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Overview
• Why WCF?
• The teacher perspective
• WCF styles
• Do students view take-home feedback? (Barnes, 2019)
• To Draft or not to draft? (Pilot study 1)
• Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback (Pilot study 2)
• Administration of feedback
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“For many practitioners who have continued to utilize
WCF, the most important question was never whether it
was beneficial, but rather how to use it effectively to help
their students write more accurately.”
(Hartshorn, Evans, Merrill, Sudweeks, Strong-Krause, & Anderson, 2010, p.85)
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The case against grammar correction in L2
writing classes
Truscott (1996, 1999, 2010)

Grammar correction:
• is not supported by theory
• order of acquisition

• is not effective
• data is inconclusive

• has harmful effects
• anxiety cost
• time better spent

Ferris (1999, 2004)

• Truscott’s findings are
premature
• Further research needs to be
done.
Bruton (2009)

• Studies need better ecological
credibility
• A communicative approach
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Theories informing WCF research
Theoretical Perspectives from SLA
(see Sheen, 2011)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

UG-Based Accounts
Interaction Hypothesis
Output Hypothesis
Noticing Hypothesis
Skill Learning Theory
Counterbalance Hypothesis
Sociocultural Theory
Conversational Analysis

Theories of WCF (see Bitchener &
Storch, 2016)
• Cognitive Perspectives
• Cognitive Processing of
Input/CF

• Socio-cultural Perspectives
• Activity Theory: Feedback as
an activity
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The teacher perspective
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Ten mismatches between teachers’ beliefs and
written feedback practice (Lee, 2009, pp. 15-18)
• Mismatch 1: Teachers pay most attention to
language form but they believe there's more to
good writing than accuracy
• Mismatch 2: Teachers mark errors
comprehensively although selective marking is
preferred
• Mismatch 3: Teachers tend to correct and locate
errors for students but believe that through
teacher feedback students should learn to
correct and locate their own errors
• Mismatch 4: Teachers use error codes although
they think students have a limited ability to
decipher the codes
• Mismatch 5: Teachers award scores/grades to
student writing although they are almost certain
that marks/grades draw student attention away
from teacher feedback

• Mismatch 6: Teachers respond mainly to
weaknesses in student writing although they
know that feedback should cover both strengths
and weaknesses
• Mismatch 7: Teachers' written feedback practice
allows students little room to take control
although teachers think students should learn to
take greater responsibility for learning
• Mismatch 8: Teachers ask students to do oneshot writing although they think process writing
is beneficial
• Mismatch 9: Teachers continue to focus on
student written errors although they know that
mistakes will recur
• Mismatch 10: Teachers continue to mark student
writing in the ways they do although they think
their effort does not pay off
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WCF styles
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Styles of WCF
A typology of written
corrective feedback types
Rod Ellis (2009)

Direct CF

• Two boys goed to school.

Indirect CF

• Two boys goed to school.

Metalinguistic
CF

• Two boys goes to school.

The focus of
the feedback
Electronic
feedback

Reformulation

(SV = subject-verb agreement)

• Unfocused = correct everything
• Focused = one or two grammar points
• Using technology to enhance
feedback.

• Rewrite the sentence for the student.
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Other notable styles and
implementations
• CALL implementations
• Focus on Grammar through Interactional
Feedback (Oral feedback)

• Peer feedback
• Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback

Mark My Words, Milton, 2004

12

Other notable styles and
implementations
• CALL implementations
• Focus on Grammar through Interactional
Feedback (Oral feedback)

• Peer feedback
• Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback

Mark My Words, Milton, 2004

13

Do students view take-home
feedback?
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Effectiveness of take-home WCF? (Barnes, 2019)
Administration: Moodle
• Content Management System
• Educational Focus
• Teachers can set-up course
materials and give assignments
• Students can participant in online
activities and complete
assignments
• Teachers can provide e-feedback
• Teachers can monitor student
activity
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Effectiveness of take-home WCF? (Barnes, 2019)
• Training was provided to the
students

Point of intervention
16

14

• Group A (n = 17, Mage = 20.0, SD = 0.35)
• Group B (n = 16, Mage = 20.0, SD = 0.37)
Number of students

• Students reported positively about
the WCF in post-test questionnaires
• Activities logs told a different
story
• Ultimately, there was a lack of
engagement
• How can we ensure students
engage with feedback?
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0

