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ABSTRACT: This study investigates the effects of low L2 proficiency students’ processing 
of two feedback types (direct and indirect) during a written languaging session on the ac-
curacy of their rewritten texts. Data were collected during two weeks and were statistically 
analysed. The main findings showed that none of the two feedback groups reflected on and 
understood all the errors on which they received feedback, which in turn determined the ac-
curacy of the rewritten texts. These results open a new window for the investigation of the 
effectiveness of different feedback types and the language learning potential of writing. The 
empirical and pedagogical implications of these findings are discussed. 
Keywords: written languaging, direct feedback, indirect feedback, language learning poten-
tial of writing, processing.

El Potencial de Aprendizaje de Lengua a través de la Escritura basado en el Procesa-
miento del Feedback en Estudiantes de Inglés como Lengua Extranjera

RESUMEN: Este estudio investiga los efectos del procesamiento de dos tipos de feedback 
(directo e indirecto) sobre la corrección de textos reescritos en estudiantes de bajo nivel de 
L2 durante una sesión de verbalización de errores de forma escrita. Los datos fueron recogi-
dos durante dos semanas y analizados estadísticamente. Los resultados principales muestran 
que ninguno de los dos grupos de feedback reflexionó ni entendió todos los errores que les 
fueron corregidos, lo que a su vez determinó la corrección lingüistica de los textos reescritos. 
Estos resultados abren una nueva ventana para la investigación de la efectividad de los dife-
rentes tipos de correcciones y el potencial de aprendizaje de lengua a través de la escritura. 
Las implicaciones empíricas y pedagógicas del estudio son discutidas. 
Palabras clave: verbalización escrita, corrección directa, corrección indirecta, potencial de 
aprendizaje de lengua basado en la escritura, procesamiento.

1. Introduction
 
Twenty years ago the field of Second Language Writing (SLW) pedagogy was shaken 

up by Truscott (1996) claiming that written corrective feedback “does not work and should 
be abandoned” (2010, p. 334). Truscott (1996) alleged that written corrective feedback 
(WCF) was not only ineffective on grammatical errors but also had harmful side effects 
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since it may encourage learners to simplify their writing in order to avoid those areas they 
perceive as problematic. Since then, numerous WCF studies have been published about the 
relationship between learners’ L2 accuracy and the degree of explicitness of the feedback 
provided to them through direct or indirect feedback. Direct feedback is supposed to reduce 
the confusion in correction by allowing learners to instantly internalize the correct forms 
provided by the teacher (Chandler, 2003); and to provide learners with the information that 
is needed for testing their hypotheses about the L2 (Bitchener & Knoch, 2008), especially 
if these hypotheses include complex syntactic structures or idiomatic usage (Bitchener, 
2012). For these reasons, direct feedback is thought to be especially suitable for learners 
at lower levels of L2 proficiency and writing ability (Shintani & Ellis, 2013). In contrast, 
supporters of indirect feedback argue that indirect correction is more beneficial because it 
requires learners to engage in feedback processing as a problem-solving activity, thus, hel-
ping them to engage in deeper reflection that can lead to long-term acquisition (Bitchener 
& Knoch, 2008). However, it has also been claimed that indirect feedback provides learners 
with insufficient information about complex linguistic errors and that learners must have 
consolidated L2 knowledge to take full advantage of indirect feedback (Bitchener, 2012). 

Recent studies have been consistent in reporting an advantage for direct feedback in 
ESL settings (cf. Bitchener & Storch, 2016). Findings indicate that, although both feedback 
types may be equally effective in the short-term and for non-grammatical errors, only direct 
feedback is effective in the long-run and for grammatical errors because it can contribute 
to change learners’ implicit knowledge of the language (see Ellis & Shintani, 2013). These 
findings are in contrast to Truscott’s (2007) assertion that feedback can only be effective 
for non-grammar errors. However, as pointed out by Bitchener (2012) the role played by 
some mediating variables on the effects produced by the two feedback types should still be 
clarified. Some studies that reported better results for direct feedback were conducted with 
advanced L2 learners or ESL students (Bitchener & Storch, 2016), and their results were 
only based on the analyses of the texts produced by the students, without analysing their 
feedback processing. The effectiveness of WCF should be analysed in relation to the learners’ 
feedback processing and to the students’ capacity to understand the error (Mackey et al., 
2000) since learners’ depth of processing when confronted with feedback has been posited 
as a crucial element in the possible relationship between feedback and L2 acquisition (Man-
chón, 2011). Manchón (2011) propounded that written output can promote language learning 
when learners engage in linguistic processing through noticing and hypothesis testing. This 
view of writing was described by Manchón (2011) as the writing-to-learn language (WLL) 
dimension of writing. Along these lines, the language learning potential of writing (LLP) is 
shown when students do not only look at the corrections provided (either through direct or 
indirect feedback), which would be representative of simple noticing (Schmidt, 1990), but 
when they also process feedback, that is, when students engage in reflection on the errors 
made and propose solutions to them in an oral or written way. 

