 371 8853 14.08 2.61 9091 14.09 2.26
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Figure 4. 7

Mean Performances of Final Endings by Feedback (GEE)

92 00 Treatment

""" Control
—DE
- DWCF

90.00
88.00]

86.00

Mean Score

84.00

82.00

80.00

Week

A Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there was no significant difference among the three
groups at the time of the pretest, H(2) = 1.07, p = .587, ¢ = .00. The QIC value suggests that
the most parsimonious model for final endings included Time, Treatment, and Heritage as
factors under an unstructured correlation structure. Since an unstructured correlation structure
can produce a biased estimator with incomplete data in a small-sample study, an autoregressive
structure that obtained the second-lowest QIC value was selected. Thus, GEE was performed
with accuracy scores of final endings as a dependent variable and with heritage, time, and
treatment as predictors. A power link function (3.285) was specified to reduce skewness.
Table 4. 21

Main Effects for Final Endings

Wald »2 df p
Intercept 110.79 1 .000
Heritage 0.00 1 .952
Treatment 0.38 2 827
Time 8.19 3 .042
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As shown in Table 4.21, the GEE results indicated that there were significant main
effects for Intercept, Wald y2(1) = 110.79, p = .000, and Time, Wald ¥2(3) = 8.19, p =.042, but
no significant main effects for Heritage and Treatment.

Table 4.22 shows the parameter estimates for final endings. The results showed that
HLs produced a higher mean accuracy score than NHLs learners, which was not statistically
significant (p = .952). Furthermore, students in the two treatment groups outperformed those
in the control group in terms of the mean accuracy performance of final endings, although none
of the differences were statically significant (p = .560; p = .918). As for time, the negative f
coefficient value for week 7 and 11 indicated that the mean accuracy scores of final endings
decreased in week 7 and 11 when compared with week 3. However, the positive coefficient
value in week 14 showed an increase in the mean accuracy performance of final endings. These
positive and negative changes from the baseline (week 3), however, were not statistically
significant (p = .764; p = .065; p = .746).

Table 4. 22

Parameter Estimates for Final Endings

Parameter B SE 95% ClI Wald df p
Lower Upper 12

Intercept 248.54 232301.54 1989846.48 2900451.79 110.79 .000

NHL -14232.26  237948.15 -480602.07 452137.55 0.00 952

HL (ref.) ® 0°

DWCF 131411.24 22543438 -310432.02 573254.50  0.34 .560

DF 27429.82 267414.43 -496692.84 551552.48  0.01 918

Control (ref.) ? 0°

Week 14 62046.41  191587.28 -313457.77 437550.58  0.11 .746

Week 11 -417697.01 226670.46 -861962.95  26568.92 3.40 .065

Week 7 -59287.86  197069.93  -445537.83  326962.12  0.09 .764

Week 3 (ref.) 0P .

Note. 95% Cl= 95% Wald confidence interval

(ref.) = reference group. 0 °: Set to zero because this parameter is redundant.
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To sum up, for the present study, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA was employed
after substituting the missing data with the median value to retain statistical power. Available-
data analysis, GEE was also performed without imputing missing values since GEE can
incorporate partial information from the given data. The results from both the ANOVA and
GEE analyses were not different, that is, there were no statistically significant differences
observed for the effect of treatment on the accurate use of the three linguistic categories
(particles, clausal connectives, and final endings). No significant longitudinal gains in accuracy
for the three linguistic categories across all three groups were observed, either.

4.5.5. Open-Ended Questionnaire Results

The results are presented in the order with which questions appear on the open-ended
questionnaire.
1. If you are making the same (types of) errors, what do you think is the reason? What might
help you make more progress?

As shown in Table 4.23, almost half of the students (45.45%) said that they repeated
the same kinds of errors, inasmuch as they could not understand essential Korean grammar
thoroughly. They considered particles to be the most complicated grammatical item to learn,
followed by sentence structures and verb conjugations. Moreover, the reasons for committing
the same types of errors were attributed to insufficient time to review the grammar points they
learned (28.57%) and lack of effort (12.99%). Their limited vocabulary (7.79%), and
insufficient exposure to Korean (3.90%) could also account for their repetitive errors. Three
HLs (3.90%) said that they wrote texts in Korean in the same way that they spoke in their daily
lives, all the while not acknowledging the errors in their spoken language. As a result, their
fixated habitual use of spoken Korean functioned as an additional source of difficulty when

editing their own errors in their written texts.

117



In order to make more progress, half of them (46.75%) felt that it was necessary to
spend more time to review and practice what they learned during classes. Additional assistance
from either a teacher or a tutor was needed for their accuracy development (9.09%), while a
few of them stated that a teacher’s WCF was sufficient (2.60%).

Table 4. 23

Open-ended Questionnaire Responses (Q1)

Q1. What do you think is the reason for making the same n %
errors?
Partial understanding of complicated grammar & poor 35 45.45
memorization
Insufficient time 22 28.57
Insufficient effort & careless in writing 10 12.99

Limited vocabulary range 6 7.79
Limited exposure to Korean 3 3.90
Habit 3 3.90
Q1. What might help you make more progress? n %
More practice and review 36 46.75
A teacher’s (a tutor) additional help 7 9.09
A teacher’s WCF 2 2.60
More opportunity to use Korean in daily lives 1 1.30
More proofreading 1 1.30

2. What strategies did you employ when correcting your errors? (e.g., proofreading, referring
to the textbook, or asking a friend or a teacher, etc.) Have you changed your strategy in any
way since this class started?

