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Japanese High School Students’ Attitudes

Towards and Usage of Corrective
Feedback on Their Written Work

David O'Flaherty

The correcting of errors in L2 writing is a problematic task for
teachers. A lack of consistent research evidence supporting a
given method of corrective feedback, or even the extent to
which errors should be corrected, means that teachers are of-
ten left to make judgments on what method and focus are
best for their students. It is, therefore, important to under-
stand how students interact with the corrective feedback they
receive. This study looked at Japanese high school students’
attitudes towards and use of corrective feedback on their
written work. Findings suggest that while students felt their
teacher should provide extensive corrective feedback and that
this feedback had helped them in their written English, their
actual usage of the feedback they received was very passive.
It is argued that beyond solely providing corrective feedback
on students’ writing, high school teachers need to ensure their
students actively engage with the feedback they receive. The
article concludes with some suggestions for achieving this in
the context of a Japanese high school writing course.
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work can be a time-consuming and problem-

atic process. The type of corrective feedback to
use and the extent to which errors should be correct-
ed are not clear-cut choices for teachers. Ellis (2009,
p- 98) outlines the main forms of corrective feedback
(CF) available for L2 writing teachers and learners:

T he correcting of errors on students’ written

o Direct feedback: Errors on a learner’s text are
replaced with the correct form.

o Indirect feedback: The existence of an error is
brought to the learner’s attention. This is done
by underlining the error or highlighting it in
some way, or by indicating the existence of an
error in the margin without actually explicitly
identifying the error.

o Metalinguistic feedback: The learners are given
an indication as to the nature of the error.
Typically this involves writing an error code
near the mistake or in the margin (e.g., IW =
incorrect word), or numbering errors in the text
and giving short grammatical descriptions at
the bottom of the paper.

o Reformulation: A native speaker rewrites the
entire text to make it more native-like, whilst
ensuring the intent of the original text is not
altered.

An additional consideration is the extent of the
feedback. This can be divided into two broad types:
focused feedback and unfocused feedback. Unfocused
feedback involves the teacher correcting every error
on the learner’s work, whereas focused feedback
targets specific types of error for correction (for
example, prepositions, articles, etc.).

Research Into Corrective Feedback on L2
Writing

Studies into CF on L2 writing have generally looked
at the issue from three main perspectives: the effect
of CF on revised texts, the effect of CF on new piec-
es of writing over time, and the comparison of the
efficacy of different methods of feedback (Sheen,
2010). Truscott (1996) sparked debate in the field

by claiming that corrective feedback on L2 writing
was not only ineffective but also harmful. Teachers,
he argued, should abandon the practice altogether.
Truscott’s original claim (subsequently supported by
Liu, 2008; Truscott & Hsu, 2008) was based on the
argument that CF needs to be successfully applied
to new pieces of writing for it to be effective, not
just revisions of the same piece of work. In response
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to this, several studies have looked at the effect of
CF over time and on new pieces of writing. Results
suggest that a more focused approach to CF (for
example, a focus on definite and indefinite articles,
regular and irregular past tense, etc.), is of partic-
ular pedagogical value (Bitchener, 2008; Ellis et

al., 2008; Sheen, 2007; Sheen, Wright, & Moldawa,
2009). Despite the positive nature of these findings,
it does raise the question of how focused CF should
be. Ferris (2010) suggests that a strong emphasis

on selected structures may constitute too narrow a
focus for a writing class.

Overall, there is still no clear consensus among
researchers as to the most effective method of CF.
Studies focusing on learners’ preferences for differ-
ent types of CF have also produced contradictory
results. Even within individual classes, preferences
can vary greatly. The differing approaches and aims
of researchers have led to results that cannot be
easily applied across the field. This means it is very
difficult for teachers to use research to guide their
choice of CF method. Indeed, Guénette (2007)
warns against teachers looking for a “corrective
feedback recipe” (p. 51). She argues that CF should
not be seen in isolation. It is one of many factors
affecting acquisition, which also includes the kinds
of errors students make, their ability, the type of
writing they are being asked to do, and their overall
motivation to write. In his typology of written cor-
rective feedback types, Ellis (2009) concludes, “The
search for the ‘best’ way to do written CF may in
fact be fundamentally mistaken if it is accepted that
CF needs to take account of the specific institution-
al, classroom, and task contexts” (p. 100).