Linguistic reflection on language can take place in its written or oral mode, but it has 
been usually associated with the oral register due to a misinterpretation of Swain’s term 
(1995) of verbalisation. This is the reason why in 2006 Swain coined the term “languaging” 
to describe the process, either written or oral, “of making meaning and shaping knowledge and 
experience through language. It is part of what constitutes learning” (p. 98). Empirical research 
has shown that languaging mediates learning by drawing learners’ attention to language 
problems and by being an instrument to promote reflection and find a solution to problems 
bringing to light inconsistencies in knowledge (Swain, 2006).
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Research on collaborative writing has shown that languaging can lead to engagement 
with language at metalinguistic levels (Fortune & Thorp, 2001) and to an increase in writ-
ten accuracy (Kuiken & Vedder, 2008). However, in collaborative writing the reflection on 
language by means of writing cannot be isolated from the effects of oral interaction, which 
in its own may be responsible for noticing and language development (Williams, 2012). For 
this reason, research needs to examine students’ individual reflection process on language 
when confronted with tasks.

Languaging using the writing modality was defined by Suzuki (2012) as written lan-
guaging as opposed to oral languaging. Both types of languaging differ not only in the 
way of verbalising reflections (written versus oral) but also in the demands of working 
memory capacities (Muñoz et al.,2006). Although there is scarce research examining the 
different effects of written versus oral reflection on language, some studies (Muñoz et al., 
2006) comparing both types of reflection have acknowledged the cognitive superiority of 
the writing modality, due to its slower pace, which allows better engagement in cognitive 
processes for problem-solving, as well as more in-depth reflection in comparison to oral 
languaging (Williams, 2012). 

Despite the potential relevance of written languaging to delve into students’ noticing 
and understanding of errors, very few studies have explored the usefulness of languaging 
for feedback processing. A clear exception is the study conducted by Suzuki (2012), who 
asked 24 intermediate learners of English to language (i.e. write their own reflections) on 
the direct corrections that they received on a text they had previously written. The written 
reflection on errors was done distinguishing among grammar errors, lexical ones and errors 
that were not understood regardless of being grammatical or lexical. Suzuki’s study (2012) 
showed that written languaging helped learners to successfully correct their grammatical and 
lexical errors when immediately revising their texts. 

Although Suzuki’s research offers evidence of the importance of intermediate L2 learners’ 
engagement with direct feedback for L2 accuracy, it is still needed to investigate students’ noticing 
of error types and feedback processing at low L2 proficiency levels using different feedback 
types so as to shed light on the potential effects of WCF types on L2 accuracy (grammar and 
non-grammar errors) and possible L2 acquisition (Sachs & Polio, 2007) at low proficiency 
levels. The degree of noticing problems in output has been shown to differ according to 
students’ L2 proficiency level (Qi & Lapkin, 2001), which in turn also determines language 
development (Schmidt & Frota, 1986). More specifically, more proficient students tend to 
notice more grammar mistakes than less proficient learners (Swain & Lapkin, 1995). On the 
other hand, different feedback types promote distinct engagement in problem-solving activity 
that is needed for L2 accuracy and language learning. 

The present study aims to contribute to Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research 
by shedding light on the LLP of writing through feedback processing in a written languaging 
session. We aimed at showing the possible relationship between learners’ processing of two 
feedback types (direct and indirect) and the correction of errors (grammar and non-grammar) 
in rewritten texts. Our participants were secondary school students at a low L2 proficiency 
level, who were asked to reflect during a written languaging session on their errors corrected 
directly or indirectly so as to ensure the processing of feedback before rewriting their texts 
in a new writing session. 