Most participants did not change their strategies and adhered to the same strategies
they had used since starting the Korean course (See Table 4.24). On average, they used more
than two strategies to resolve their errors. The most common one was to refer to either
textbooks or online sources (63.64%). When their main strategy was not effective, an
alternative one was to either ask for assistance from those who were proficient in Korean

(48.05%) or proofread by themselves (35.06%). Other strategies they reported were rewriting
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(5.19%) and memorizing their previous errors to avoid committing the same errors (3.90%).
Finally, five respondents said that they had never employed any writing strategy (6.49%).
Table 4. 24

Open-ended Questionnaire Responses (Q2)

Q2. What strategies did you employ when correcting your n %
errors?
Referring to textbooks or online sources 49 63.64
Asking friends, parents, or teachers 37 48.05
Proof reading 27 35.06
No strategy 5 6.49
Rewriting 4 5.19
Memorizing their errors 3 3.90

3. What is the most effective way for a teacher to give feedback about your errors in Korean
writing?

Overall, the participants exhibited their preference for DF over IF, although there was
not a big difference between them; 29 students favored DF (37.66%), while 25 students
preferred IF (32.47%) (See Table 4.25). Whereas 14 students responded that exclusive
provision of DF was sufficient, only 4 students answered that exclusive provision of IF was
enough. Among those who favored DF, some of them considered DF to be more effective if it
was paired with either additional metalinguistic explanations (11.69%) or rewriting of the
assignment (7.79%). Those who preferred IF also wanted to be assisted by further
metalinguistic explanations (7.79%), rewriting the assignment (9.09%), and a combination of
IF and rewriting with additional clues (10.39%). Those who were confused about specific
grammatical items (e.g., particles, sentence endings) urged to have a supplementary mini-
lesson (7.79%) in order to receive further clarification for more complicated grammar points

while also gaining the opportunity to practice applying such grammar points in diverse contexts.
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Finally, a few of them asked to hold a writing conference with an instructor (5.19%), during
which they could receive feedback tailored for each individual student.
Table 4. 25

Open-ended Questionnaire Responses (Q3)

Q3. What type of feedback is considered most effective? n %
DF only 14 18.18
DF & explanation 9 11.69
DF & rewriting 6 7.79
DF (total) 29 37.66
IF only 4 5.19
IF & rewriting & clues 8 10.39
IF & rewriting 7 9.09
IF & explanation 6 7.79
IF (total) 25 3247
Mini lesson 6 7.79
Writing conference with a teacher 4 5.19

4. Do you think your writing has improved by correcting your own errors based on the teachers
feedback? Why or in what ways? If “no,” what do you think might help you?

As shown in Table 4.26 below, more than half of the participants (74.03%) responded
that their writing had improved during the semester due to following reasons. The errors
marked by a teacher drew their attention to and had them recognize the specific linguistic
features for which they were making the most errors and therefore needed to study further
(35.06%). Some mentioned that they felt an improvement because they were able to self-correct
some of their errors (9.09%), reduce the rates of making the same errors (7.79%), and
understand some grammar points better by referring to available sources in attempt to correct
their own errors (6.49%). A few of them mentioned that they could write on a wider range of
topics (3.90%), write more sentences during the given time (2.60%), and write basic sentences

more accurately (2.60%).
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On the other hand, six participants (7.79%) reported no improvement in their writing
while nine other participants (11.69%) provided both affirmative and dissenting opinions about
the progress in their writing skills. Some NHLs attributed the reason for their slow pace of
progress to their incomplete understanding of difficult grammar points and weak vocabulary,
which has caused them to become more dependent on teachers’ feedback (6.49%). Some HLs
commented that their habitual spoken language use was deeply fixated, which made it even
harder to be corrected (2.60%).

Table 4. 26

Open-ended Questionnaire Responses (04)

Q4. Do you think your writing has improved? n %
Yes 57 74.03
No 6 7.79
Yes & No 9 11.69

Q4. The reasons for improvement n %
Draw their attention & encourage them to study more 27 35.06
Self-correct some errors 7 9.09
Reduce the rate of making the same errors 6 7.79
Understand some grammar points better 5 6.49
Write under various topics 3 3.90
Feel more fluent in writing 2 2.60
Write basic sentences more accurately 2 2.60
Feel more confident in writing 1 1.30

Q4. The reasons for moderate progress n %
Still confused with grammar and word choice 5 6.49
Deeply fixed habits 2 2.60
Never check a teacher’s feedback 1 1.30

4.6. Conclusion
To summarize, the second research question was concerned with the effect of different
types of feedback on three targeted linguistic errors (particles, clausal connectives, and final
endings) within the context of learners producing new texts over one semester. These three
categories of errors occupied 82.32% of the total grammatical errors made by participants on

the pretest. The results revealed that there was no significant difference in the effectiveness of
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WCEF on the linguistic precision of these linguistic categories across the three groups. Also, this
study found no significant improvement in the use of the three linguistic categories over the
four writing occasions, although there were some occasions in which considerable progress
was made in linguistic accuracy. This is not a surprising result and is similar to the findings of
previous studies that reported on the variations in accuracy performance at different time points.
In other words, L2 learners’ ability to self-correct certain linguistic errors at an earlier time was
not necessarily consistent with their editing performance at a later time (Bitchener et al., 2005;
Ferris, 2006). When asked about the reasons as to why the participants repeated the same kinds
of errors on the open-ended questionnaire, they attributed the reasons to either complicated
Korean grammar or their lack of time and effort.

More evidence collected from the bulk of the studies about the effects of WCF on
errors for the aforementioned linguistic categories either in KSL or KFL contexts can help to
determine whether they are treatable or not. If these linguistic categories are found to be
untreatable errors in future research, the results of WCF studies in a KFL setting should be
interpreted with caution and with careful attention to the notable differences between ESL
and KFL learners. First, the starting line between ESL and KFL learners is fundamentally
different; ESL learners have studied English for 7-10 years before they enroll in ESL courses
at a university (Reichelt et al., 2012), whereas the participants in the current study reported
that they had spent less than one year learning Korean before taking Korean language courses
at a university. In addition, the number of hours required to achieve a certain level of
proficiency in Korean (which is classified as a Group four language) is three times greater
than that of Group one languages (e.g., Spanish, French, Italian) that are considered easier for
native speakers of English to learn. Therefore, it should be noted that the untreatable errors in

a KFL context may be attributed to KFL learners’ developmental readiness. As Pienemann’s
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Teachability hypothesis noted, certain linguistic features that are beyond a learner’s
developmental stages of learning cannot be teachable.