Purpose of the Study

The lack of clear research evidence for approach-
ing corrective feedback on written work suggests
teachers must make a judgment based on their
understanding of the context they are working in
and of their students’ preferences and orientations.
Some institutions have guidelines regarding the
methods of CF used, while others allow teachers to
choose. In either case, a knowledge of how students
view and interact with the CF they receive will

help teachers to understand how their method of
CF is being utilized, and whether it can be amend-
ed or improved in any way. The present study is
concerned with Japanese high school students’
attitudes towards and usage of CF on their written
work. Specifically, the study addresses the following
questions:

¢« How do students use the corrective feedback
on their written work?
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o What are students’ attitudes in relation to the
responsibility for correcting mistakes on their
work?

e What are students’ attitudes towards unfocused
direct corrective feedback?

Participants

The participants were 109 high school students
enrolled at a private girls’ high school in Japan. The
students were taking a third grade English Expres-
sion course and were all 17-18 years old. This was

a compulsory course taught entirely in English by
a native speaker (solo, not with a Japanese English
teacher). The focus was on the writing of short
compositions in English (generally 180-300 words)
on a variety of topics. The course consisted of
twenty 50-minute classes. In that time, students
were required to produce seven original composi-
tions. All of these compositions were corrected and
graded by their native English teacher. Unfocused
direct corrective feedback was given, that is, every
error on the students’ writing was replaced with the
correct form.

Data Collection

Data collection consisted of a 14-item anonymized
questionnaire split into two parts. The first part
consisted of six 5-point Likert-type items relating
to the frequency with which participants used the
corrective feedback on their work. The second

part consisted of eight 4-point Likert-type items
relating to participants’ level of agreement with
issues related to corrective feedback. The original
questionnaire was written in English. In order

for participants to fully understand the items, the
questionnaire was then translated into Japanese.
Participants received and filled out only the Japa-
nese version of the questionnaire (see Appendix for
both versions). The questionnaire was administered
in December 2015 in the final lesson of the 9-month
English Expression course.

Results
Each of the research questions will be looked at in

turn in this section. The Discussion section will then
focus on the practical implications of the findings.

How do students use the corrective feedback on
their written work?

Table 1 shows the results for the six Likert-type

items addressing participants’ usage of corrective
feedback.
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Table 1 shows that 66% of participants always with their teacher, 79% rarely or never asked their
or usually looked at the corrections on their work. teacher when they did not understand their correc-
Seventeen percent rarely or never did this. Beyond  tions. Only 8% always or usually did so.
this visual check, 40% of participants always or

usually attempted to remember the corrections, What tudents’ attitudes in relation to th
and 98% rarely or never made any written notes of @t Qre StRACIES GEtitUaes HTCIAUonR O tHe

their corrections. While 83% always or usually dou- T esponsibility for correcting mistakes on their

ble-checked their work before submitting it, only work?

50% always or usually referred to the corrections Table 2 shows the results for the three Likert-type
on their previous work when writing a new piece. items addressing participants’ attitudes towards
A quarter of participants rarely or never referred responsibility for correcting errors on their work.

to corrections on previous work for new pieces of

€O 0] n ¢ Eighty-five percent of participants agreed or
writing. In terms of the participants’ interaction

strongly agreed that the teacher should correct ev-

Table 1. Frequency of Response (in %), Means, and Standard Deviations: Students’ Usage of Corrective
Feedback (n =109)

Item M SD 5 4 3 2 1

Always Usually Some-  Rarely = Never
times

1. 1look at the corrections on my returned 377 124 36% 30% 17% 10% 7%
work.

2. 1 make a written note of the errors 1 have 121 047 0% 0% 3% 16%  82%
made.

3. 1 make a mental note of the errors 1 have 3.14 1.17 13% 27% 33% 17% 11%

made.

4. refer to the corrections on my previous 339 123 22%  28%  26% @ 17% 8%
piece of work to help me on my next piece
of work.

5. lask my teacher about my corrections 1.75 1.04 3% 5%  14%  23%  506%

when | don’t understand them.

6. Before submitting my work, I double-check 428 099 5%  28% 11% 4% 3%
it for errors.

Note. Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, so may not total 100.

Table 2. Frequency of Response (in %), Means, and Standard Deviations: Students’ Attitudes Towards the
Responsibility for Providing Corrective Feedback (n =109)

Item M SD 4 3 2 1
SA A D SD

7. The teacher should correct every mistake the students 316 0.66 30% 5% 15% 0%
make on their work.

8.  The teacher should only underline errors (not correct 228 0.80 6% 30% 48% 16%
them). Students should then correct the errors by
themselves.

9. ltis the students’ responsibility to check the correc- 351 059  55% 42% 2% 1%
tions on their work.

