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Abstract  
This study endeavored to investigate into teacher vs. student languaging in 
response to Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) and its effect on promoting 
writing accuracy. To this end, 45 pre-intermediate Iranian English learners 
were selected based on their performance on an Oxford Placement Test and 
were randomly assigned into the three groups of Student-Generated 
Languaging (SGL), Teacher-Generated languaging (TWCF), and Non-
generated Languaging (NGL). The groups were invited to write a composition 
with the same topic based on the written prompts in their textbook as the pretest 
while they revised the composition on the final session as the posttest. During 
14 sessions of treatment, each group was provided with direct WCF on the 
erroneous parts of their compositions differing from each other in that the SGL 
group was requested to language about the reasons behind the erroneous items; 
the TWCF group received direct languaging by the teacher while the NGL 
group received direct WCF without any languaging. The results of the 
ANOVA revealed that the SGWL group significantly outperformed the other 
two groups in writing accuracy on the posttest. It came to light that direct WCF 
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followed by written languaging by the learners led to increased gains in 
English learners' writing accuracy. 

Keywords: Teacher/Student Languaging, Sociocultural Theory, Writing 
Accuracy, Written Corrective Feedback 
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1. Introduction 
As a fundamental productive skill, writing plays a significant role in the 

process of L2 learning. The review of theoretical and practical works on 

writing clarifies its importance in the domain of L2 instruction (e.g., Ferris, 

Chaney, Komura, Roberts, & McKee, 2000; Jia, 2015; Moradian & Hossein 

Nasab, 2019; Moradian, Miri, & Hosseini Nasab, 2017; Suzuki, 2012, 2017).  

The skills involved in writing are especially complex ranging from higher level 

skills of planning and organizing to lower skills of spelling, pronunciation, 

word choice, and so on. As it is in many instructional-learning contexts, 

teaching writing is examination-oriented, with accuracy as an important 

benchmark of evaluating students (Almasi & Nemat Tabrizi, 2016; Suzuki, 

2017). Accordingly, correctness in writing is highly valued in these contexts 

and a major concern of many L2 writing teachers is to help students produce 

accurate writings.  

To put it another way, research has indicated that writing accuracy is an 

important issue and most students in many contexts expect teacher corrective 

feedback on their written errors (Ferris, Chaney, Komura, Roberts, & McKee, 

2000; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; Leki, 1991). Thus, researchers were apt 

to find effective ways of rectifying writing accuracy in learners. A substantial 

number of studies (e.g., Jia, 2015; Moradian & Hossein Nasab, 2019; 

Moradian, Miri, & Hosseini Nasab, 2017; Suzuki, 2012, 2017) provide 

evidence for the efficacy of offering direct Written Corrective Feedback 

(WCF) and the demand for producing written languaging given that these two 
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approaches could stimulate a deeper reflection on the part of students and this 

can bring about real changes in writing accuracy. 

Hyland and Hyland (2006) maintain that feedback is a central aspect of L2 

writing programs useful for teachers across the world and is a mediator to 

influence student learning of the L2 knowledge. Most researchers favour 

providing WCF in response to the writing errors (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). 

Also, Ellis (2005) argues that L2 acquisition requires students' attendance to 

form, which can occur through corrective feedback. Thus, WCF is an 

important part of second language writing because it helps providing teacher-

to-student interaction in the L2 writing class (Ferris, Pezone, Tade, & Tinti, 

1997). Many L2 teachers feel that WCF is influential in the improvement of 

their students' L2 writing accuracy (Hyland & Hyland, 2006), accompanied by 

providing much time for students to have greater awareness of the gaps. 

Ashwell (2005) found evidence relating to support for the use of WCF for 

developing grammatical accuracy in written compositions as well. Despite the 

widespread use of WCF in the language classroom, and its theoretical support 

(e.g., Schmidt, 1990; Swain, 1985), there is still no consensus on how WCF 

can indeed help students become more accurate writers in the L2 (e.g., Ferris, 

1999; 2002; Truscott, 1996, 2007). As an example, Truscott (1996) maintains 

that CF does not improve accuracy or the use of complex structures. He insists 

that providing "feedback gives a simplistic view of language learning as it is 

essentially the transfer of information from teacher to student" (p. 342). 

As formerly mentioned, in addition to WCF, written languaging has proved 

to be a good way to reinforce accuracy in writing. As one of the upshots of 

Swain's (1995) comprehensible output hypothesis, languaging also has its roots 

in the sociocultural theory. Thus, this study is designated specifically for the 

issue of providing written corrective feedback within the sociocultural 

perspective. In Vygotsky's (1978) perspective, learning can occur through 
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scaffolding, provided by learners themselves or another person. This 

perspective essentially deals with the role of mediation at the top of learning 

and development. Besides, Vygotsky (1978) asserts that a human being uses 

tools, signs, and activities to mediate his relationships with others. 