Future studies on the efficacy of WCF on the accurate use of certain linguistic
categories need to consider different learning environments for KFL classes as well as the
learners’ developmental readiness before conducting research. Furthermore, given that Korean
is a foreign language that requires extensive studying hours compared to other foreign
languages, the efficacy of WCF in the KFL classroom needs to be examined more
longitudinally. Investigation over more than one semester appears to be inevitable in order to

obtain significant results.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
5.1. Discussion

This section reports a brief summary of results and discusses the main points of
analysis for this study, concluding with pedagogical implications, limitations, and conclusion.
The purpose of this study was to explore a more effective type of WCF for KFL learners’
writing development over time.

The first research question was concerned with the relative efficacy of different types
of WCF (DF, DWCEF, and control) on the accuracy improvement in KFL learners’ new texts
over one semester. The mean accuracy scores for the control group, which were obtained from
pretest and posttest, were compared with those of the two treatment groups. The error rate of
the two treatment groups declined over one semester, while that of the control group rather
increased from pretest to posttest. However, the differences in accuracy performance among
the three groups over time were not statistically significant. All groups showed improvement
in mean scores of fluency and complexity over the 14 weeks, and there were no significant
differences between the control and treatment groups. The control group showed a slightly
favorable effect on fluency compared to the two treatment groups, but it did not achieve
statistical significance. As opposed to Truscott’s (2004, 2007) contention that error correction
has a potentially detrimental effect on fluency and complexity, no tradeoff between accuracy
and the other constructs of L2 writing development was identified. In other words, accuracy
improvement did not result in learners’ simpler or shorter texts.

The second research question examined a differential effect of WCF on the acquisition
of three targeted linguistic categories (particles, clausal connectives, and final endings). The
mean accuracy scores were calculated for KFL learners’ written texts collected over four

writing occasions (week, 3, 7, 11, and 14) and analyzed to examine the relative effects of WCF
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on these linguistic error categories. The findings showed that the mean accuracy performance
of these three targeted linguistic features had not been significantly affected by WCF over time,
despite considerable progress in the mean accuracy scores at some time points.
5.1.1. Conflicting Results for the Efficacy of WCF

Although the two treatment groups slightly outperformed the control group in terms
of overall accuracy improvement, their accuracy gains over one semester were not statistically
different across the three groups. The efficacy of WCF on KFL learners’ writing was not as
effective as that of previous WCF studies conducted in an ESL context, which reported
statistically significant differences across the groups over time with relatively high statistical
power. Furthermore, WCF studies in ESL contexts reported that some errors such as verbs,
noun endings, pronouns, and articles were amenable to WCF except for some idiosyncratic
errors (Ferris, 2006; Ferris & Roberts, 2001), which contradicts the findings of the current
study that could not find evidence of the effect of WCF on the three most frequent grammatical
errors (particles, clausal connectives, final endings). Errors other than those three linguistic
errors might be more amenable to WCF; however, they occurred far less frequently, occupying
only 17.68% of all grammatical errors.

The conflicting results can be attributed to the learners’ readiness for writing in L2 and
a different learning environment (a KFL context). The degree of preparation for writing
instruction at the university level differed greatly between ESL and KFL learners. The average
number of years for which ESL learners studied English before they enrolled in courses at a
university were about 7-10 years (Reichelt et al., 2012). They considered writing an essential
skill for success as a university student or an employee of international companies after
graduation, and therefore they were highly motivated to learn to write in English. Furthermore,

they were in immersion situations where their exposure to English is much more frequent when
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compared with FL learners whose exposure to the target language was very limited. As reported
in Chapter 3, a majority of KFL learners had not started learning Korean until enrolling in their
university (up to 0.57 years on average spent in educational institutions other than universities),
except for some HLs who had studied Korean from an earlier age. It should also be mentioned
that some KFL learners enroll in Korean language courses to fulfill language requirements or
to earn required academic credits. Thus, the high level of motivation experienced by ELS
learners can hardly be expected to appear in KFL learners, which will lead to varying results
in their learning journeys.

Some of the WCF studies conducted in KSL or KFL contexts (J. S. Kim, 2008; E. S.
Park, 2009; J. H. Park, 2007; O. Y. Kim & E .S. Park, 2017; E. S. Park et al., 2016) also
produced conflicting results about the accuracy improvement of treatment groups. The reason
for such contradictory results can be explained by the fact that the required tasks in these studies
involved taking a quiz or revising their writings within a short period of time. Therefore, their
accuracy development was measured based on either follow-up tests or revisions, which could
not provide evidence of their implicit knowledge that was to be used in authentic, meaning-
centered contexts. One exceptional study (E. J. Kim, 2002) that examined the long-term effects
of WCF for new pieces of writing in a KFL context reported no significant improvement in
reducing grammatical errors, a result that is similar to that of the present study. As Truscott
(1996) noted, the linguistic knowledge acquired via tests or revision practice does not last after
longer periods of time have passed, which indicates that such knowledge is only superficial in
nature and cannot be applied to the actual use of language in different contexts.
5.1.2. Possible Reasons for KFL Learners’ Moderate Progress in Accuracy Development

Then, a question arises as to why KFL learners did not significantly reduce their errors

over time upon receiving the teacher’s feedback. This section will address the possible reasons
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as to why KFL learners’ accuracy improvement over time was not statistically significant, one
of which can be explained by the different characteristics of HLs and NHLs.