Week 4: P1

Week 5: P2

Week 6: P3
Group A

Week 7: P1

Week 8: P2

Week 9: P3

Group B
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To Draft or not to draft?
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Drafting in WCF studies
• Writing as a process: involves the drafting and redrafting of a
document. (e.g. Van Beuningen, De Jong, & Kuiken, 2012)
• Studies without drafting (e.g. Sheen et al., 2009)
• The effectiveness of drafting. (Chandler, 2003; Shintani, Ellis, and
Suzuki, 2014)
• As a function of learner engagement (see Barnes, 2019)
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Drafting in WCF studies
• Writing as a process: involves the drafting and redrafting of a
document. (e.g. Van Beuningen, De Jong, & Kuiken, 2012)
• Studies without drafting (e.g. Sheen et al., 2009)
• The effectiveness of drafting. (Chandler, 2003; Shintani, Ellis, and
Suzuki, 2014)
• As a function of learner engagement (see Barnes, 2019)
Drafting necessitates learner engagement with WCF
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Drafting approach to WCF: Pilot Study 1
• Highly motivated student. Tokyo, female, retired.
Started learning English because of professional needs.
• Indirect feedback, followed by direct feedback on a subsequent draft.
• Feedback style was negotiated throughout.
• Errors were discussed in an ad-hoc manner on request.
• Student achieved personal goals in relation to Eiken pre-1.
• External examiner graded Week 2 writing (Eiken: 5.5) and Week 90
writing (Eiken: 7).
• Long-term investment of time and study commitment.
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Pilot Study 1:
Implementation
• Indirect feedback
provided as efeedback
• Direct feedback
provided as efeedback
• Administration
through e-mail
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Pilot Study 1:
Implementation
• Indirect feedback
provided as efeedback
• Direct feedback
provided as efeedback
• Administration
through e-mail
(see Tafazoli, D., Nosratzadeh, H., & Hosseini, N., 2014)
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Drafting approach to WCF: Pilot Study 1
• Highly motivated student. Tokyo, female, retired.
Started learning English because of professional needs.
• Indirect feedback, followed by direct feedback on a subsequent draft.
• Feedback style was negotiated throughout.
• Errors were discussed in an ad-hoc manner on request.
• Student achieved personal goals in relation to Eiken pre-1.
• External examiner graded Week 2 writing (Eiken: 5) and Week 90
writing (Eiken: 7).
• Long-term investment of time and study commitment.
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Dynamic Written Corrective
Feedback
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Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback
• A methodology for providing WCF.
• Research coming out of Bringham Young University (Hartshorn, et al.,
2010; Evans, Hartshorn & Krause, 2011; Hartshorn & Evans, 2015)
• Base on Skill acquisition theory (DeKeyser, 2007)
• Paragraph drafts corrected using indirect feedback: metalinguistic
error codes
• Students track errors on tally sheets
• Students keep a log of errors
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Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback
• A methodology for providing WCF.
• Research coming out of Bringham Young University (Hartshorn, et al.,
2010; Evans, Hartshorn & Krause, 2011; Hartshorn & Evans, 2015)
• Base on Skill acquisition theory (DeKeyser, 2007)
• Paragraph drafts corrected using indirect feedback: metalinguistic
error codes
• Students track errors on tally sheets
• Students keep a log of errors
Meaningful, timely, constant, manageable
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Feedback cycle for dynamic written corrective
feedback (Hartshorn, et al., 2010, p. 90)
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Feedback cycle for dynamic written corrective
feedback (Hartshorn, et al., 2010)
• Students received Dynamic WCF on drafts on a daily basis.
• Issues of practicality (Polio and Friedman, 2017)
• rhetorical competence, writing fluency, writing complexity - largely
unaffected
• significant improvement for writing accuracy
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Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback in
Developmental Multilingual Writing Classes
(Kurzer, 2018)
• ESL developmental writing program
(Beginner/Intermediate/Advanced)
• Timed writing exercises in class.
• Dynamic WCF in unison with traditional grammar instruction.
• Grouped error codes: global, local, and mechanical
• Multilingual students improved self editing skills.
• Accuracy: “largely significant results across all error types” (p. 5)
• Questions of timing and implementation.
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Dynamic WCF
Pros

Cons

• Significant positive effect on
accuracy
• Students can track their
strengths/weaknesses.
• Tailor lesson plans to students
needs
• End of term meetings become
clear and evidence based

• Significant training time required
• Potentially overwhelming
number of error codes
• Time demand - teachers and
students
• Suitability for beginners?
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Dynamic WCF
(Pilot 2)
Adapted to fit hybrid learning
environments
Assignments corrected with error
codes.
Students provided with individual
spreadsheets.