Alternatively, language is the most important tool of mediating the mind, 

which governs and reshapes our thinking in the L2. For this reason, Vygotsky 

emphasizes the crucial role of language in the development of higher mental 

functions including memory and attention. Languaging can be one of the 

processes involved in this development, meaning the activity of mediating 

cognitively complex ideas using language (Swain & Lapkin, 2011). Following 

Vygotsky's sociocultural theory or SCT, Swain (2006) maintained that 

languaging reflects the process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and 

experience through language and is where the mediation of output resides. 

More importantly, languaging about language is the source for Second 

Language Acquisition (SLA); in it, learners can be observed operating on 

linguistic data and coming to an understanding of texts.  

Languaging has been categorized into different types, namely, oral and 

written. Oral languaging is a task with limitations of time and the focus is on 

words rather than forms (Suzuki, 2012; Suzuki & Itagaki, 2009). Languaging 

in oral modality has been investigated in two strands, namely, collaborative 

dialogue and private speech. The former refers to a dialogue through which L2 

learners solve problems and build knowledge (Swain & Lapkin 1998) while 

the latter is taken as an audible speech to self (Ohta 2001). Written languaging 

is considered as the written mode of private speech, which is written 

externalization of one's inner dialogue with the self (Dicamilla & Lantolf, 

1994; Lee, 2008). 

Based on the sociocultural theory, language plays a crucial role in 

mediating cognitive processes. In effect, language and thought are 
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intermingled and language completes thought. Thereby, the use of L1, as a 

mediatory vehicle, "enables learners to construct effective dialogue in the 

completion of meaning-based language tasks" (Anton & Dicamilla, 1998, p. 

337). Accordingly, written languaging can be an effective tool and serves as 

external memory (Suzuki, 2012) while learners are doing difficult tasks. It may 

require a more explicit and complete expression of ideas than oral languaging 

(Suzuki, 2012) specifically when the interlocutor is not physically present.  

A review of the literature indicates that languaging has had a crucial role 

in learning of L2 grammatical and lexical knowledge (Brooks, Swain, Lapkin, 

& Knouzi, 2010). Written languaging (e.g., written reflection, self-

explanation) is associated with correcting errors during immediate revision and 

with improved accuracy (Suzuki, 2012). Employing the concept of written 

languaging, this study hopes to shed more light on its role in response to direct 

WCF on the part of the teacher and learners in text revision and investigates 

the usefulness of written languaging in improving writing accuracy. In 

addition, this study aims to make a contribution to the ongoing error correction 

debate.  

2.  Review of Literature 
2.1 Theoretical Framework 
2.1.1 Writing skill 
Writing is considered a primary communication skill in the SLA process. In 

many settings, writing has moved to a more pivotal place in L2/FL learning 

(Reid, 1994). This makes teachers find themselves more responsible for 

responding to their students' writings, which, in turn, enables them to resolve 

their problems in their knowledge of the target language. Generally, there are 

two approaches to which teachers could resort to improve students' writing 

accuracy, namely, WCF and written languaging (WL). As mentioned before, a 

review of literature (e.g., Jia, 2015; Moradian & Hosseini Nasab, 2019; 
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Moradian, Miri, & Hosseini Nasab, 2017; Suzuki, 2009, 2012, 2017) clearly 

reveals the efficacy of these two approaches and their contribution to real 

changes in learners’ writing accuracy.   

2.1.2 Corrective feedback 
Language learners expect their teachers to provide them with error correction 

(Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010), and research in SLA suggests that CF plays a 

significant role in helping learners' L2 development (Khanlarzade & Taheri, 

2017; Sultan, 2020). Undoubtedly, what teachers really believe in and practice, 

and what learners really expect teachers to do is comprehensive error 

correction, that is, CF on all the grammatical errors (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; 

Lee, 2003, 2004; Radecki & Swales, 1988). 

Conventionally, feedback has been understood as "any numerous 

procedures that are used to tell learners if an instructional response is right or 

wrong" (Kulhavy, 1977, p. 211). A more expansive view is apparent in a notion 

of feedback as crucial interaction between teachers and students carried out for 

furthering students' learning. According to Long (1996), feedback can consist 

of either positive (provision of information on what is grammatical and 

acceptable) or negative evidence (provision of information on what is 

ungrammatical and unacceptable), or a combination of both. Within this view, 

errors and CF are considered as the core components of language learning and 

teaching (Perez-nunez, 2015). From this perspective, providing relevant 

feedback based on the mistakes made by a learner has always been a common 

method for improving students' speaking and writing skills (Ebrahimzadeh & 

Mashhadiheidar, 2014). Any indication to learners by teachers that their use of 

the target language is incorrect is referred to as "written corrective feedback" 

(Lightbown & Spada, 1999). WCF, in other words, refers to "any feedback 

provided to a learner, from any source, that contains evidence of learner error 

of language form" (Russell & Spada, 2006, p. 134). 
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2.1.3 Types of written corrective feedback 
Empirical studies on the efficacy of WCF have resulted in mixed implications. 