As can be seen from the results of the open-ended questionnaire, NHLs attributed the
reasons for their moderate progress in accuracy development to the complicated nature of
Korean grammar. As was previously mentioned, Korean has been classified as a Group four
language!’ that requires the highest number of study hours for native speakers of English to
reach a certain level of proficiency (Language Testing International [LTI], n.d.). For instance,
a learner with average language aptitude®® might need 240 hours of study to reach the
intermediate mid-level on the ACTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages) proficiency scale in French (a Group one language), whereas a student with the
same aptitude might need 720 hours to reach the same level of proficiency in Korean (a Group
four language). The participants in this study said that they were often frustrated with the choice
of appropriate particles depending on the contexts. The following are excerpts from the
participants’ comments to the first question (the reason for making the same errors) in the open-
ended questionnaire (see Appendix C). Their real names were replaced with pseudonyms.

It is possible I just didn't fully understand the required grammar when it was covered
in the classroom. Dedicating more time to studying and practicing writing in my own
time could help (Carol).

The reason might be that I don't fully understand a grammar point. I think that grammar

is the hardest thing for me because I don't really understand the time or place to use it

(Alfred).

7 Based on the difficulty of acquiring the language, languages are divided into four groups: Group I
(Danish, Dutch, French, Italian, Portuguese, Spanish, Swahili, Swedish), Group II (Bulgarian, Dari, Farsi, German,
Greek, Hindi, Indonesian, Malay), Group III (Finnish, Hungarian, Polish, Russian, Thai, Turkish, Vietnamese),
Group 1V (Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, Korean).

18 The language aptitude levels are subdivided into three: minimal, average, and superior.
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The problem is that it confuses me. Getting a better understanding would help (Nell).
As indicated above, learners felt that the best way to improve Korean was to devote a large
amount of time and effort, especially for learning Korean grammar, which was viewed as the
biggest pitfall for them.

By comparison, two possible reasons for a lack of improvement in HLs’ performances
were observed: the extreme variation in HLs’ proficiency as well as their unbalanced language
skills. HLs whose proficiency differed depending on their exposure to Korean; some HLs
demonstrated a beginning level of proficiency, while others demonstrated native-like
proficiency in Korean. Note that the proficiency level of KFL learners varies as they proceed
to more advanced courses due to a limited number of advanced KFL courses being offered at
universities that experience low enrollment for Korean courses. HLs whose proficiency levels
were determined to be at a low or intermediate level committed as many grammatical errors as
NHLs did. What is more, they made far more orthographic errors than NHLs did. By contrast,
errors were rarely found in texts written by HLs who had native-like proficiency. Thus, their
mean accuracy scores remained relatively unchanged (98-100 percent of correct use) over one
semester, which was reflected as no accuracy improvement in the results.

This extreme variation in HLs’ proficiency can explain why NHLs slightly
outperformed HLs in correcting the three aforementioned linguistic errors by the end of the
semester. Overall accuracy improvement for the three linguistic error categories showed no
significant difference between HLs and NHLs, as already reported in Chapter 4. However, in
week 3, both HLs and NHLs started from similar mean accuracy scores, and by week 14, the
mean score for NHLs became slightly higher than that of HLs (See Figure 5.1), although
lacking in statistical significance. The mean accuracy performance of HLs had peaked in week

7 but declined as time proceeded.
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Figure 5. 1

Overall Performance of Three Linguistic Error Categories (Heritage vs Non-Heritage)
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Another possible reason can be attributed to learners’ disproportionate development in
their Korean proficiency. HLs, referred to as ear learners who learned Korean in a natural
setting (Reid, 1998), tend to depend on their linguistic knowledge from their spoken language
to a great extent, which seemed to partially account for their unbalanced Korean proficiency
skills. Although spoken language is often tolerant of grammatical errors, HLs’ linguistic
knowledge relied excessively on their spoken language. This reinforces incorrect forms, which
ultimately leads to fossilization that requires a large quantity of time in order to be fixed.

Figure 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 present a visual representation of HLs and NHLs’ mean
accuracy scores of particles, clausal connectives, and final endings over the 14 weeks. If we
take a closer look at their accuracy development, different patterns can be observed between
HLs and NHLs, that is, HLs achieved their highest mean score in week 7, after which it ended
up significantly dropping in week 11 and week 14, whereas NHLs did not show regular patterns
of improvement with fluctuations in their mean accuracy scores over the four writing occasions.

This indicated that HLs were capable of correcting the three targeted types of errors upon
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receiving feedback at the beginning of the semester but could not sustain the improvement as

the course proceeded.
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When asked about the reasons why they repeated the same errors, some HLs attributed
them to a dependency on spoken language or a habitual use of spoken Korean. The following
are some comments made by HLs.

If I am making the same errors, either I don't fully understand the error or it's because

of habit. Since I learnt Korean by listening to Korean people talking instead of

learning grammar properly, I have a lot of grammatical mistakes used regularly.

(Kelly).

I make the errors out of habits. By practicing more, I'm sure I can make new habits

(Yen).

The way I say it in my head is different in my writing (Gloria).

In my case where I grew up reading Korean and speaking the language, I can't say

that I improved a lot because so many things are fixated in my mind about Korean so

it's hard for me to change old habits regarding grammar (Sue).

Being a heritage speaker, [ am so used to speaking/understanding Korean in a certain

way so sometimes it is even harder to fix errors that are habits. It would help if [ was

able to go back to basics (conjugation and forms) because I skipped learning the rules
for Korean grammar (Jack).
Furthermore, HLs” high dependency on linguistic knowledge rooted in colloquial language was
also observed in the editing strategies they employed. For instance, some HLs responded as
follows when asked about their editing strategies for Korean composition.

I write what I think a word sounds like. In order to fix it, [ pronounce it over and over.