Monográfico II	 noviembre 2017

190

The following research questions (RQs) were formulated following Suzuki (2012):

RQ1. Are there differences in participants’ written languaging in response to direct 
and indirect feedback?
RQ2. Are there differences in the accuracy of immediately rewritten texts between 
feedback conditions (direct and indirect) following students’ written languaging?
RQ3. Does written languaging in response to direct and indirect feedback help 
to improve the accuracy of immediately rewritten texts?

2. Method

The participants were 30 English Foreign Language (EFL) students at a public 
secondary school whose English level corresponded to an elementary one (A2 level).
The participants wrote an essay and then, they were divided into two groups so as to provide 
them with different feedback types: direct group (DG; n=15) or indirect group (IG; n=15). 
The groups were done after having confirmed the existence of similar number of words (DG: 
M=57.47, SD= 22.91; IG: M=54.67; SD=25.74; Mann Whitney: Z=-.73, p=.49; r=.13) and 
percentages of errors (DG: M=17.60; SD= 10.06; IG: M=13.59; SD= 6.25; Mann Whitney: 
Z=-.98, p=.34, r=.18) in the first essay for the two groups.

2.1. Instruments

The instruments included two writing prompts and a languaging prompt. The written 
prompts were based on a personal experience so that the participants did not require specific 
knowledge which could prevent them from writing. 

Prompt A: A foreign visitor has one day to spend in your country. Where should 
this visitor go on that day? Use specific reasons and details to support your idea.

Prompt B: People do many things to stay healthy. What do you do for good health? 
Use specific reasons and details to support your answer.

The languaging prompts, which were provided in the students’ L1 so as to make them 
feel confident when explaining the reasons for their mistakes, included the following ques-
tions following Suzuki’s study (2012): “Why is this linguistic form incorrect/wrong?, why 
did the instructor give feedback on this form? 

Although the participants were expected to provide reasons for the corrections when 
doing their written languaging, they were also allowed to write, as in Suzuki’s research, “‘I 
do not know” if they did not find what was wrong and why. Participants were encouraged 
to think about their mistakes before using the “I do not know” answer.
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2.2. Data collection

The first day, the participants wrote their essay in 50 minutes. Half of the students wrote 
their essays based on prompt A and the other half used prompt B. In this way, we counter-
balanced the possible effects of the writing topic on linguistic accuracy. Three days later, 
the teacher gave feedback to all students making sure that half of the students who wrote 
their essays based on prompt A received direct feedback and the other half received indirect 
correction. The same process for the provision of feedback was followed with prompt B. 

Participants were provided with unfocused corrective feedback in the same way as ordinary 
teachers usually give feedback on all types of errors rather than on a few selected ones, so as 
to ensure the ecological validity of the study. Participants who received direct feedback were 
provided with the correction of all linguistic errors that were noticed by the teacher. In the 
case of the indirect feedback group, the participants were provided with the correction of 
all the linguistic errors the participants made using metalinguistic corrections next to the 
errors such as verb form, word choice, preposition, or sentence structure.

On the same day that participants received feedback, they were asked to reflect on 
the provided corrections during 30 minutes in a languaging session since the essays were 
short (around 50 words). One week after the languaging session, the participants were given 
their original essays without corrections and were asked to rewrite them in 30 minutes. The 
rewriting session was carried out with their original essays but without corrections so that 
the changes made in the rewritten texts could be attributed to learners’ feedback processing 
during the languaging session. 

2.3. Data coding

The coding of the languaging and written texts was carried out by two experienced L2 
teachers and researchers who coded together 100% of written language episodes (WLEs), errors 
in texts and incorporations of feedback into the rewritten texts.

The construct of WLE was based on the definition of language related episodes (LREs) 
or episodes of languaging understood as “any segment of the protocol in which a learner either 
spoke about a language problem s/he encountered while writing and solved it either correctly or in-
correctly, or simply solved it (again either correctly or incorrectly) without having explicitly identified 
it as a problem” (Swain & Lapkin, 1995: 378). We adapted this definition to the use of written 
languaging and the provision of feedback following Suzuki (2012). Therefore, WLEs were un-
derstood as learners’ written explanation of the errors, either correctly or incorrectly, that had 
been previously corrected by the teacher using distinct feedback types (i.e. direct or indirect). 
Learners’ languaging on errors was coded according to the type of metalinguistic explanations 
provided following Suzuki (2012). The coding resulted in the distinction of WLE in terms of 
grammar (i.e. verb form, verb tenses, articles, sentence structures, and prepositions), lexis (i.e. 
word choice, and spelling), or attempts of explaining the errors without really understanding 
the reason for the error (don’t know WLE). This distinction of grammatical and lexical WLEs 
was important to investigate low L2 proficiency students’ noticing and understanding of both 
grammar and non-grammar errors.
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As for the rewritten texts, we distinguished between those incorporations in the rewritten 
texts that had been successfully and unsuccessfully done (Suzuki, 2012). In addition, on 
some occasions learners carried out successful revisions of items that had not been previously 
languaged. These successful revisions were coded as “covert” (Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012) since 
they were problems that were noticed by the learners, but they were not explicitly articulated in 
written languaging. 

