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Abstract

In recent years, the topic of written corrective feedback remains controversial in the field of
Second Language Writing and Second Language Acquisition. This study aims at examining the va-
lidity of metalinguistic explanation in second language academic writing. It adopts the experiment
design of “pretest-intervention-posttest” to examine the effectiveness of metalinguistic explana-
tion by the introduction and methodology writing of academic papers. Results show that metalin-
guistic explanation can effectively promote the acquisition of grammatical knowledge to some ex-
tent.
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TAE SRR TTRNL ) R T BT, R 40 REMIR R IR, BRI 1EH
DL AN X AN 2 2] B P AR I R i S5 I L, R 24652 31 0 149 SR s BE O o S T 4 I e 15t (written
corrective feedback)VE Ny —F i WHI2Y 4530, BEZE Truscott [1]3& P A IEHE I RIER G, K&
SEUERF AR TR R A R IR R 2 (0 506 s e A R i KA R, A —A
WIF 58 7 TAIE A2 2 2] 2 (1) T 6 7 (sel f-editing) WAl 52 M 24 1E ()R 4 - Sheen [2], Bitchener and Knoch [3],
Shintani 1 Ellis [4]EA & Shintani [5]55 318 1 5% 23 Juil 5 SR A IE TR S B RACR, (HIF RS — B4 R,
R E G, B HdE— DR ER.

Bitchener [6]IA N, JGIE & RBTEIE I TCIE 5 RIS 2248 B &R R SR (VR AN R4, R A
(G T B IR ZH) M L TeiE § RS, PHERUOUARE] BRSSO R ( RR R R AL s B A2 4E
Z I =X — AN N2 W ERBUM AN A 2 [ /N 220 . BIciE 8 RIFERME LA, H—, @
SR EEAT g A 1 7 2ok i AR ST (0 Robb ef al, [7]); il id 15 T RE R AR, RG 0
P () R 3 AL 141 2 (1) 7018 5 B0 Bitchener A1 Knoch, [6]).
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2.1. FARETR

X GRHE 985 KA A —4E 1 30 A 25k . b 29 Al SN 1 — BBk AT ETIN (2001
£ Ferris fIl Roberts [81FTHH), Z MR 18 73 T2 A0 s HE, FIF SPSS [ B [K &
T ENTINRE, 45 BB RPN FER K FIR B0 B3 %= R, F (1,27)=0.017, P =0.736, P {5 KT 0.05,
X AN B 22 AR B K 2 A 2, A 2R, LT T2 rsess. AT € Hh—14
RIGIE T REHE(n = 15), FH— R EIE (= 15), RSIMFR 545 B0 L.
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Table 1. Description of error categories used for feedback and analysis
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Table 2. Prior knowledge about grammar
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LIES Hort HREST FREL
R% 13 44.8 44.8 44.8
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Table 3. Students’ error feedback preference
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Figure 1. Results of two classes’ One-way ANOVA Test
B 1 AMRBRERFERINER

ik
ps¥s
LI 95% FEfE XA
N B)fE bRt % iR MM oN
R ERR
ME 15 853 3.871 999 639 10.68 2 17
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116 1 27 736
ANOVA
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G BATR X BT THSLREAS ¢ K06 AIE BIX A IR S 07 1202 1A 2%, RAREERVEILIA 2.

AL
Group N it FRE%E SRR
ME 15 5.176600 6.1675771 1.5924616
EEES T
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FiEt A
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WIRARY
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7 2
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Dk A AR &
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Figure 2. Results of ME and control group’s Independent sample t-test
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Figure 3. Results of ME group paired-sample T-test
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Figure 4. Results of control group paired-sample T-test
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Appendix A. Instruments used in data collection

A.1. Grammar knowledge questionnaire

1. In English classes you have taken before, have you ever learned any English grammar rules or terms
(noun, verb, preposition, etc.)? Circle one answer.

(a) Yes, a lot

(b) Sometimes

(c) Very little, or never

(d) Not sure

2. Has an English teacher ever told you that you have problems with any grammar rules? Please circle any
specific problems that a teacher has told you about.

None Nouns-plural endings Articles Verb tenses

Verb forms ~ Subject-verb agreement Word choice  Sentence structure

3. In your own opinion, what problems do you have with using English grammar in your writing? Circle all

problems that you think you have.

None Nouns-plural endings Articles Verb tenses
Verb forms  Subject-verb agreement Word choice  Sentence structure
Don’t know

4. Please circle ONE statement which BEST describes how you feel about your English grammar:

(a) My English grammar problems are very serious and really hurt my writing.

(b) Although I don’t know much about English grammar, it’s not a serious problem for me.

(c) English grammar is not really a serious issue for me. Other writing issues are more important.

(d) 'm not really sure whether English grammar is a problem for my writing.

5. In your opinion, what is the best way for me to give feedback about your grammar errors in your writing?
Please circle ONE statement only:

(a) Don’t correct my grammar. Let me try to correct my errors myself.

(b) Only correct the most serious errors.

(c) Circle my errors, but don’t correct them for me.

(d) Circle my errors and tell me what type of error it is (verb tense, word choice, etc.).

(e) Correct all of my errors for me.

A.2. Grammar knowledge pretest

A. Each of the sentences below has an error in it. Using the terms from the KEY below, match the error
type with each sentence. [Each sentence has only one error, and you will not use any error type more than once.]

Error Type Key:

1. Noun ending (plural or possessive) missing or wrong

2. Article or determiner missing or wrong

3. Verb tense wrong

4. Verb form wrong

5. Wrong word

6. Sentence structure error
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1 I didn’t buy the car because I didn’t wanted to spend so much money.

2 We all rushed to help because my uncles house was on fire.

3. I didn’t worry about my English. Now, I understood how important it is.

4 I looked at all of the cars and picked up the one I wanted.

5 For immigrants there always something that makes them live unhappily in this country.

6. When you are student, you always have to study hard.

B. In the student essay excerpt below, there are six errors marked. Using the same KEY that you used for
Part A above, identify each error type and suggest a correction.

“College Pressures”

I need to disagree with Zinsser when he states, ‘‘professors who actually like to spend time with students
. noticed . . .
don’t have much time to spend.”” 1 — that most professors try to spend as much time as possible with

professor

their students. I have seen many who sometimes are willing to stay half an hour after the class is

. . . . on . . .
over to explain to students any misunderstanding they might have 3 the material the professor is teaching.

When I think of peer pressure I see it more as an encouragement for me to succeed in a class. But Zinsser
states peer pressure is a disadvantage to a student. I disagree with him completely. When one of my peers rece-

. . . . . ressure, instead
ives a higher grade than I do most of the time it does not make me feel jealous or feel pressure, insteac

4
makes me understand that if I try just a little harder that I could do just as well as the other students.
M who I have classes with never haL6rub in my face that they did better than me.

A.3. Editing exercise cover sheets
Teacher feedback on your grammar errors: correction codes (Group A)
To the Student: Using the codes listed below, I have marked errors in the five categories listed. Please go

through your paper and try to make as many corrections as you can, using the codes to help you understand what

the error is.
Code Meaning
v error in verb tense or form
NE noun ending (plural or possessive) missing or unnecessary
ART article or other determiner missing or unnecessary or incorrectly used
WwWw wrong word or word form
SS sentence structure: missing or unnecessary words; wrong word order; run-ons and sentence fragments
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