(David).

I would proofread and see if what I wrote made any sense by quietly reading it aloud

to myself (Mina).
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It appeared that they made a conscious effort not to make errors at the beginning of the
semester as evidenced by HLs’ apparent accuracy development in week 7, but they seemed to
be naturally inclined to return to their habitual use of spoken language as time proceeded. It
was assumed that the written forms of corrective feedback enabled HLs to raise their awareness
about their frequent errors more effectively than oral feedback, possibly because more time
was given to process and self-edit their own errors via texts, which was then followed by the
process of rewriting that helped them enhance knowledge of grammar and sentence structures.
However, their conscious efforts to correct the errors in their written texts seemed to decline
over the course of one semester, possibly reflective of a concession to fossilized language habits.

Regardless of whether they are HLs or not, other reasons for unsatisfactory progress
in learners’ accuracy development might lie in the nature of a task, time pressure, and individual
variation in motivation for writing. The different writing prompts given at the four writing
occasions might have produced unexpected effects on accuracy performance and therefore
caused fluctuations in the mean accuracy scores. For example, the writing prompt for the
pretest (My Day) elicited more frequent use of the present tense and relatively uncomplicated
and monotonous structures of sentences that explained what they did at a certain time of the
day. On the other hand, the writing prompt for the posttest (My Weekend) elicited their recurrent
use of the past tense in describing a variety of things about specific events that happened during
the weekend, which resulted in the employment of more cohesive devices such as adverbial
connectives and demonstratives. Hence, certain writing prompts appeared to elicit more
complicated knowledge of grammar and sentence structure and as a result, required much more
time for elaboration in the participants’ texts. As time was equally provided for every topic, the
participants appeared to make more errors in texts that were written under more demanding

topics. However, ample empirical evidence is required to explain whether different writing
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prompts influenced the variations in learners’ accuracy performance.

Individual variations in students’ willingness to utilize teachers’ feedback also varied.
Some of them stated that they had never attempted to employ any writing strategy to improve
their writing skills. As can be seen in the students’ comments, a few of them did not attend to
the teacher’s feedback at all.

I usually don't correct my errors on the writing assignment (Jay)

For me no, because I didn't look back at my writing (Jane)

The interaction of a number of factors other than the reasons listed above might better explain
variations in L2 learners’ accuracy performance, which has not yet been explored in WCF
studies.
5.2. Pedagogical Implications and Future Studies

Viewing writing as a small subset of improving overall language proficiency, some FL
instructors might assume tackling the issue of writing is not appropriate for FL contexts,
thereby focusing on skills other than writing. However, the purpose of writing instruction is
not merely the acquisition of grammar, but the development of communicative skills in the real
world. Writing in the FL classroom has benefits in that it provides an opportunity to test
hypotheses about the new language by creating meaning when learners manipulate the
linguistic forms. Writing also allows time to process meaning without feeling anxious about
pronunciation and conversational turns that are required for oral production (Kern, 2000). Thus,
writing can be effectively integrated into oral skills that most KFL learners prioritized over
other skills. For instance, the short texts written on different writing prompts related to learners’
real-life needs or interests can be utilized to prepare for one-minute speeches about familiar
topics. In doing so, writing instruction can give KFL learners the impression that writing can

effectively assist their speaking skills. Furthermore, writing has an additional benefit to
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enhance their understanding of rhetorical forms and registers expected in the target language.

Moreover, FL writing is often considered a simple transference of L1 writing.
However, FL writing involves complicated cognitive issues beyond simple translation from L1
to the target language, which also differs from ESL writing. In this regard, writing pedagogy
designed for ESL learners cannot be directly applied to a FL setting that requires the
development of its own research base. L2 scholars suggest that FL instructors should develop
their own instructional methodology tailored for FL learners’ needs, considering the
differences between L1 and L2 writing (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 2011; Hinkel, 2004;
O’Donnell, 2007; Ortega, 2004; Reichelt et al., 2012).

Since Korean is one of the less-taught foreign languages in the United States, relatively
little research has addressed writing issues in a KFL context. This is partly reflected by the
paucity of writing instruction in the KFL classroom where writing has been restrictively used
to elicit grammar points learned during class, often as part of mini practice sessions geared
toward improving grammatical accuracy. Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (2011) indicated that
writing pedagogy in FL classes has consistently focused on grammatical accuracy rather than
the knowledge required for skilled writers in the target language. Writing in the FL classroom
may be “used as a production mode for learning, reinforcing, or testing grammatical concepts”
(Brown, 2007, p. 400).

The bulk of WCF studies reported on the effectiveness of WCF in ESL contexts and
called for further studies to see whether their findings could also be generalized to other
learning contexts. It is hoped that the current study will add to the empirical body of knowledge
on the effectiveness of WCF in FL learning contexts while also contributing to a developing
base of writing pedagogy for Korean. As mentioned earlier, most of the previous WCF studies

in KFL contexts reported on the efficacy of WCF for revised texts, but ultimately fell short of
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tackling the main issue concerning L2 writing development. The current study reported the
long-term effects of WCF on new pieces of writing, more specifically implementing DWCF to
examine its potential impacts compared to DF, the most prevalent type of feedback in KFL
contexts.

Despite the positive effects reported for WCF in an ESL context, the long-term effect
of WCF on accuracy development for newly written texts has not yet been verified in a KFL
context. Considering KFL contexts where the motivation for learning to write is not that high,
the same effectiveness of WCF in an ESL context cannot necessarily be expected in a KFL
context. In the present study, neither of the treatments was found to be efficacious in
comparison with non-treatment in terms of both overall accuracy development and accuracy
performance of the three targeted linguistic error categories. Further studies are required to
verify the long-term effects of WCF on newly written texts and determine which category of
errors are amenable to WCF in a KFL context if the effectiveness of WCF is indeed confirmed.
However, it is probable that WCF in a KFL context is not as effective as WCF in an ESL context.
If further studies cannot find evidence that WCEF is effective in a KFL context, the effectiveness
of providing DF for all types of errors should be questioned.