This way, the attention has been drawn to the highly influential WCF 

methodologies by which learners can notice the errors to improve their 

learning. Among the various types of corrective feedback, two have received 

high attention from researches to date: direct and indirect corrective feedback. 

Direct or explicit feedback occurs when the teacher identifies an error and 

provides the correct form (Bitchener & Knoch, 2010; Bitchener, Young, & 

Cameron, 2005; Chandler, 2003). On the contrary, indirect WCF requires 

learners to engage in guided learning and problem solving; consequently, it 

promotes the type of reflection that is more likely to foster long-term 

acquisition (Ferris, 2006). In other words, indirect strategies refer to situations 

when the teacher indicates that an error has been made but does not provide a 

correction, thereby leaving the student to diagnose and correct it (Bitchener, 

Young & Cameron, 2005). Although many studies have illustrated the 

effectiveness of WCF (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2010; Ferris, 2006; 

Sheen, 2007; Van Beunegien, de Jong, & Kuiken, 2012), current debates 

revolve around which type of WCF can assist learners' writing accuracy and 

the question of what type is effective has remained in dispute. 

2.1.4 The role of feedback in SLA theories  
The role of feedback has a place in most theories of L2 learning and language 

education. In either behaviorist or cognitive theories of L2 learning, feedback 

is seen as contributing to language learning. In both structural and 

communicative approaches to language teaching, feedback is viewed as a 

means of fostering learner motivation and ensuring linguistic accuracy (Ellis, 

2009). From the perspective of SLA as a set of cognitive skills, language 

acquisition includes interaction between input, the cognitive system, and the 

learner's perceptual motor system. Based on this model of language learning, 
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feedback is essential. This is due to the fact that "it has the properties of 

informing, regulating, strengthening, sustaining, and error eliminating" (Han, 

2001, p. 6). Those who are involved in the field of second language learning 

assume feedback as a crucial factor for "encouraging and consolidating 

learning" (Hyland & Hyland, 2006, p. 92). Cognitive theories (e.g., 

Farjadnasab & Khodashenas, 2017; Frear & Chiu, 2015; Long, 1996; Lyster, 

2004; Perez-Nunez, 2015) view CF as facilitative of L2 acquisition and of 

those grammatical features that are not readily acquirable from positive 

evidence. Sociocultural Theory also provides support for corrective feedback 

as it helps scaffold learning in social interaction and assists the subsequent 

internalization of new linguistic forms (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994). However, 

there is no single preferable type of corrective feedback in SLA; rather 

feedback needs to be graduated to provide the learner with the minimal level 

of assistance needed for repair to occur. This involves finding a form of 

correction such as languaging, which will elicit self-correction by the learner. 

2.1.5 Languaging 
Languaging was proposed by Swain (2006) as the most recent, suitable, and 

inclusive alternative to the comprehensible output hypothesis, verbalizing, 

verbalization, and collaborative dialogue as examples of accounts for language 

production. To Swain (2006), languaging is a tool that not only externalizes 

thought but also mediates and shapes thinking in real time. Languaging, 

therefore, describes language not merely as a vehicle for the communication 

of meaning but as an agent in the making of meaning and problem-solving. 

Following Vygotsky's sociocultural theory, Swain (2006) maintained that 

languaging reflects the process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and 

experience through language and is where the mediation of output resides. 

More importantly, languaging about language is the source for second 

language acquisition; in it, learners can be observed operating on linguistic 
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data and coming to an understanding of texts. To highlight the role of 

languaging in L2 learning, Swain (2006) affirmed that "languaging about 

language is one of the ways we learn a second language to an advanced level" 

(p. 96). 

2.1.6 Written languaging 
As mentioned previously, languaging has mainly been categorized into two 

different modalities: oral and written. Written languaging refers to 

explanations and reasons about a given task via learners' own words (Suzuki, 

2012). In effect, learners make deductions about materials and revise the 

previous understanding of them to the most accurate one (Suzuki, 2012). It is 

a type of languaging through which L2 learners write a paragraph, sentence, 

and so on, and show it to their teacher for correction. The teacher underlines 

the mistakes and they are supposed to find why they are wrong and write that 

down.  

From the cognitive psychology viewpoint, written languaging can serve as 

memory encoding and external memory. For example, when students write 

explanations about materials during problem-solving, they try to realize the 

materials and encode them in memory through their own words. In the process 

of written languaging, students make inferences about the materials and 

improve previous understanding about them, resulting in deeper processing of 

these materials (Suzuki, 2012). Thus, the act of written languaging can elevate 

the internal encoding of information, facilitating subsequent performance. 