Note. SA = Strongly agree; A = Agree; D = Disagree; SD = Strongly disagree.
Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, so may not total 100.
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ery mistake on their work. Fifteen percent disagreed
with this, with no participants strongly disagreeing.
In terms of student participation in the process,
97% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that
it was their responsibility to check the corrections
on their work. Thirty-six percent agreed that they
should make the corrections themselves (after
mistakes have been underlined but not corrected).
While this shows that participants viewed error
correction as the teacher’s responsibility, there was
also a significant number of participants who felt
that students should have greater involvement in
the process.

What are students’ attitudes towards unfocused
direct corrective feedback?

Table 3 shows the results for five Likert-type items
addressing participants’ attitudes towards unfo-
cused direct corrective feedback.

Ninety-nine percent of participants agreed that
looking at the corrections on their work was bene-
ficial for them in understanding their errors. A fur-
ther 83% agreed that the corrective feedback they
received helped them to improve their written En-
glish ability. There seemed to be no preference for
focused feedback, with 75% of participants disagree-
ing that this would be more useful for them. Unfo-
cused feedback can result in a wealth of corrections
on a given student’s paper, but 65% disagreed that
the number of corrections on their work prevented
them from checking them all. Interestingly, despite
a strong agreement that unfocused direct corrective
feedback had helped them in their understanding
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of their mistakes and in their overall ability, 69%
agreed that having errors corrected with no expla-
nation as to why they were wrong was not helpful
for them.

Discussion and Practical Application of
Findings

Results show that the majority of participants
expected their teacher to correct all of their mis-
takes (Lee, 2005, produced similar findings for high
school students in Hong Kong), but were generally
passive in their use of the corrective feedback they
received. Only two-thirds were in the habit of
regularly looking at the corrections on their work.
Beyond this basic check, the vast majority made

no written notes of their corrections and did not
ask their teacher when they did not understand
them. Participants were, however, positive about
unfocused direct corrective feedback in terms of the
effect it had on their ability to write in English, and
did not express a desire for focused over unfocused
CF. Despite this, there was also a significant number
of participants who appeared to want a more active
role in the CF process. These overall findings sug-
gest a need for a process whereby students’ expec-
tations regarding all errors being corrected are met,
but which also engages them with their CF.

In terms of participants’ lack of active engage-
ment with their CF, the implication is that once the
work has been submitted and subsequently cor-
rected and graded, that particular piece of writing
is finished. In the context of the English Expression
course in this study, this is something the teacher

Table 3. Frequency of Response (in %), Means, and Standard Deviations: Students’ Attitudes Towards

Unfocused Direct Corrective Feedback (n =109)

Item

M SD 4 3 2 1
SA A D SD

10.  Looking at the corrections on my work helps me to 365 050 66% 33% 1% 0%
understand my errors.

11.  Having all of the errors on my work corrected has 315 0.68 31% 52% 17% 0%
helped my written English ability.

12. It would be more useful for me if only certain errors 2.09 0.74 4%  21% 56% 19%
on my work were corrected (for example: only tense
errors, only preposition errors).

13.  There are too many corrections on my work formeto  2.28 0.79 6% 29% 50% 15%
check them all.

14.  Having errors corrected with no explanations why 277 070 12% 57% 28% 4%

they are wrong is not useful for me.

Note. SA = Strongly agree; A = Agree; D = Disagree; SD = Strongly disagree.
Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, so may not total 100.
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needs to address. Although short review activities of
the more common mistakes in students’ work were
carried out in class, students had the responsibility
for checking and engaging with their own CF, and
there was no system to ensure this took place. Mak-
ing student interaction with their CF a formal part
of the writing process would remedy this problem.

At the high school level, varying levels of ability
and motivation within any given class means that a
blanket system of correction that treats all students
in the same way, and does not involve follow-up
activities, may not be beneficial. Simply having
students rewrite their work with their teacher’s
corrections included is a common form of review,
but it does not necessarily engage students with
their CF in any meaningful way. Direct unfocused
feedback will mean all mistakes are corrected, but it
will not ensure students interact with that feed-
back. Similarly, direct focused feedback will focus
students on certain areas, but also does not ensure
engagement with those areas. Additionally, it would
only be of benefit to students who have problems
with the targeted forms. Indirect or metalinguistic
feedback may require more interaction with CF, but
the problem here is one of ability or knowledge. If
a student understands the mistake they have made,
it would not be unreasonable to expect them to
self-correct that mistake. On the other hand, if it is
a complicated structure, something they have not
understood, or a grammatical form they have yet to
study, self-correction may be of no benefit — par-
ticularly if their teacher did not subsequently check
these corrections.