Tally Sheets alert students of persistent
errors.
Make the process as simple and easy to
manage as possible.
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Dynamic WCF
(Pilot 2)
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Adapted from Hartshorn, et al., 2010, and Kurzer, 2018
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Dynamic WCF
(Pilot 2)
Adapted to fit hybrid learning
environments
Assignments corrected with error codes
Students provided with individual
spreadsheets.
Tally Sheets alert students of persistent
errors.
Make the process as simple and
manageable as possible.
! And for teachers
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Dynamic WCF
(Pilot 2)

Administration: Google Classroom

Make the process as
simple and
manageable as
possible.
Setting up
permissions is
streamlined by using
Google Classroom
Can attach Tally
sheets to individual
assignments
(students only see
their own)
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Dynamic WCF (Pilot 2): Google Sheets
Pros

Cons

• Live editing and updated
documents
• Conditional Formatting highlights
points for improvement
• Easy set-up of permissions
• Versatility of linking to external
resources
• Works well with Google Suite
(Docs, Classroom, etc.)

• All participants require a google
account.
• Set-up time is significant.
• Conditional Formatting easier in
Excel
• Data deletion is recoverable, but
messy.
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Administration of feedback

53

Administration of Feedback

Pen and Paper

Microsoft Office
(Word, Excel,
PowerPoint, etc.)

Google G-suite
(Docs, Sheets,
Slides, etc.)

Email

Google
Classroom

Moodle
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Pen and Paper
Pros

Cons

•
•
•
•
•
•

• Receive and Submit items: students
must be physically present; loss
• Illegible scripts
• Manual tracking of feedback is
extremely limited.
• Creation of tally sheets, word
count etc. is very time consuming.
• Plagiarism is difficult to spot
• Authenticity (2021)?

Feedback: fast and flexible
Filing: fast and flexible
Permanence
Handwritten: personalised
Timed test administration
Absence: Spelling/Grammar
checkers
• T-unit analysis: quick and easy
• Tactile
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Microsoft office (Word, etc.)
Pros
• Track changes
• Commenting
• Linking to external resources
• Word Count
• Receive and Submit item: whenever,
wherever
• Document Review History
• Shared editing permissions: OneDrive
• Analysis (local): powerful and flexible
• Authenticity (workplace)

Cons
• Inclusion of spell check/grammar
check (can be disabled).
• Plagiarism: easier to do, but easier to
spot.
• Impersonal
• Analysis (local): time consuming

56

Google G-suite (Docs, etc.)
Pros

Cons

• Track changes
• Commenting
• Linking to external resources
• Word Count
• Document Review History
• Shared editing permissions:
GoogleDrive

• Inclusion of spell check/grammar
check (can be disabled).
• Plagiarism: easier to do, but
easier to spot.
• Impersonal
• Analysis: limited tool set
• Authenticity: (workplace)?
57

Email
Pros

Cons

• Quick and easy
• Limited training required
• Students can choose from a
range of different email
providers
• Transferable skills (workplace)

• Difficult to manage as student
numbers increase
• Missed deadlines
• Lack of analytics
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Google Classroom
Pros

Cons

• Easy to manage multiple classes
with large numbers.
• Manageable deadlines: students
and teachers
• Quick set-up time.
• Ease of use with Google
Docs/Google Drive
• Google is a trusted brand:
stakeholder buy-in

• Student training required
• Authenticity (Skills don’t transfer)
• Limited analytics
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Moodle
Pros

Cons

• Easy to manage multiple classes
with large numbers.
• Manageable deadlines: students
and teachers
• Flexibility and control of the
environment.
• Can track student activity within
the Moodle at a granular level.
• Data security (you own the servers)

• Set-up time can be significant
• Student training required.
• Authenticity (Skills don’t transfer)
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Ultimately…
Make the best of the tools at hand.
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Thank you for your time
Any questions?
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