    A body of research has recently revealed that written corrective feedback 

can lead to L2 writing accuracy. Moreover, since language teachers are 

overloaded and can provide little feedback on the errors, written languaging on 

the part of students would lead to improvement of accuracy in writing (Suzuki, 

2009). Thus, according to a considerable number of studies (e.g., Jia, 2015; 

Moradian & Hosseini Nasab, 2019; Moradian et al., 2017; Suzuki, 2009; 



260   Teaching English Language, Vol. 15, No. 1 

The Effect of Teacher … 

  

Suzuki, 2012, 2017; Yilmaz, 2016), written languaging can significantly 

promote grammatical accuracy over revision tasks. More precisely, these 

researchers indicated that the efficiency of WCF can be enhanced by producing 

written languaging on the part of learners themselves. To be more precise, the 

part related to empirical studies is devoted to the studies which focused on the 

efficacy of WCF along with producing written languaging.  

2.2 Empirical Studies on written langauging and WCF 
Most recently, a review study by Niu and Li (2017) revealed that nearly all the 

studies which explored WCF and written languaging have focused on Direct 

Written Corrective Feedback (DWCF). Not much research has investigated 

into indirect written corrective feedback (IWCF). As a pioneering study, 

Suzuki (2009) checked the effect of written languaging in response to DWCF 

on L2 writing accuracy. Twenty-four Japanese EFL learners were required to 

complete a writing task in three stages. In another study, (Suzuki, 2012), 

learners were provided with direct corrections of lexis- and grammar-based 

errors by an English native speaker. Furthermore, learners languaged about 

these direct corrections in writing. Results indicated that written languaging 

about direct corrective feedback helped learners to successfully revise those 

errors in immediate writing revisions, and the L2 learners gained improvement 

in the correction of both lexis-based and grammar-based errors. Inspired by the 

aforementioned studies, Moradian et al. (2017) investigated the effect of 

languaging motivated by DWCF by including a control group, simply because 

previous studies did not isolate the effect of languaging from that of feedback. 

Two Iranian EFL groups were allocated to complete a writing task on the same 

prompt in three stages of writing the first draft, receiving DWCF, and revising 

the first draft. The only difference was that one group merely reviewed DWCF 

on their drafts while the other group not only reviewed DWCF but also 

languaged about DWCF. Results of the study revealed that both groups made 
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significant gains in grammatical accuracy of their compositions. However, the 

effect of languaging was corroborated by the finding that the group which 

received DWCF plus languaging significantly outperformed the DWCF-

reviewing group. 

In a more recent study, Suzuki (2017), investigated the effect of the quality 

of written languaging on L2 learning, particularly intending to uncover the 

relationship between the quality of written languaging and the success of 

students' immediate revision of essays. He identified three categories of written 

language episodes (WLEs): noticing only (i.e., explanation without reasons 

and metalinguistic terminology), noticing with reasons (i.e., explanation with 

reasons and/or metalinguistic terminology), and uncertainty (i.e., "I don't 

know" episodes). Results showed that both noticing only and noticing with 

reasons contributed to accuracy improvement. Likewise, Ishikawa (2018) 

investigated the effects of WL on L2 grammar learning with a pretest, a 

posttest, and a delayed posttest design. Eighty-three L2 learners of English 

were assigned to four groups depending on their WL conditions and 

proficiency levels, and they worked on the individualised written dictogloss as 

part of the treatment. A fill-in-the-blank production test and a multiple-choice 

recognition test were administered as pre- and post-tests. Statistical analyses 

revealed that only the +WL groups improved their production-test scores 

significantly from the pre- to the delayed post-tests. No such differences were 

identified on the recognition tests. Regarding the proficiency level, the lower-

level group benefited more from WL than their higher-level counterparts. The 

findings support the facilitative effect of WL on L2 writing.  

This study endeavored to determine merits and demerits of providing the 

written languaging by the teacher and the students in response to direct 

corrective feedback. To this end, the following questions were formulated: 
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1. Are there any significant differences in the writing scores between 
learners who received teacher-generated languaging and those who 
received student-generated written languaging? 

2. Are there any significant differences in the writing scores between 
learners who received student-generated written languaging and those 
who did not receive written languaging? 

3. Are there any significant differences in the writing scores between 
learners who received teacher-generated languaging and those who 
did not receive written languaging? 

3. Method  
This study adopted a quantitative experimental methodology following a 

pretest-posttest control group design to determine merits and demerits of 

providing written languaging by the teacher and students in response to direct 

corrective feedback.  

3.1 Participants 
The participants were 45 male and female intermediate EFL learners, aged 

between 18 and 25 years in a private language institute in Khorramabad, Iran. 