 
2.4. Data analysis

We computed the number and percentage of different types of WLEs in terms of lexis, 
grammar and ‘don’t know’. As for the accuracy of the original texts, we computed the number 
of words, and the percentage of errors. Regarding rewritten texts, we computed the percentage 
of incorporations that could be traced back to the participants’ written language episodes, as 
in Suzuki’s research (2012).With respect to the statistical analyses, we conducted Friedman 
tests, Wilcoxon signed rank tests and Mann Whitney U tests. 

3. Results

RQ1. Are there differences in participants’ written languaging in response to direct 
and indirect feedback?

In order to examine learners’ engagement with WLE, we first compared the percentage 
of WLEs (DG=51%; IG=67%). This percentage was computed taking into account the total 
number of WLEs (DG=70; IG=64) within each feedback condition in relation to the total 
number of errors (DG: 137; IG: 96). It should be noted that although the total number of 
errors in the DG seemed to be higher in the first essay than in the IG, the number of words 
in the first essay was also higher in the DG (Direct: M=57.47, SD= 22.91; Indirect: M=54.67; 
SD=25.74). Therefore, the possibility of making errors also increased when the number of 
words rose1. As explained before, no significant differences between the two groups were 
found in the first essay regarding the number of words or the percentage of errors.

Although the participants in both feedback groups engaged in written languaging, they 
only reflected on half of the errors made and signaled with feedback. Participants in the IG 
tended to reflect on more errors in comparison with the DG (see % of WLEs above). Howe-
ver, this tendency was not statistically significant (U=84.50; Z=-1.17; p=.25; r=.21). As for 
the types of WLEs on which participants focused when analyzing their errors, a Friedman 
test indicated the existence of differences in the distribution of grammar, lexis and ‘don’t 
know’ WLE within each feedback condition (table 1).

1 For this reason, we compared both groups in terms of the percentage of errors and the percentage of WLEs
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Table 1. Types of WLEs within each feedback condition

WLEs DG IG

N % N %

Grammar 39 56 27 42

Lexis 12 17 6 9

Don’t know 19 27 31 49

Total 70 100 64 100

Friedman test χ2(2)=13.38, p=.00 χ2(2)=6.98, p=.03

Wilcoxon signed rank tests were then conducted to find specific intra-group differences. 
Participants in both feedback groups reflected more on grammar errors than lexical ones 
(DG:Z=-2.94, p=.00, r=.54; IG: Z=2.50, p=.01, r=.46). In addition, within the IG, participants 
tended to produce significantly more “don’t know” WLEs than lexical ones (IG: Z=-2.52, 
p=.01, r=.46)

Regarding the percentage of WLEs, there were no significant differences in the total 
percentage of WLEs or in the different types (i.e. grammar, lexis, don’t know) of WLEs 
between feedback conditions. It is also important to notice that “don’t know” WLEs appeared 
to predominate, at least from a descriptive point of view in the case of the IG in comparison 
with the DG. However, a Mann Whitney U test (see table 2) indicated that there were no 
significant differences between feedback groups in this type of WLEs (i.e., “don’t know”), 
as a result of the existence of high individual variability within each group. 

Table 2. Comparison of different types of WLEs between feedback conditions

Percentage of WLEs

DG Mann Whitney U test IG

M (SD) Z p Effect size
(r)

M (SD)

Grammar 53.43 
(32.59)

-1.38 .17 .25 37.41
 (32.83)

Lexis 15.09 
(15.46)

-1.30 .25 .24 8.92
(14.89)

Don’t know 24.82 
(33.23)

-1.47 .16 .27 47 
(37.99)

Total 57.27 
(28.59)

-1.17 .25 .21 68.61 
(31.30)
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As a whole, these findings indicate that (i) the type of WCF did not have any bearing 
in the overall production of written languaging between feedback groups; (ii) participants 
in both groups did not tend to engage in rich languaging since only around fifty percent of 
the errors made were reflected on; (iii) there were no significant differences in any types of 
WLEs between both groups; (iv) written reflection on grammar errors predominated over 
lexical ones in both feedback groups; (v) within the IG, there were significantly more unre-
solved interpretations of language problems or “don’t know” WLEs than lexical reflection.