A solution for the English Expression course in
this study would be to use a combination of feed-
back methods, and have students produce follow-up
work based on their individual needs. As previously
mentioned, there may be no best method of CF.

For this reason, teachers need to make a judgment
regarding CF on a student-by-student basis. Direct
CF could be used for errors the teacher felt students
would not be able to self-correct, and indirect (or
possibly metalinguistic) CF could be used for errors
that students may be able to self-correct. The ratio
of direct/indirect feedback would be at the teacher’s
discretion and based on their judgment of students’
individual needs.

Students could then resubmit their original paper
with an attached sheet of self-corrected sentences.
For further engagement and to ensure the errors
have been fully understood, they could also in-
clude two or three original sentences employing
the grammatical form(s) in question. If there were
mistakes in the self-corrections or additional sen-
tences, the teacher should be able to clearly identify

where the student is going wrong and could then
provide the correct form. Students could then
submit further original sentences to confirm their
ability to use that particular grammatical form.
Finally, to make the feedback more comprehensive,
some classroom time could be allocated to review
a selection of the more complex mistakes made

by students on their writing that were or were not
highlighted for self-correction.

This process would ensure that, in line with stu-
dent expectations, all errors are corrected. 1t would
also allow the teacher to focus on specific areas
for improvement on a student-by-student basis.
Additionally, the responsibility for error correction
would be split between the teacher and the stu-
dents, thus addressing the 36% of participants who
felt that students should have greater involvement
in their CF. It would also, to an extent, address the
69% of participants who felt that corrections with
no explanations were not useful: the self-correction
would lead them to eventually understand a greater
number of their mistakes, and the classroom review
may explain the more complex errors to them.

For teachers with a large number of students and
limited time to correct written work, the above
suggestions may create an additional workload
that would be difficult to manage. The process
would, however, have the overall effect of engaging
students with their corrective feedback, therefore
making them less passive towards it. Fewer errors
on their work would mean fewer sentences to cor-
rect for homework, so it may also encourage them
to pay more attention to grammar on their original
piece of writing. This could also serve as a means
of motivation for students. As the course progress-
es, if students have to rewrite fewer sentences for
homework, they will have a visual indicator of their
progress in their written English.

Conclusion

This study has several limitations, not least the ab-
sence of qualitative data from participants regard-
ing their attitudes towards and usage of corrective
feedback. 1t is also specific to the English Expression
course participants were taking and may not be
easily applicable to other teaching environments.

It does, however, suggest a need for high school
teachers to actively engage their students in the
feedback process. 1t is not enough to simply correct
students’ work. More extensive engagement with
feedback has been shown to lead to higher levels of
uptake (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). Accordingly,
where possible, high school teachers should try to
incorporate processes which ensure that, while any

)

L

SIXVdd LIVl

<

SNOO4 1vr

THE LANGUAGE TEACHER 40.6

November / December 2016 7



expectations regarding all errors being corrected are
met, students are required to actively interact with
the corrective feedback they receive.
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Appendix

The appendix for this article, Participant question-
naire (English and Japanese versions), can be found
in the online version of this article at <http://
jalt-publications.org/tlt>.

Positive
Psychology
in Language
Teaching:

A mini-conference

on happiness/ well-being
in our classrooms

Sunday, Nov. 20

Asahigacka Shimin Center

On top of Asahigaoka Subway Staton, & stops- 1| min/ 250 yen
10 am - 4:30 pm

FREE admission for teachers and students

- ﬁ\‘h of Sendai
Speakers:

sal'a.h M ercer University of Graz, Austria

Positive Psychology in SLA co-editor (Multilinguzal Matgers).
JALT2016 Featured speaker Supp

Socio-emotional competencies for
teacher & learner well-being 2:40-3:40
Marc Helgesen Miyagi Gakuin Women's Univ.
Happiness 2.0 10:30-11:20
Joseph Falout Nihon University
Positive Power of Past Selves |1:40-12:30
Tim Murphey Kanda Univ. of Int'l Studies
Threading Teaching with Positive
Psychology Songlets 1:20-2:20

InfoWWW,JALT Sendai.org

Pearson

>

4 corners tour

8 THE LANGUAGE TEACHER Online e http://jalt-publications.org/tlt



Appendix
Participant questionnaire (English and Japanese versions)

This questionnaire relates to your #:35# 8 classes with your native English teacher. It does
not relate to your classes with your Japanese English teacher.