To account for the homogeneity of the participants, the Quick Oxford 

Placement Test (QOPT) was administered. Afterwards, the participants were 

randomly assigned to three groups. Group One was the teacher languaging 

group (n = 15) as the experimental group that received direct written corrective 

feedback followed by languaging by the teacher, while Group Two, the student 

languaging group (n =15), was the second experimental group in which 

students themselves provided written languaging on the erroneous parts, and 

Group Three was the control group (n =15), who just received direct corrective 

feedback by the teacher without any languaging. 

3.2 Instrumentation 
To carry out the study, two instruments were used: The Quick Oxford 

Placement Test and writing prompts. The Quick Oxford Placement Test, 

designed by Oxford University Press, was given first to ensure participants' 
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homogeneity. The test contained 60 multiple-choice questions which 

participants were supposed to answer in 30 minutes. The writing prompts used 

in this study were adopted from the learners' textbook, namely, Top Notch 

series (Saslow & Asher, 2011). The justification behind choosing writing 

prompts from the learners' textbook was gathering data from the natural setting 

of the classroom so as to achieve higher validity. Moreover, learners took the 

tasks more seriously as they were parts of their class activity. All three groups 

were requested to write a composition on the same topics containing at least 

100 words based on the provided prompts. 

3.3 Procedure 
First, the Quick Oxford Placement Test was administered to see if participants 

were homogeneous in terms of their initial level of language proficiency. Then, 

the homogeneous students were classified into three groups: the Teacher-

generated Written Languaging Group, the Student-generated Written 

Languaging Group (SGWL), and the Non-written Languaging Group (NWL). 

All groups were provided with direct WCF on the grammatical errors by the 

teacher. However, the first group received the teacher's written languaging on 

their errors, and students in the second group produced written languaging on 

the erroneous items. The third group was not required to language on the 

erroneous items. In the first session, the three groups were given 30 minutes to 

write a composition including at least one hundred words with the same topic 

based on the written prompts in their textbooks as the pretest. Then, the essays 

were collected. Two extra copies of the paper were made for later analysis. 

Afterwards, the teacher revised all compositions providing direct correction on 

all linguistic errors. In the following session, a copy of their writings 

accompanied by the appropriate feedback was distributed to all groups. 

Participants in the second group only were devoted enough time to think about 

the erroneous parts and wrote down their explanations. Following Suzuki 
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(2012), the students were allowed to express their deliberations either in 

English or in Persian. Then, the copies of initial writings on which students 

had languaged were gathered and maintained for later analysis. As the final 

stage, all groups were administered the second copy of their writing in the first 

session and requested to revise as the posttest. 

3.4 Data Analysis 
As mentioned before, data were collected during the regular class time over a 

7-week semester. According to the purpose of this study, the collected data 

were analyzed by implementing a quantitative data analysis procedure. 

Consequently, pertinent statistical tests were employed in order to find the 

answer to the research questions. In order to respond to the research questions, 

all written languaging data over seven writing tasks were recorded and 

analyzed by the researchers. The frequency and percentage of each were 

measured. Concerning measuring the writing accuracy, all the numbers of 

students' errors and words in the pre- and post-writing task were counted. The 

data were analyzed by using the parametric test of one-way ANOVA to 

compare the mean scores of the three groups on the posttest.  

4. Results  
Initially, to see whether the control and experimental groups were in equal 

conditions before receiving any treatments, the descriptive statistics are 

presented. A prerequisite to any comparison of three independent means is the 

equality of variances. Levene's test measures the assumption of homogeneity 

of variances. Levene's F value of 0.20 is not significant (p = 0.81 > .05). Thus, 

the first assumption as to homogeneity of variances is met (Table 1). 

Table 1 
Levene's Test for the Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene Statistic Df1 Df2 Sig. 
 .20 2 42 .81 
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Moreover, at the beginning of the study before receiving any treatment, a 

one-way ANOVA was run in order to check the homogeneity of the groups in 

terms of their English language proficiency. To this end, the mean scores and 

standard deviations of the control and experimental groups on the language 

proficiency test (i.e., OPT) were compared. As illustrated in Table 2, the actual 

difference in the mean scores of the groups was very small (25.13, 26.20, & 

26.13).  

Table 2  
Descriptive Statistics of the Oxford Quick Placement Test Scores of the SGWL, 
TWCF, and NWL Groups 

 
The results shown in Table 3 indicate that there was not a statistically 

significant difference at the p <.05 level between the means of the three groups: 

F (2, 42) = .00, p<001. Moreover, the small effect size, calculated using eta 

squared, was 0.002. Post-hoc comparisons using the Scheffe test indicated that 

the mean score for the TWCF group (M = 26.20, SD = 1.85) was not 

significantly different from both those of SGWL and NWL groups. Moreover, 

the SGWL group (M =25.13, SD=1.65) did not significantly differ from the 

NWL group (M = 26.13, SD = 1.76). In short, there was not a significant 

difference in the OPT scores among the three groups; therefore, the groups 

could be considered as homogeneous in terms of their English language 

proficiency (Table 3). 