RQ2. Are there differences in the accuracy of immediately rewritten texts between 
feedback conditions (direct and indirect) following students’ written languaging?

The participants in both feedback groups wrote a similar number of words (DG: 
Wilcoxon test: Z=-.32, p=.75, r=.05; IG Wilcoxon test: Z=-.72, p=.47, r=.13; IG) in both 
their initial (DG: M=57.47, SD= 22.91; IG: M=54.67; SD=25.74) and rewritten texts (DG: 
M=57.27, SD= 23.29; IG: M=54.20; SD=25.39).The participants in both groups were more 
accurate in their rewritten texts (DG: % of errors initial text: M=17.60, SD=10.06; % of 
errors rewritten text: M=4.96, SD=6.76; Wilcoxon: Z=-3.30, p=.00, r=.60; IG: % of errors 
initial text: M=13.59, SD=6.25; % of errors rewritten text: M=10.08, SD=8.01; Wilcoxon: 
Z=-2.98, p=.00, r=.54). However, the DG was significantly more accurate in the rewritten 
texts compared to the IG (Mann Whitney: Z=-2.30, p=.02, r=.42) 

RQ3. Does written languaging in response to direct and indirect feedback help 
to improve the accuracy of immediately rewritten texts?

Regarding the total number of incorporations, the DG significantly incorporated more 
number of changes (n=71) in their rewritten texts (U:52.50; Z=-2.52; p=.01; r=.46) compared 
to the IG (n=32). As for the frequency of successful incorporations, they tended to be higher 
than unsuccessful incorporations in both feedback conditions (DG; Wilcoxon: Z=-2.71, p=.01, 
r=.49; IG; Wilcoxon: Z= -2.42, p=.01, r=.44).Those successful incorporations were mostly 
related to grammar with few and anecdotal lexical exceptions given the predominance of 
grammatical WLEs.

Table 3. Types of incorporation in rewritten texts 

Types of Incorporations

DG IG 

N % N %

Successful 47 66.20 21 65.63

Unsuccessful 7 9.86 6 18.75
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Covert 17 23.94 5 15.63

Total 71 100 32 100

Friedman test χ2(2)=8.12 p=.02 χ2(2)=7.26, p=.03

	 Successful incorporations predominated over both unsuccessful and covert incor-
porations in both feedback groups (table 3). No differences in successful, unsuccessful or 
covert incorporations were found between both feedback conditions (see table 4), although 
the DG tended to have more covert incorporations than the IG (table 3).

 
Table 4. Comparison of incorporations between feedback conditions

Percentage of 
Incorporations

DG Mann Whitney U test IG

M (SD) Z p Effect size 
(r) M (SD)

Successful 60.98 
(41.87) -.02 1 .00 56.67 

(46.20)

Unsuccessful 9.78 
(19.13) -.15 .90 .03 12.78 

(23.75)

Covert 22.57 
(28.74) -1.34 .25 .24 10.55 

(19.02)

The main findings show that: (i) the DG incorporated significantly more changes in 
the rewritten texts than the IG; (ii) both feedback groups tended to successfully incorporate 
rather than unsuccessfully integrate in their rewritten essays the feedback on which they 
had previously reflected (iii) there were covert incorporations in both feedback conditions, 
but particularly in the DG.

4. Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate the  LLP of  wri t ing through feedback 
process ing in  a  languaging sess ion.  Our findings will be discussed in relation to 
learners’ feedback processing and the accuracy of the rewritten texts.

