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ABSTRACT

Based on the literature, revision requirement (i.e., when students rewrite their whole text based 
on the teacher feedback) can perhaps be a necessary intermediate step towards the development 
of written accuracy because learners have more time to think about and process the corrections; 
however, some state drawing learner’s attention can be achieved by asking them to take time 
to look over the received feedback and carefully examine their errors. This quantitative quasi‑
experimental study, which followed a pretest‑treatment‑posttest‑delayed posttest design, 
investigated the effects of revision mediation versus attention mediation on EFL learners’ 
syntactic accuracy of their argumentative essays. 83 Iranian EFL learners, studying at upper‑
intermediate level were assigned to three groups: comprehensive direct corrective feedback 
plus a revision requirement (DCF/+R), comprehensive DCF plus a time to pay careful attention 
to and study the errors and received feedback (DCF/+S) and the control group that received 
the comprehensive DCF without any extra assignment (DCF/‑R,‑S). Each group received 
three sessions of treatment. The existence of any statistically significant differences among 
the three groups with regard to each received treatment was investigated both in the short 
and long term. It was found that both revision requirement (DCF/+R) and careful attention 
requirement (DCF/+S) significantly outperformed the group that only received the feedback. 
Nevertheless, it was also proved that the group that was required to pay careful attention to and 
study the feedback (DCF/+S) significantly outperformed the one that experienced the revision 
requirement (DCF/+R). Discussion focuses on the importance of two levels of awareness: 
noticing and understanding.

INTRODUCTION

Feedback is considered a crucial element in second language 
(henceforth, L2) writing courses (Ferris, 2014) due to the 
fact that it has not only the potential for the development 
of L2 writing skills, but it can also enhance the students’ 
motivation (K. Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Further, if learners 
are not required to respond to the received written corrective 
feedback (henceforth, WCF), they may ignore it or attend to 
it only partially (Ellis, 2009; Liu & Brown, 2015). Therefore, 
it has been suggested that in order to engage the learners 
with the feedback and also hold them accountable for their 
learning, they be required to revise their essays based on the 
teacher’s feedback (Ferris, 2006; Guénette, 2012; F. Hyland, 
2003; Shintani & Ellis, 2015; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010).

Some scholars believe that revision requirement can 
be a helpful and perhaps necessary intermediate step to‑
wards the long-term acquisition of a specific feature (Ferris, 
2004, 2010; Guénette, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007) and “a 
necessary first step in the development of written accuracy” 
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(Liu & Brown, 2015, p. 67) because learners have more time 
to think about and process the corrections and try to fix the 
errors and modify their texts (Ferris, 2010). As Sachs and 
Polio (2007) argued, “reports of noticing during the process‑
ing of written feedback were related to subsequent revision 
changes” (p. 85). In addition, “during revision, learners are 
able to access their explicit L2 knowledge and notice the gap 
between it and their first draft production.” (Williams, 2012, 
p. 324) Moreover, the absence of a feedback‑revision cycle 
may convey a view among many learners “that they have 
nothing to learn from their written assignments” (K. Hyland, 
2013, p. 184). Truscott and Hsu (2008) also believed that 
revision has an important role in good writing.

As a result, several researchers have included the revision 
in their studies and found positive results (e.g., Chandler, 
2003; Frear, 2012; Mawlawi Diab, 2015; Shintani, Ellis, & 
Suzuki, 2014; Suzuki, 2012; Van Beuningen, De Jong, & 
Kuiken, 2012). Based on Shintani et al., (2014), the found ef‑
fectiveness of revision requirement can be mostly explained 
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according to Swain’s (1985) ‘pushed output’ hypothesis, 
which states that WCF combined with the opportunity to 
revise results in pushed output, contributing to the noticing 
of grammatical forms that may otherwise be ignored. When 
learners are required to revise their texts, they need to pay 
attention to their initial errors and the correction, which can 
promote storage of the features in memory. Shintani and Ellis 
(2013) also stated that more intensive feedback in conjunction 
with the ‘pushed output’ which can be provided by revision 
“will facilitate the development of implicit knowledge over 
time.” (p. 301)

On the other hand, some scholars stated that even under 
the condition of no revision opportunity, WCF can be ef‑
fective (Shintani & Ellis, 2015) and learners can succeed in 
noticing corrections (Ellis, 2009) as long as learners are re‑
quired to notice and process the received corrections (Shin‑
tani & Ellis, 2015). Some believed that the methodological 
choice of revision requirement is neither essential to trigger 
noticing nor in line with normal WCF practice given in real 
classrooms due to the fact that the learners are usually not re‑
quired to revise their written text based on teacher feedback 
(Stefanou & Révész, 2015). It is also argued that the students 
can copy the corrections onto their revised texts passively 
and without noticing their errors and the provided WCF; 
consequently, it is vital that teachers draw learner attention 
to the target of the provided WCF (Polio, 2012; Stefanou & 
Révész, 2015). Drawing learner attention can be achieved by 
asking them to take time to look over the received feedback 
and carefully examine their errors (Ellis, 2009; Polio, 2012). 
As a result, some researchers adopted this methodology 
(e.g., Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Sheen, 
2007; Shintani & Ellis, 2015; Stefanou & Révész, 2015) and 
also found promising results.