This questionnaire is about the written error correction on your English compositions.
There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in your opinions.

Part 1

Below are some statements about the errors on your written work. Please read the statements
and decide if you: (5) always do that, (4) usually do that, (3) sometimes do that, (2) rarely do
that, (1) never do that. Please circle your answer.

1. Tlook at the corrections on my returned work.

always usually sometimes  rarely never
5 4 3 2 1

2. I make a written note of the errors I have made.

always usually sometimes  rarely never
5 4 3 2 1

3. I make a mental note of the errors I have made.

always usually sometimes  rarely never
5 4 3 2 1

4. I refer to the corrections on my previous work to help me on my next piece of work.

always usually sometimes  rarely never
5 4 3 2 1

5. T ask my teacher about my corrections when I don’t understand them.

always usually sometimes  rarely never
5 4 3 2 1

6. Before submitting my work, I double-check it for errors.

always usually sometimes  rarely never
5 4 3 2 1

Part 2

Below are some statements about error correction. Please read the statements and decide if
you: (4) strongly agree, (3) agree, (2) disagree, (1) strongly disagree. Please circle your
answer.

7. The teacher should correct every error students make on their work.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1

8. The teacher should only underline errors (not correct them). Students should then correct
the errors by themselves.



strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1

9. It is the students’ responsibility to check the corrections on their work.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1

10. Looking at the corrections on my work helps me to understand my errors.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1

11. Having all of the errors on my work corrected has helped my written English ability.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1

12. It would be more useful for me if only certain errors on my work were corrected (for
example, only tense errors, only preposition errors, etc.).

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1
13. There are too many corrections on my work for me to check them all.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1
14. Having errors corrected with no explanation why they are wrong is not useful for me.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
4 3 2 1

ZOT =M RAT 4 TEBHEMOKFBREAY 7 A2HRL LTEY. BARALEFBHMOR
FREEBKRTY, ERORNEIL, EXFAT 4 Z7BBECBITHHANCETSZ L TY,
EEIZIEfE, AEMITHV ERA, DRICORERBRZBMETIZI N,

N—1}1
TROEHIZOWT, ¥ TREALDOEIAITHATLEE N,
1. WREIZSZ T 2RIV T, BT,

AR ) AANEGA HF % HEV L7z Z ERZ0
5 4 3 2 1

2. WHISNZEATZOWT, B TR, — MCEXET,
AR ) ARG HF % HEV L7z Z ER0n
5 4 3 2 1

3. WHISNZEATIZOVWT, BRATEIELIHICLTWD,
AR ) AANEGA HF % HEV L7z Z ER70
5 4 3 2 1

4. DAIRHIS N2 2, Fi- 28I BRIz I LT 5,
AR ) AANEGA HF % HEV L7z Z ER0
5 4 3 2 1

5. IRHISNT-HNAENER T WS, BENCEM S 5,
AR ) ARG HF % HEV L7z Z ER70
5 4 3 2 1

6. WMz T DENCHMERT 5,



WO 72T BE % HEV L7=Z &7
5 4 3 2 1

N—1 2
TEROEHIZOWT, ¥ TREALDOEIAITHATLEE N,
7. HENIREIOES, X O THRY ZETIETNE TH D,
FEE - R Bk Bk L7gwn 2 ERR L7
4 3 2 1
8. ZAMIXIRHIORE, XhOMY ZTETHOTIERL . FTHEZEISOIZITE ED, EEABENHED
HZITETRETh D,

FEF N AL =¥ B Lewn AHERR LN
4 3 2 1
9. AEEITRHISNT-EITZ HiER T 5 X&ETh D,
FER N AL =¥ B L AHERR LN
4 3 2 1
10. RECTHHISN-EIZHERTDIZ LT, REASDBMEEST-ONEBEST 5 DIC&EN D,
FER N AL =¥ B L AHERR LN
4 3 2 1
11. EFOETORY ZHEMIMELELTIND I LT, EXERNTEZEODLDICHEHTH D,
FER N AL =¥ B L AHERR LN
4 3 2 1
12, FlxIX, KO, BIEFORRE, K42 OFEREICET L2EHITOAZFTEL TR LY,
FEF N AL =¥ B Lewn AHERR LN
4 3 2 1
13. REPOFHIERNLTETC, B TETEETADIIREBED,
FER N AL =¥ B L AHERR LN
4 3 2 1
14. FHISNTZEBIZOWT, W10 200 N BT VE BRI 72720,
FER N AL =¥ B L AHERR LN

4 3 2 1