Table 3 
One-way ANOVA Results Comparing the SGWL, TWCF, and NWL Scores 
on the Oxford Quick Placement Test 

              N Mean SD Std. Error 
 SGWL 15 25.13 1.65 .45 
 TWCF 15 26.20 1.85 .48 
 NWL 15 26.13 1.76 .45 
 Total 45 26.15 1.75 .26 
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  Sum of Squares df F Sig. 
 Between Groups .04 2 .007 .99 
 Within Groups 135.86 42   
 Total 135.91 44   

 
Further, a one-way ANOVA was run to compare the mean scores of the 

three groups on the writing pretest to prove that they were homogeneous in 

terms of their writing ability prior to the administration of the treatment. The 

two assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances should be 

probed before reporting the results of the one-way ANOVA. Table 4 

demonstrates the descriptive results comparing the two experimental and the 

control group in pretest scores of the writing accuracy. 

Table 4 
 Descriptive Statistics for the SGWL, TWCF, and NGWL Groups on the 
Writing Accuracy Pretest 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
SGWL 15 11.03 2.90 .53 
TWCF 15 10.23 2.68 .49 
NWL 15 10.77 2.60 .47 
Total 45 10.85 2.70 .28 

 
As the data show in Table 5, there was not a statistically significant 

difference at the p<0.05 level between the means of the three groups: (F (2, 

87) = .09, p< .00). The actual difference in the mean scores of the SGWL, 

TWCF, and NWL groups was small (11.03, 10.23, and 10.76, respectively). 

The small effect size, calculated using eta squared, was .00. Post-hoc 

comparisons using the Scheffe test indicated that the mean score for the 

SGWL group (M = 11.03) was not significantly different from those of the 

TWCF group (M = 10.23) and the NWL group (M = 10.76). Moreover, the 

TWCF (M = 10.23, SD = 2.68) did not significantly differ from the NWL 

group (M = 10.76, SD = 2.60). In short, the mean differences among the three 
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groups were not significant, and it is assumed that they were at the same level 

of writing accuracy before receiving any treatment. 

 
 
Table 5 
One-way ANOVA Results Comparing the Writing Accuracy Pretest Means of 
SGWL, TWCF, and NWL Groups 

 Sum of Squares df F Sig. 
Between Groups         1.42 2 .09 .91 
Within Groups 651.70  87   
Total                      653.12  89   

 
Finally, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore differences 

between the writing accuracy posttest scores of the participants in the SGWL, 

TWCF, and NWL groups. As shown in Table 6, there was a significant 

difference in the mean scores of the SGWL, the TWCF, and NWL groups, 

respectively (22.06, 14.30, and 11.26). Also, based on Table 7, there was a 

statistically significant difference between the three groups at the p< .05 level 

on the post-test (F (2, 87) = 125.3, p = .00). 

Table 6  
Descriptive Statistics of the Revision Writing Post-test for the SGWL, TWCF, 
and NWL Groups 

  N Mean SD Std. Error 
 SGWL 15 22.06 2.08 .38 
 TWCF 15 14.30 3.18 .58 
 NWL 15 11.26 2.79 .50 
 Total 45 15.87 5.30 .55 

 
Table 7 
One-way ANOVA Results Comparing the Three Groups' Mean Scores on 
the Writing Accuracy Post-test 

 Sum of Squares     df F Sig. 
Between Groups 1861.62 2 125.3 .00 
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Within Groups 646.03 87   
Total 2507.65 89   

The effect size, calculated using eta squared, was 0.74, which proved a 

significant difference according to Cohen's (1988) guidelines (Pallant, 2013). 

According to Pallant, post-hoc comparisons are used to explore the differences 

between each of the groups. In this study, the statistical significance of the 

differences between each pair groups are provided in the Multiple Comparison 

table (Table 8), which gives the result of the post-hoc test comparisons using 

the Scheffe' test. The results indicated that the mean score for the SGWL group 

(M = 22.06) was significantly different from both TWCF and NWL groups. 

Moreover, the TWCF group (M = 14.30) significantly differed from the NWL 

group (11.26). In summary, there were significant differences between the 

three groups at the p< .05 level. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8  
The Comparison of the TWCF Group and SGWL Group's Mean scores on 
the Writing Accuracy Post-test 

Group Group Mean deference    Std. Error Sig. 
SGWL TWCF 7.77* .69 .00 

 NWL 10.80* .64 .00 
TWCF SGWL -7.77* .69 .00 

 NWL 3.03* .77 .00 
NWL SGWL -10.80* .64 .00 

 TWCF -3.03* .77 .00 
*. The mean difference is significant at 0.05. 
4.1.1 The first research question 
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The first research question examined if there was any significant difference 

in the scores on the writing accuracy posttest between Iranian EFL learners 

who received teacher-generated written corrective feedback and those who 

received student-generated written languaging on the revision writing task. 