Review of Literature
To begin with, because “there is a certain amount of discrep‑
ancy in the literature on the meaning of revision” (Bruton, 
2009), it should be noted that in the present study, revision 
means that the students rewrite their whole text based on the 
teacher corrective feedback (henceforth, CF). Next, to the 
best knowledge of the researchers of the current research, no 
study has been published which systematically investigated 
different approaches to revision. Among the approaches to 
revision, this study looked for the literature about the two 
techniques of just carefully studying the corrected text and 
rewriting the whole text, which are of relevance to the pur‑
pose of this study.

Chandler (2003) compared indirect CF both with and 
without the opportunity to revise and found that the accura‑
cy of group that was required to correct their errors signifi‑
cantly improved from the first to the fifth piece of writing 
significantly, but no improvement in fluency was revealed. 
Chandler concluded that “what seems to be a crucial factor. 
is having the students do something with the error correction 
besides simply receiving it” (p. 293).

Shintani et al., (2014) explored the effects of two types 
of feedback (direct and metalinguistic explanation) under 
two conditions (with and without the opportunity to rewrite) 

on two English grammatical structures (the indefinite article 
and past hypothetical conditionals). Regarding the accurate 
use of the indefinite article, neither type of feedback had 
any effect in new pieces of writing under either condition. 
Nonetheless, both types of feedback resulted in improved 
accuracy in the past hypothetical conditional, and also the 
direct feedback in conjunction with revision proved the most 
effective type.

The Significance and Question of the Current Research
First, it is generally agreed that even if teachers provide the 
learners with sufficiently clear and useful feedback, learners 
also must work with it to improve their writing (Elwood & 
Bode, 2014), so learner engagement plays a critical role in 
the CF mechanism due to the fact that it mediates teacher 
provision of CF and learning outcomes (Ellis, 2010). Con‑
sidering this, written revision would most likely have bene‑
ficial effects when learners have more time to think carefully 
about and process the received feedback (Ellis, 2009; Ferris, 
2010; Guénette, 2007). Moreover, in order to help teach‑
ers enhance their WCF, a more thorough understanding of 
learner engagement with WCF is needed (Han & Hyland, 
2015) and thus, revision studies not only are interesting but 
also provide important evidence helping teachers refine their 
practice (Ferris, 2010).

Further, as Ellis (2009) mentioned,
 The question of whether to require students to simply at‑

tend to the corrections or to revise based on them raises 
an interesting theoretical issue. Is it the additional ‘in‑
put’ that the corrections afford or the ‘output’ that oc‑
curs when students revise that is important for learning? 
(p. 106)

To the best knowledge of the researchers of the current 
research, no study has been published which systematically 
explored different approaches to revision. Thus, as the fol‑
lowing question indicates, this study has compared the two 
methodologies of whether to require students to attend to the 
feedback or to revise their text based on the received teacher 
feedback.

RQ. To what extent is comprehensive direct corrective 
feedback combined with either students’ attention to and 
studying the feedback or revising their texts based on teach‑
er feedback effective in improving learners’ grammatical 
written accuracy, relative to each other and to feedback‑only 
methodology in both the short and long run?

Thus, this study includes three groups. What is common 
among all of them is that they all received comprehensive di‑
rect corrective feedback (henceforth, comprehensive DCF); 
however, one of them was also required to revise the texts 
based on the received WCF (DCF/+R); the other one had to 
study the received feedback carefully (DCF/+S); the third 
group only received the comprehensive DCF and was not re‑
quired to either revise or study the texts carefully (DCF/‑R,‑S).

Theoretical Background
Based on Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995) and Notic‑
ing Hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2001), when learners 
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attempt to produce language via say, writing, they are en‑
couraged to notice L2 forms they do not know and need to 
learn; moreover, when they receive feedback, they notice the 
gap between how they express their intentions and how a 
more proficient writer, say, the teacher expresses the same 
ideas. Additionally, when learners are required to revise their 
essays after receiving feedback, they are pushed to produce 
challenging output, so their awareness of linguistic input and 
gaps is raised and thus their progress towards the target lan‑
guage is facilitated. Therefore, the present study is in line 
with mentioned hypothesis.