A question then arises as to whether KFL instructors should continue providing
feedback while spending significant amounts of time and energy if WCF does not have any
actual merits of reducing error rates in the KFL classroom. In this study, as reported in the
result of the first research question, the error rates of the control group showed an increase,
whereas those of the treatment groups showed a decrease over time. This suggests that the
learners in the control group failed to notice their errors, and thus were expected to use incorrect
linguistic forms repetitively over time. This is in line with Lennon’s (1991b) finding that

persistent errors occurred in advanced learner’s use of certain linguistic forms (e.g., future time
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forms). Error fossilization, a process in which some errors occur permanently for learners
whose language development shows no progress (Selinker, 1972), appears to be unavoidable
unless proper pedagogic intervention is provided. WCF can be one of the possible intervention
strategies that teachers can employ to prevent the fossilization to some extent. Some scholars
(Dekeyser 1993; Ferris, 2004; Han, 2004; Kepner, 1991) also noted that error correction is
necessary for L2 learners to avoid fossilization. Additional pedagogic assistance (e.g., mini
lessons about specific linguistic features) combined with WCF seem to promote a high level of
awareness that leads to a better understanding of complicated linguistic rules.

Furthermore, as indicated by the results of the open-ended questionnaire, most
participants reported that they felt their writing has improved since they could recognize their
recurrent errors that represent certain linguistic features they could not fully understand via
teachers’ feedback and better understand the complicated grammar points while self-editing
their most frequent errors by referring to available resources. Encouraging learner autonomy
might not be neglected for their longer-term success in L2 learning. In addition, most L2
learners want to improve their linguistic precision, anticipating that their errors are to be
corrected by a teacher (Bitchener, 2008; Ferris, 2011; Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014).

For those reasons mentioned above, the provision of WCF should not be abandoned;
however, the discussion with a focus on how to best use WCF in the KFL classroom should
continue. Although L2 scholars expressed their concerns that writing instruction in a FL
context would prioritize grammatical accuracy over communicative content, grammatical
accuracy still occupies an important component of writing instruction in a KFL context. This
is because grammatical incorrectness hinders understanding the communicative content of the
KFL learners’ written texts to a great extent. As noted earlier, under the assumption that WCF

in the KFL classroom might not be as effective as it is in an ESL context, a more effective and
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economical way of providing WCF needs to be further developed.

KFL instructors may consider adopting different pedagogical approaches depending
on error types rather than providing identical types of feedback for all errors. However, little
research has revealed what types of errors are treatable or untreatable in a KFL context. The
present study could not find any evidence of treatable errors in terms of grammar. Among the
three types of linguistic errors examined, particles seem to be potential candidates for
untreatable errors based on the results of the experiment and the students’ comments. Further
longitudinal studies are required to determine whether these errors are untreatable or not.
Future studies also need to clarify whether these untreatable errors are attributed to either the
complicated nature of a Korean grammar that does not occur in a rule-governed way or the
participants’ insufficient grammatical knowledge, as some continuous errors can indeed
merely be ascribed to students’ deficient linguistic knowledge. Certain categories of linguistic
errors, which were beyond learners’ developmental stages of learning, might be turned out to
be untreatable, as Pienemann’s Teachability hypothesis suggested.

If future WCF studies conducted in KFL contexts prove that certain categories of
errors are untreatable, it seems essential to provide a metalinguistic explanation or additional
opportunities for KFL learners to clarify, reinforce, or practice the targeted linguistic items.
Since the linguistic knowledge base is different from that of L1 acquisition, L2 learning
inevitably necessitates supplementary information as well as different pedagogical methods
(Ferris, 2010). WCF combined with other teaching methods can be applied to a narrow range
of untreatable errors that take precedence over other errors, rather than correcting all errors.
For example, if frequent errors related to the usage of particles are found in KFL learners’
written texts, instructors can select and focus on one of the most frequent particle errors and

provide WCF combined with metalinguistic explanations. In this way, instructors might be
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able to save their time and effort in correcting all errors while learners will be able to reduce
their cognitive burden and pay attention to errors that are prioritized. Mini lessons about
frequent errors or teacher-student writing conferences can be also considered if time allows,
since some students showed a preference for detailed explanations that were tailored for their
level over an exclusive provision of WCF, which can frustrate some low-proficiency learners.
With regard to treatable errors, WCF might suffice for students to rewrite their texts
correctly, but the question as to which errors are amenable to WCF still remains unanswered.
The categorization of treatable and untreatable errors in a KFL context deserves more
scrutiny in future studies. According to the current study’s results, orthographic errors (n =
343) that occupied 32 percent of total errors (N = 1072) (See Table 4.4) can be possible
candidates for treatable errors. As was indicated by the results for the first research question,
the two treatment groups reduced their error rates from pretest to posttest, whereas the control
group actually experienced an increase, although such differences did not reach a level of
statistical significance. The results for the second research question revealed that there was no
significant improvement in self-editing for the three targeted categories of grammatical
errors. This indicated that errors other than grammatical errors were reduced to some extent.
Hence, further statistical analysis was performed to see whether orthographic errors
were more amenable to WCF. The results from both the ANOVA and GEE indicated that WCF
had no significant effect on orthographic errors, although orthographic errors did decrease
substantially over time. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA result revealed that there was
no significant effect for the interaction of Time and Treatment, F(6, 216) = 0.93, p = 475, i’
= .01; effect for Treatment, F(2,72) = 2.78, p = .068, ° = .06, but there was a significant effect
for Time, F(3,216)=3.91, p=.010, #° = .01. GEE result also revealed a significant main effect

for Time, Wald ¥2(3) = 10.71, p = .013; and Heritage, Wald y2(1) = 4.87, p = .027. However,
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no significant effects for Treatment, Wald ¥2(2) =3.99, p =.136; Time x Treatment interaction,
Wald ¢2(6) =5.93, p = .431; and Time % Heritage interaction, Wald ¥2(3) =0.77, p = .857 were
found. This indicated that the participants significantly reduced their orthographic errors as the
course proceeded, but there was no differential effect for WCF on spelling errors. This suggests
that orthographic errors may not be amenable to WCF in a KFL context, but more experimental
studies are needed to confirm this.