	
4.1. Participants’ feedback processing 

Learners’ feedback processing was explored in terms of the total amount of WLEs and the 
types of WLEs. As for the amount of WLEs, both feedback groups reflected on half (DG: 
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51%) or slightly more than half (IG: 67%) of the errors that were made and signaled with 
feedback, probably due to their low L2 proficiency level. Along these lines, previous studies 
have found that L2 proficiency is a major determinant of the degree of meta-linguistic 
reflection engaged in by learners (Sheen, 2007). More proficient learners have been reported 
to reflect more on their language problems through the generation of LREs when writing in 
collaboration (Leeser, 2004);when composing on an individual basis (Qi & Lapkin, 2001); or 
when involved in the writing of multi-stage composition tasks intended to provide them with 
written feedback (Hanaoka, 2007). Our findings are in clear contrast to the results reported 
by Suzuki (2012) whose participants, Japanese university students at an intermediate level 
of L2 proficiency taking an English writing course at university, produced a similar number of 
WLEs to the direct corrections provided to them by the teacher. We could therefore suggest 
that L2 proficiency level could determine the extent to which learners process all or just 
part of the feedback with which they have been provided.

The IG tended to reflect on more errors than the DG. However, a detailed analysis of 
the data showed that the IG reported “don’t know” WLEs in almost half of the episodes 
(49%) in which they engaged. Accordingly, the IG engaged in simple noticing processes 
(Kuiken & Vedder, 2002; Leow, 1997), which did not result in problem-solving and in high 
retention of errors when rewriting their texts. The purported superiority of indirect feedback 
in prompting problem-solving was not shown with our EFL students since they could not 
engage in elaborate noticing that could result in metalinguistic awareness for language lear-
ning (Leow, 1997). Our findings are consistent with previous studies that indicate that (i) 
low L2 proficiency students find it difficult to engage in reflection on form (Leeser, 2004); 
(ii) learners at low L2 proficiency levels struggle to understand their problems in writing 
when provided with implicit feedback since they have limited L2 knowledge that influences 
the capacity to assess the source and reasons of linguistic problems (Qi & Lapkin, 2001).

Regarding the types of languaging that were produced in both feedback conditions, gram-
mar episodes clearly predominated over lexical episodes, as it was also the case of Suzuki’s 
research (2012). This finding is explained by the fact that our participants tended to make more 
grammatical errors. Therefore, they also had more opportunities to reflect on grammar rather than 
on lexis due to the tailored feedback they received either directly or indirectly. The compo-
sition of personal narratives resulted in more grammatical errors because the participants 
only used a limited range of words that they knew to describe their personal experiences. 
They were not forced to express complex ideas or use words that they did not know since 
they did not have to narrate the events that appeared in pictures as it was the case of other 
studies (e.g. Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012; Martínez Esteban & Roca de Larios, 2010). As for 
feedback processing, the tailored feedback (direct or indirect) on their errors did not push 
our participants to notice lexical holes in their intended production as it could have happened 
with other feedback types such as reformulations or models for which learners may notice 
linguistic gaps and holes (Swain, 1998) and/or lexical problems in their written production 
that can stand out comparing their written texts to those reformulations and models (e.g., 
Hanaoka, 2007; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012; Martínez Esteban & Roca de Larios, 2010;).These 
findings are consistent with previous research that has reported that tasks corrected by direct 
feedback lead to more grammar reflection (e.g. Suzuki, 2012). Furthermore, our results 
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indicate that this grammatical reflection based on distinct feedback types can lead to 
grammatical improvement at low L2 proficiency levels, especially if the feedback is direct.

4.2. Accuracy of rewritten texts

The participants in both groups improved the accuracy of their rewritten texts. 
There was no avoidance of errors since the number of words was similar in the initial 
and rewritten texts. In addition, the errors that were reflected on (basically grammatical) and 
understood tended to be also successfully incorporated in the rewritten texts. We can deduce 
that the improvement of L2 acccuracy for both feedback groups was the outcome of 
the conjoined effects of feedback and feedback processing through written languaging. 
In both feedback groups, the percentage of successful incorporations was significantly higher 
than unsuccessful or covert incorporations. These findings are in line with previous studies 
that indicate that oral and written languaging can mediate L2 acccuracy (Hanaoka, 2007; Su-
zuki, 2012). Our results also expand previous research findings about WCF by showing the 
beneficial effects of distinct feedback types in accuracy improvement and, more specifically 
grammatical improvement, at low L2 levels, which could ultimately lead to L2 development. 
Furthermore, our findings show the effectiveness of learners’ retention of feedback one week 
after a languaging session in contrast to Suzuki’s research (2012) in which the participants 
rewrote their essays immediately after the languaging session. We could suggest that in the 
case of Suzuki’s study (2012), the participants could remember the corrections because they 
had just received them and reflected on them, but those findings do not show retention of 
feedback across time that could lead to language learning. Nevertheless, our results cannot 
be considered illustrative of language learning for which the production of new written texts 
would have been needed to show the long-term effects of WCF.