According to Table 9, TWCF and SGWL group's mean scores were different 

(14.30 vs. 22.06) at p<.05. So, there is a need to check if the mean difference 

is significant or not.  

Table 9 
Descriptive Statistics of the Revision Writing Posttest for the SGWL and 
TWCF Groups 
  N Mean SD Std. Error 
 SGWL 15 22.06 2.083 .380 
 TWCF 15 14.30 3.185 .581 
      
        As displayed in Table 4.10, the comparison of the TWCF group and 

SGWL group's mean scores on the writing accuracy posttest pointed to a 

statistically significant difference in the scores related to the writing accuracy 

posttest between the TWCF group and the SGWL group (p = .00); the mean 

score difference between these groups was (M = 7.77), which is significant 

at p <.05. 

Table 10  
Comparison of the TWCF Group and SGWL Group's Mean scores on the 
Writing Accuracy Posttest 

Groups Mean difference Std. Error Sig. 
TWCF vs. SGWL 7.77 .69 .00 

*. The mean difference is significant at 0.05. 
Accordingly, the learners who received direct corrective feedback followed 

by written languaging had a significantly better performance on the posttest 

in terms of their writing accuracy. 

4.1.2 The second research question 
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The second question aimed to explore if there was any identifiable difference 

in the scores on the writing accuracy posttest between Iranian EFL learners 

who received student-generated written languaging and those who did not 

receive written languaging on the revision writing task. Therefore, the mean 

scores in writing accuracy on the posttest were compared to check if any 

possible improvement had taken place due to particular treatment. The result, 

as displayed in Table 11, indicated that there was a difference in the mean 

scores of the writing posttest between the SGWL and the NWL group. The 

mean score for the SWLG group was 22.06 in comparison to 11.26 for the 

NWL group.  

Table 11  
Descriptive Statistics of the Revision Writing Posttest for the SGWL and NWL 
Groups 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
 SGWL 15 22.06 2.083 .380 
 NWL 15 11.26 2.790 .509 
 

Therefore, according to Table 12, there was a significant difference at p 

<.05, between the performances of both groups on the writing accuracy 

posttest. 

Table 12 
 Comparison of the SGWL Group and NWL Group's Mean scores on the 
Writing Accuracy Posttest 

 Groups Mean difference Std. Error Sig. 
 SGWL vs. NWL 10.80 .64 .00 
 *. The mean difference is significant at 0.05.  
 

To sum up, the results of the test unveiled that the treatment had 

significantly enhanced the writing accuracy of the SGWL group. Moreover, 

the calculated effect size proved a large effect size according to Cohen's (1988) 
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guidelines. Therefore, it could be claimed that the mean difference was 

principally due to the effect of the independent variable, i.e. direct WCF 

followed by written languaging, on the independent variable, i.e. gains in 

writing accuracy. 

4.1.3 The third research question 
This question intended to compare the efficacy of direct WCF in the scores on 

the writing posttest between Iranian EFL learners who received teacher-

generated WCF and those who did not receive any written languaging in the 

revision writing tasks. The results, as shown in Table 13, demonstrated that 

there was a difference between the TWCF (M = 14.30) and NWL (M = 11.26) 

groups in their gains on the writing accuracy posttest.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 13 
Descriptive Statistics of the Revision Writing Posttest for the TWCF and 
NWL Groups 

  N 
            
Mean SD 

Std. 
Error 

 TWCF 15 14.30 3.185 .581 
 NWL 15 11.26 2.790 .509 

As Table 4.14 demonstrates, there was a statistically significant difference 

at the p < .05 level in post-test scores between the two groups (sig = .000).  

Table 14 
 Comparison of the TWCF Group and NWL Group's Mean Scores on the 
Writing Accuracy Posttest 

 Groups Mean difference Std. Error Sig. 
 TGWL vs. NWL 3.03 .77 .00 
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 *. The mean difference is significant at 0.05.  

As a result, as it could be perceived from Table 14, the TWCF group 

outperformed the NWL group on the writing accuracy posttest. 

5.  Discussion 
This study was an attempt to explore the effectiveness of written languaging 

in response to direct WCF in enhancing Iranian EFL learners' writing 

accuracy. The major findings of the study were that the learners who received 

direct corrective feedback followed by written languaging had a significantly 

better performance on the posttest in terms of their writing accuracy.  