As pedagogical approaches differ depending on error types, further studies also need
to develop L2 writing instructional pedagogy that can be applied appropriately with a
consideration for HLs and NHLs’ different characteristics. As indicated by the GEE results,

a main effect for Heritage was reported with significant differences between the mean
accuracy scores of spelling for HLs and NHLs. NHLs” superiority over HLs in orthography
well illustrates that more instructional support is needed for HLs who often struggle with
spelling that arises from disparities between spoken and written language. It seems necessary
to increase their exposure to written language by integrating reading with other language
skills they have prioritized (i.e., oral skill) so that they can notice the differences between
them and grasp the general principles of phonological processes. Graded readers for
extensive reading can be a good option for KFL learners to enhance HLs’ access to written
texts because they are available at various proficiency levels.

Regarding grammar, NHLs may be disheartened by HLs’ nativeness, while HLs may
feel left behind when compared with NHLs’ systematic grammatical knowledge (Hedgcock
and Lefkowitz, 2011). Grammar is considered one of the biggest pitfalls for both NHLs and
low or intermediate-level HLs, except for a few advanced-level HLs who stated that grammar
was not a big problem. Therefore, WCF paired with metacognitive scaffolding is expected to

have more positive effects on improving accuracy for a majority of KFL learners who wanted
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more detailed metalinguistic explanations and opportunities to practice using grammar points
in diverse contexts.
5.3. Limitations

Despite the potential benefits that explored longitudinal impacts of different types of
WCEF in a KFL context, this study has some limitations. The first drawback concerns the sample
size. As this study was a quasi-experimental classroom study, participants were limited to the
number of students enrolled in each class. The sample size of each group was relatively small,
and the number of participants in the control group was particularly small (n = 11). A larger
sample size can yield more generalizable results about the effectiveness of WCF in a KFL
context. The results of this study, therefore, need to be interpreted with caution. If WCF studies
are conducted with fewer participants, it is important to ensure KFL learners’ similar
proficiency levels within a group.

Second, the participants in the intact classes had considerable variation in their general
proficiency level. Unlike ESL classes for which enrollment is relatively stable, KFL classes
often consist of students with various proficiency levels due to relatively low enrollment. As
they advance to higher level KFL classes (e.g., KOR 301, KOR 302, and KOR 401), the gaps
between highly advanced and low-intermediate students in one class became even wider.
Furthermore, each group included some outliers who were not eliminated from analysis in this
study in attempt to prevent any bias that could have arisen from a reduced sample size. The
inclusion of outliers, however, might have affected the result of this study.

Third, unintended effects resulting from different writing prompts were not effectively
controlled. As stated in the discussion section, the writing prompts used for the posttest
appeared to induce syntactically more complex sentences that lacked accuracy compared to the

texts written for the pretest topic. Some studies (M. Y. Cho, 2019; Way et al., 2000) validated
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the variations in writing performance attributable to different topics. A pilot study on the
potential effects of writing prompts, therefore, is recommended for future WCF studies that
seek to measure the accuracy or complexity of newly written texts produced in a posttest.
Additionally, counterbalancing needs to be taken into consideration to reduce unwanted order
effects caused by the effects of different writing prompts. The current study employed a total
of 11 writing prompts: two of them for the pretest and posttest respectively and nine of them
for writing practice. The order of writing prompts was kept identical across all three groups in
this study because of a practical problem in rotating writing prompts for each group while
teaching classes of five different sections for two years.

Finally, the feedback given to all students might not have been as consistent as it could
have been throughout the nine writing practice tasks. Unlike focused feedback that provides
feedback on specific grammatical features, WCF in the current study was given for all errors
in a comprehensive way. In other words, students received feedback on all of their written
errors regardless of error categories. Since the types of errors students made were various, I
might not have responded consistently to the same errors in all learners’ texts over time.
Although inconsistency in providing comprehensive feedback was unavoidable to some extent,
some students who were confused by my feedback might not have edited their errors
efficaciously. Besides, time dedicated to writing revisions was not equivalent for all three
groups, as the DF group was required to make one round of revisions while the DWCF group
could make up to three rounds of revisions. Meanwhile, no such time was warranted for the
control group. Thus, it was necessary to provide students in the DF and control groups
additional time for revision practice outside of class time. Alternative writing activities (e.g.,
supplementary writing practice, self-correction exercises) should have provided the DF and

control groups with equivalent opportunities to practice their writing in order to control for
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preferential practice effects that could occur within the DWCF group.
5.4. Conclusion

Recent WCF studies in ESL contexts have gradually shifted their research focus from
the effectiveness of WCF to more effective corrective correction strategies that help L2 learners
better improve accuracy in their writings. In a KFL context, in contrast, the effects of WCF on
accuracy improvement in a new piece of writing have not yet been verified while DF has been
provided with no empirical evidence on how to best use feedback in the longer term. Hence,
the current study addressed the effectiveness of different types of WCF in a KFL classroom
over one semester and explored the potential candidates for treatable and untreatable errors in
the KFL learners’ written texts. This was done with the hope of contributing to a growing body
of research on the effect of WCF in FL learning contexts and providing useful insights for
classroom teachers.

