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Information Classification: General

• Previous research contrasting “upper-intermediate and 

advanced” German and Chinese L2 English writers at 

two universities in England. 

• Will selecting treatment and control groups on 

the basis of L2 proficiency level (“upper-

intermediate”) present similar or distinct 

effects on accuracy?

Original study

• “Advanced” level students

• Further research: clarify relative effectiveness of 

in/direct feedback….“given to L2 writers of different 

proficiency levels”

• Previous work showed no differences for different types 

of direct feedback

Close replication

• Variable modification: L2 proficiency level

BACKGROUND and JUSTIFICATION

AIMS

Participants

• 80 upper-intermediate learners of English as a Second 

Language

• Mean age: 19 (range 18-20)

• Very similar participant characteristics to the 

participants in Bitchener and Knoch (2010).

Target structures

• Use of ‘a’ and ‘the’ to index the first and subsequent 

mentions. 

“A man and a woman were sitting opposite me.  The man 

was British but I think the woman was Australian.”

(Bitchener and Knoch, 2010, p. 212)

Treatments

Three corrective feedback (CF) treatments, as in original:

• Direct CF - metalinguistic explanation

• Indirect CF - error circling

• Direct CF + Oral Review - metalinguistic explanation 

plus oral review

Control group received no treatment and completed only 

the Pretest, Posttest and Delayed Posttests.

Instruments

Three images were used to elicit written descriptions

Analysis

We followed the same analytical procedures as Bitchener 

and Knoch (2010)

• Accuracy of ‘a’ and ‘the’ = suppliance in obligatory 

contexts in percent (%SOC, Ellis & Barkhuizen 2005). 

• One-way ANOVA for at Pretest scores and 4 x 3 

repeated measures ANOVA for change over time

• Cohen’s d effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals 

METHODOLOGY

Figure 1. Development over time

Table 1. Comparative results from original study and 

replication

Table 1.Effect size comparisons between original study 

and replication study

RESULTS DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS

Consistent finding

• All CF types improved accuracy immediately after 

instruction

Contrasting finding

• No between-treatment effects at Delayed Posttest (8 

weeks later)

• Methodological and statistical interpretation 

differences may explain this finding: larger 

groups and interpretation based on effect sizes 

and CIs, whereas original study used p-values 

only

Broader contextualization of results

• All types of written CF is beneficial for accuracy 

development

• Consistent with some previous research, but 

presents contrasts showing that oral CF was no 

more beneficial then written CF provided alone

• Methodological differences are an important explanation 

of our results
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• To what extent does providing written CF improve the 

accuracy of first and anaphoric mentions in written L2 

English immediately after instruction (at Posttest) and 

eight weeks later (at Delayed Posttest)?

• To what extent do different types of written CF improve 

the accuracy of first and anaphoric mentions in written 

L2 English?
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Proficiency mediates the effectiveness of corrective feedback: A close replication

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Same procedures and research design followed as 

described in Bitchener and Knoch (2010): except L2 

proficiency level: ‘advanced’ in the original study and 

‘upper-intermediate’ in this replication. 

• The same target features were examined: first and 

subsequent or mentions using ‘a’ and ‘the’ 

• Written data were collected over ten weeks: Pretest in 

week 1, Posttest in week 2, Delayed Posttest in week 10. 

Original study group Control Direct CF Indirect CF Direct CF + Oral

vs vs vs vs

Replication study group Control Direct CF Indirect CF Direct CF + Oral

Pretest

Posttest

Delayed Posttest

Pre-Post d change

Pre-Delayed d change

Group N Pretest Posttest Delayed Posttest

M
[95% CIs]

SD M
[95% CIs]

SD M
[95% CIs]

SD

Direct CF

Bitchener & Knoch 12

Replication 20

Indirect CF

Bitchener & Knoch 27

Replication 20

Direct CF + Oral Review

Bitchener & Knoch 12

Replication 20

Control

Bitchener & Knoch 12

Replication 20