As pointed out before, the participants in both feedback groups only engaged 
in written languaging in half of the highlighted errors, which in turn resulted in a similar 
number of incorporations of changes in the rewritten texts. Therefore, only half of the targeted 
errors with different feedback types was understood and successfully corrected, similarly 
to what has been found in EFL university students (Kim, 2013). Taking into account a lan-
guage learning perspective, these results empirically show that the effectiveness of different 
types of corrective feedback depends on the extent to which learners previously process and 
understand the feedback provided (Bitchener & Storch, 2016). In other words, WCF may 
be not fully effective due to the complexity of the correction process (Truscott, 1996) in 
which it is needed not only to provide appropriate feedback but also that students process 
the feedback and understand the error and the correction. If learners do not reflect on the 
errors on which they receive feedback, they cannot understand the correction, which in turn 
could lead to learning (Schmidt, 1990). Furthermore, the mere provision of feedback at low 
L2 proficiency levels does not guarantee the processing and understanding of all errors. This 
lack of feedback processing and/or understanding of feedback and errors together with other 
well-documented research design flaws (see Guénette, 2007 for a discussion) could explain 
the ineffectiveness of WCF reported in some studies that had exclusively focused on the 
analysis of written products. 

In our study, the accuracy of the rewritten texts was significantly higher in the DG 
given that (i) the IG tended to understand the error and the feedback to a lesser extent 
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compared to the DG as shown by the high percentage of don’t know WLEs; (ii) the DG 
tended to incorporate more covert changes in their rewritten texts than the IG. The presence 
of covert incorporations is consistent with those of previous studies that indicate the existence 
of changes in their rewritten texts, which have been highlighted through different types of 
feedback (reformulations or models), but on which participants have not explicitly reflected 
(Hanaola, 2006; Hanaoka & Izumi, 2012). In the case of the DG, the correction of some 
errors was so evident (e.g. everyworld instead of everybody) that the participants may have 
noticed and understood their errors and the corrections without commenting on them. We 
suggest that the provision of direct feedback in a written way ensured learners’ noticing 
and understanding of some obvious errors without necessarily making students write down 
the reason for them. It is possible that oral languaging could have uncovered reflection 
processes on some errors that our written languaging could not detect since our participants 
could have noticed and understood some errors, but they may not have verbalised them in 
their written languaging session. 

Taking into account that the DG produced rewritten texts that were significantly more 
accurate than those of the IG, we conclude that direct feedback could be more effective for 
improving the accuracy of low L2 proficiency learners provided that learners had previously 
processed and understood the feedback. The IG seemed to find more problems to retain the 
corrections because they also found more challenging to understand the corrections provided, 
which resulted in significantly worse L2 accuracy in their rewritten texts. 

In light of these results, teachers should encourage students to reflect on their re-
ceived feedback using journals or portfolios so as to make sure learners not only notice 
errors through feedback types, but they also understand feedback and learn from it. This 
reflection on errors after receiving feedback could be more effective to promote L2 ac-
curacy and learning rather than the mere provision of abundant feedback using distinct 
feedback types. Furthermore, teachers should be trained in techniques like the ones tested 
in this study so as to help students to process feedback and notice gaps between their 
interlanguage and the target language using the feedback provided.

5. Conclusion

This study helps to advance SLA research by showing the positive effects of learners’ 
processing of two different feedback types on the improvement of linguistic accuracy (Swain, 
2006) at low L2 proficiency levels. Most importantly, the study shows that regardless of the 
feedback type, half of the feedback provided can be rendered ineffective if students do not 
notice and/or do not understand the targeted errors or feedback. In this respect, this study 
opens a new window into the LLP of writing by showing that the effectiveness of feedback 
on L2 accuracy and possible L2 development is related to feedback processing. Several 
studies (see Manchón, 2011, for a review) have shown that the production of output when 
writing and the provision of feedback can result in language development. Our study shows 
that this LLP derives from the accurate processing of corrective feedback for which it is 
needed to delve into the noticing and understanding of errors rather than inferring students’ 
processing of errors from performance. Future studies should investigate individual differences 
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in feedback processing and the possible quantitative and qualitative differences in the depth of 
processing, which may determine the effectiveness of feedback for L2 development across time. 
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