METHOD

Research Design and Setting

The study was carried out at three branches of an EFL learning 
institute in Iran in real classrooms “within the context of an 
instructional program, with ecologically valid writing tasks”, 
which was recommended by Storch (2010, p. 42). The study 
was a pretest‑treatment‑posttest‑delayed posttest as well as a 
comparison‑group one. There were three independent vari‑
ables called ‘DCF/+R’, ‘DCF/+S and ‘DCF/‑R,‑S as well as a 
dependent variable named syntactic written accuracy. There‑
fore, because the non‑random convenience sampling (i.e. in‑
tact classes) was utilized, the study is quasi‑experimental.

Participants and Groupings

The participants consisted of the students in nine classes 
taught by the teacher‑researcher. They were native speakers 
of Persian and studying the 2nd edition of the book Summit 2, 
by Saslow and Ascher (2012). From the outset, there were 98 
students. They were given the Oxford Quick Placement Test 
(henceforth, QPT). The score of 88 students ranged from 41 
to 47; the rest were outliers; thus, those 88 learners were se‑
lected as the participants. It should be noted that because the 
research was conducted in English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) intact classes, the treatments were done for all the 
students, but for the purpose of the research, the pre‑, post‑
, and delayed‑posttests’ scores of the students who had the 
necessary criterion – passing the upper‑intermediate level, 
based on Geranpayeh’s (2003) guideline – were considered. 
The students of three classes received the comprehensive 
DCF plus a revision assignment (henceforth, DCF/+R); the 
next three classes were provided with comprehensive DCF 
plus a time to pay attention and study the received feedback 
carefully (henceforth, DCF/+S); the remaining three classes 
received only the comprehensive DCF and were not required 
to either revise their texts or study them carefully (hence‑
forth, DCF/‑R,‑S). Five learners were absent for the posttest 
or delayed‑posttest, so they were discarded, and totally, 83 
students (55 females and 28 males), ranging from 19 to 
34 years old, formed the participants.

Instrumentation

Four tests were used in each group: QPT, a pretest, a posttest, 
and a delayed‑posttest of argumentative essay writing. 

Further, in order to assess the syntactic accuracy, the formu‑
la: [total number of syntactic errors/total number of words] 
× 100, which was also used by Chandler (2003) as well as 
Truscott and Hsu (2008) was utilized.

Data Collection Procedure

The research was carried out in General English classes; the 
whole course lasted for 20 sessions (totally ten weeks), and 
each session lasted for 1 hour and 45 minutes. The focus of 
the course was not merely writing, so the teacher‑researcher 
had a schedule to do the study. Table 1 indicates the proce‑
dure in the treatment period.

Some points need to be mentioned: first, based on Bitch‑
ener (2008), the participants were not told when the delayed 
post‑test would be administered in order to eliminate the 
possibility of any student studying their personal notes or re‑
viewing the ‑feedback. The teacher‑researcher did not want 
the students to be prepared for the test beforehand. In ad‑
dition, in order to control the effects of the other factors as 
much as possible (Guénette, 2007; Lalande, 1982; Sheppard, 
1992), the same teacher (i.e., the teacher‑researcher) taught 
the three groups. Further, the writing topics were similar in 
three groups.

Type of provided feedback

The teacher‑researcher only corrected the participants’ 
grammatical errors. However, because in case the learn‑
ers commit a range of grammatical errors, “a limited CF 
focus does not address the need to individualize feed‑
back according to students’ different strengths and weak‑
nesses” (Ferris, 2010, p. 192), the provided feedback on 
grammatical errors was unfocused or comprehensive, 
which is also the most widely used type of feedback by 
teachers (Ferris, 2006; Guénette, 2012; Lee, 2004, 2008; 
Van Beuningen, 2010) and liked by the students in some 
previous studies (Lee, 2005; Leki, 1991; Oladejo, 1993). 
Therefore, the unfocused feedback is more ecologically 
valid than the focused one. In addition, as the participants 
in the present study were the upper‑intermediate ones, 
the unfocused WCF could be useful for them (Bitchener 
& Ferris, 2012).

Moreover, among the WCF strategies, direct corrective 
feedback (DCF) was selected because DCF consists of an 
indication of the error and provision of the corresponding 
correct L2 form (Ellis, 2009), so the learners are provided 
with sufficient information to resolve complex linguistic 
errors, such as the syntactic ones (Chandler, 2003). There‑
fore, despite the fact that the participants were at upper‑in‑
termediate English proficiency, DCF was selected, which, 
based on Shintani and Ellis (2013), is more likely to facil‑
itate learning in case the learners’ level of (meta)linguistic 
competence is not high. All in all, the researchers of the 
present study intended to ensure that it was possible for 
the participating learners to not only notice the WCF but 
also to further process the information they obtained from 
the WCF.
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The scoring procedure

To assess the syntactic accuracy, the formula: [total num‑
ber of syntactic errors/total number of words] × 100 was 
utilized (Chandler, 2003; Truscott & Hsu, 2008). Also, in 
order to prevent the possibility of the researcher’s bias and 
considering the rater reliability (Mackey & Gass, 2005) both 
researchers of the present study evaluated each essay inde‑
pendently, and the final score was the average score of the 
two raters.