Previous WCEF studies in KFL contexts reported that the effects of WCF on improving
linguistic precision in learners’ revisions were significant, but they were not necessarily
effective in their newly written texts. This contradicts the findings of WCF studies conducted
in ESL contexts where writing correction strategies significantly improved accuracy, even in
newly written texts. These conflicting results can be explained by some contextual variables
that are hardly controlled by researchers. In particular, learner variables and situational
variables are beyond a researcher’s control, which can result in conflicting results (Evans et al.,
2010).

As for learner variables (everything related to students’ learning experience, Evans et
al., 2010), the degree of preparedness before taking classes at a university greatly differed
between ESL learners (7-10 years) and KFL learners in this study (up to 0.57 years).

Furthermore, ESL learners’ high motivation to write accurately is generally expected because
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their academic success highly depends on their English writing skills. This is, however, not
necessarily the same case for KFL learners who take Korean courses to fulfill language
requirements or earn required credits. With regard to the situational variables (everything that
constitutes the learning context, Evans et al., 2010), KFL learners’ exposure to Korean outside
of class is very limited, whereas ESL learners are in an immersion situation. Learners in FL
contexts tend to develop their linguistic knowledge at a slower pace than those in SL contexts.
In addition, KFL classes comprised of HLs and NHLs are heterogeneous in terms of general
proficiency level. Therefore, first-year Korean classes often see a wide range of levels for
learners, which can be intensified as they proceed to advanced-level courses that cannot afford
to sort students into different proficiency-based sections due to low enrollment. Thus, it is
difficult to expect that the learners in intact KFL classes have a balanced level of general
proficiency. Other than the two aforementioned variables, Korean’s classification as a Group
four language is also indicative of the large amount of time it takes for native speakers of
English to reach a certain level of proficiency in the Korean language.

Taking these variables into consideration, KFL learners’ moderate progress in their
accuracy development in their new texts is not surprising. As WCF is not effective in a KFL
context, should WCF be abandoned as Truscott (1996) suggested? My position is that the focus
of WCF studies in KFL contexts should be directed to develop effective methods for writing
instruction tailored for KFL learners, acknowledging their moderate progress in the
development of their writing skills. For instance, if further WCF studies in KFL contexts
identify which categories of errors are treatable, error correction strategies can be used mainly
for treatable errors. In doing so, students can promote learner autonomy by reducing the
cognitive burden to correct the errors that are beyond their proficiency level. The instructors

can also save time and effort, thereby investing their valuable time in developing their teaching
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skills. For untreatable errors, mini lessons about learners’ most frequent errors will be more
effective than providing WCF to any and all untreatable errors. As most of L2 writing
instructional methods have been developed and designed for ESL learners who take up a
majority of L2 learners, we need to develop our own research base to help KFL learners
improve the accuracy of their writings. Future research, therefore, should consider the variables
that affect the results before conducting WCF studies in a KFL context and also develop
effective writing instructional methods that are not only tailored for KFL learners but also

considerate of the moderate progress they may make during the writing development process.
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Appendix A

Writing Correction Marks

Code | Error Type Example
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Name:

Appendix B

Student Background Questionnaire

Class Standing:

Q1. Birthplace: [ ] U.S.

] Other (specify)

(e.g., freshman)

Major:

Age:

[ ] Korea

Q2. Check if your parents, grandparents, or anyone else in your immediate/extended family is
a native speaker of Korean.

[ ] Mother

[ ] Maternal grandparent(s)

[ ] Other (specify)

[ ] Father
[ ] Paternal grandparent(s)

Q3. Which language do you consider your native language?

[ ] English

[ ] Korean

[ ] Other (specify)

Q4. Have you lived in Korea?

[ 1No
[ ]Yes

(For
From age

[ ] Chinese

years)

to age

[ ]Japanese

05. Which language do you communicate with the following people? Please circle the number.

If the situation does not apply to you, choose “N/A.”

Relationship | N/ | All English | More English Same More All
A | (or other non- | (or other non- | (mixing two | Korean | Korean
Korean Korean languages
languages) languages) equally)
Mother 0 1 2 3 4 5
Father 0 1 2 3 4 5
Grandmother | 0 1 2 3 4 5
Grandfather 0 1 2 3 4 5
Siblings 0 1 2 3 4 5
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Q6. Provide information for all Korean language courses you have taken at the college level
(including all UH campuses):

University: (school name)
Course Number of years taken:
University: (school name)
Course Number of years taken:

Q7. List the following information for any previous Korean studies elsewhere (e.g., high school,
intermediate/elementary school, Korean language school, private language institute,
private tutor, etc.).

School 1: (school name)
Number of years taken:

School 2: (school name)
Number of years taken:

08. Please mark ONE statement which BEST describes how you feel about your Korean
language use in writing:
1. My Korean grammar/ language problems are very serious and really hurt my writing.
2. Korean grammar is not a serious problem for me.
3. Other writing issues are more important.
Please specify.
4. T’'m not sure if it’s a problem.

Q9. What are your aims (goals) to take this course?
(More detailed information will be beneficial for the improvement of this course)

- o

Thank you very much for your help!
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Appendix C

Open-Ended Questions

The four open-ended questions below are about the 10-minute class writing activities we did
this semester. Your answers will help to guide my future teaching practices. Please answer to
the questions truthfully, as only this will guarantee the success of the investigation. Thank
you so much.

1. Ifyou are making the same (types of) errors, what do you think is the reason? What might
help you make more progress?

2. What strategies did you employ when correcting your errors? (e.g., proofreading, referring
to the textbook, or asking a friend or a teacher, etc.) Have you changed your strategy in
any way since this class started?

3. What is the most effective way for a teacher to give feedback about your errors in Korean
writing? Why do you think it is effective?

4. Do you think your writing has improved by correcting your own errors based on the
teacher’s feedback? Why or in what ways? If “no,” what do you think might help you?
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