It also came to light that direct written corrective feedback followed by 

languaging led to significantly increased gains in EFL learners' writing 

accuracy. The gains can be attributed to the fact that direct WCF prompted 

learners to language about the target forms; in fact, they were pushed to go 

towards rule formation. Regarding the role of written languaging and written 

corrective feedback in improving written accuracy of the learners, the results 

of this study are in line with Suzuki (2012, 2017), Jia (2015), and Moradian et 

al. (2017), who explored that languaging in response to direct written 

corrective feedback could aid L2 learners to redress their own initial errors in 

a revision task. Moreover, written languaging prompted by direct WCF helped 

L2 learners to significantly decrease the number of their errors from a draft to 

the revision task. The results of these studies could be attributed to the 

mediatory role of written languaging in deepening learners’ understanding of 

the target form.  

Additionally, the result of this study lends support to Swain's (2006) claim 

that languaging can help learners to find out the relationship between form and 

meaning that they were unaware of prior to languaging. In effect, languaging 

can involve learners in the process of learning rather than promoting the 

product of learning; in such a process, learners can mediate their own learning 
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through producing languaging (Swain, 2006). In essence, written languaging 

served as a mediatory tool to reorient learners’ attention to form; more 

specifically, it can be argued that the complementary or double focus on form 

is provoked by provision of WCF and a demand for generating written 

languaging. Initially, EFL teachers’ WCF might have triggered the process of 

focus on form; then, the task of producing written languaging might have 

sharpened and deepened L2 learners’ attention to the forms. Hence, written 

languaging could assist L2 learners to regulate their performances to transfer 

them to the new writing task.  

The findings of the study can be associated with the role of direct WCF in 

L2 learning. Through direct WCF learners are exposed to the correct forms 

offered by teachers and internalize them subsequently (Chandler, 2003); 

furthermore, learners have direct and swift access to test their hypotheses 

(Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). Thus, findings of this study provide clear evidence 

in support of teacher corrective feedback as advocated by many previous 

researchers in the field of ESL/EFL writing including Rummel and Bitchener 

(2015), Almasi and Nemat Tabrizi (2016), Bitchener (2008), Bitchener et al. 

(2005), Ellis et al (2008), Ferris (1999, 2004), Hyland and Hyland (2001). 

Findings of the current study demonstrated that teacher corrective feedback is 

beneficial to student learning; also, they provide additional evidence in support 

of teacher corrective feedback, which can be used to respond to the claim made 

by Truscott, who sparked the debate about the effectiveness of corrective 

feedback. This study added to the current body of research showing that 

Troscott's (1996, 2007) claims about the ineffectiveness of error correction 

should be considered with caution. Therefore, the findings of this study are 

supportive of teacher corrective feedback, confirming that corrective feedback 

can be effective in improving students’ writing accuracy in ESL/EFL contexts, 

not only in revising subsequent drafts but also in writing a new essay. To 
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conclude, teacher corrective feedback should be provided to students as it is 

needed to support their learning. 

6. Conclusion  
The main purpose of this study was to investigate the potential impact of 

written languaging on Iranian EFL students' writing accuracy. More 

specifically and inspired by the sociocultural theory, the study was carried out 

to shed more light on the effect of WCF by means of written languaging in the 

EFL context. The findings of the study demonstrated that written languaging 

accompanied by direct WCF can be considered as a potential means of 

enhancing writing accuracy.  

The findings of the present study shed some light on the three fields of 

second language research: written languaging from a sociocultural perspective, 

written corrective feedback, and writing grammatical accuracy. Consequently, 

the results of the study suggest that EFL teachers and instructors can employ 

written languaging as a beneficial procedure to provoke L2 learners' noticing 

and reflection upon their writings so as to help them improve their writing 

accuracy. Moreover, when teachers provide feedback on many aspects of 

students' writings, there is a tendency for student writers to value feedback and 

pay attention to teacher feedback on all aspects of their writing (Ferris, 2003). 

In the light of the efficacy of WCF, the results of the current study provide 

incontrovertible evidence in favor of a reliable WCF methodology in the real 

L2 context, which is valuable to teachers. 

Another implication acquired from the results of the present study is that 

teachers are able to use WCF followed by languaging as a diagnostic tool to 

understand the weaknesses and strengths of their students. Moreover, teachers 

can increase learners’ engagement in their error correction by asking them to 

transfer their thoughts and reflections into the written mode. Besides, for 

students suffering from language deficiencies, languaging is an effective 
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means for diagnosing and eliminating their problems and obtaining a deeper 

insight into their understandings. 

However, it seems important to bear in mind that the results of this study 

could not be generalizable to all EFL contexts and learners. This could be 

attributed to the small number of the participants and the specificity of the EFL 

context. In order to obtain more reliable and generalizable results, a larger pool 

of participants from more representative samples should be provided. 

Furthermore, this study was delimited in that it targeted only the elementary 

EFL learners.  In order to investigate EFL learners at more advanced levels, 

more studies must be conducted. Finally, this study was a cross-sectional one 

and limited in time; thus, more longitudinal studies are needed to obtain more 

reliable and valid results.  
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