ANALYSES AND RESULTS

Inter-rater Reliability

To assess the inter‑rater reliability of the tests in the study, 
Cronbach alpha coefficient was utilized. Table 2 shows the 
results.

Table 2 indicates acceptable reliability indices.

The Normality Tests

The assumption of normality was examined through both the 
graphic of histogram and the numerical way recommended 
by Larson‑Hall (2010); skewness statistics, kurtosis statis‑
tics, the ratio of skewedness and kurtosis over their respec‑
tive standard errors were utilized as the numerical methods 
of assessing the normality (Field, 2013; Larson‑Hall, 2010; 
Pallant, 2013; Phakiti, 2010). Based on Field (2013), if the 
outcomes of the ratio of skewedness and kurtosis over their 
respective standard errors are within the ranges of +/‑1.96, 
the data enjoy normal distribution. Besides, Phakiti (2010) 
stated that in studies of applied linguistics, “values of skew‑
ness and kurtosis statistics within +/‑1 suggest that the data 
set is normally distributed” (p. 45). Consequently, the histo‑
grams and the numerical methods revealed that all the tests 
enjoyed normal distribution. That is why they were analyzed 
through the parametric tests.

Ensuring the Homogeneity of the Groups

First, a one‑way between‑groups analysis of variance (ANO‑
VA) was conducted to explore whether the three groups were 
homogeneous with regard to their scores on QPT in order to 
prove that the three groups enjoyed the same level of general 
English proficiency prior to the administration of the treat‑
ments. Tables 3 and 4 show the results.

Table 3 indicates that the significance value (Sig.) for 
Levene’s Test is greater than.05 (Sig. =.99); therefore, 

Table 1. Treatment period procedure
Treatment period Procedure 
Week 1

Session 1 QPT was administered.
Session 2 The pretest was administered (i.e., the students wrote the 1st essay of argumentative type in 40 minutes.)

Week 2
Session 1 The students received the feedback. The participants in DCF/+R group were required to revise (i.e., rewrite) 

their essays on a separate sheet of paper according to the provided feedback in 20 minutes, like the allocated 
time in Suzuki (2012) and Shintani et al., (2014). The learners in DCF/+S were also given 20 minutes and 
required to look over their errors and pay careful attention to the received feedback. The DCF/+S group 
could also note their errors in their error notebooks if they thought it would help them remember the points. 
The participants in the DCF/‑R,‑S only received the feedback and they were required to neither rewrite their 
texts nor study the provided feedback.

Session 2 The students wrote the 2nd essay in class in 40 minutes.
Weeks 3

Session 1 The same procedure as Session 1 of Week 2 was applied.
Session 2 The students wrote the 3rd essay in class in 40 minutes.

Week 4
Session 1 The same procedure as Session 1 of Weeks 2 & 3 was applied.
Session 2 The posttest was administered.

Weeks 5 & 6 No work on essay writing was done.
Week 7

Session 1 Delayed‑posttest was administered.

Table 2. Inter‑rater reliability
Groups Tests Indices
DCF/+R Pretest 0.99

Posttest 0.94
Delayed posttest 0.94

DCF/+S Pretest 0.99
Posttest 0.90
Delayed posttest 0.89

DCF/‑R,‑S Pretest 0.99
Posttest 0.98
Delayed posttest 0.82
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the assumption of homogeneity of variance was not vi‑
olated.

As Table 4 reveals, there was not a significant difference 
among the three groups: F (2, 80) =.030, p =.97 (ƞ2 =.000). 
In conclusion, the participants in three groups were homoge‑
neous regarding their general English proficiency.

Then, another one‑way ANOVA was conducted to ex‑
plore whether the three groups were homogeneous with re‑
gard to their syntactic accuracy, as measured by the pretest. 
Tables 5 and 6 indicate the results.

Table 5 indicates that the significance value (Sig.) for 
Levene’s Test is greater than.05 (Sig. =.53); therefore, the 
assumption of homogeneity of variance was not violated.

As Table 6 reveals, there was not a significant difference 
among the three groups: F (2, 80) =.173, p =.84 (ƞ2 =.000). 
In conclusion, the participants in three groups were homoge‑
neous regarding their grammatical accuracy in pretests.

Findings of the Research Questions
A one‑way ANOVA was conducted to explore the short‑term 
differences among the three groups with regard to the effect 
of each provided treatment, as measured by the posttests. Ta‑
bles 7 to 11 reveal the results.

Table 7 indicates that the significance value (Sig.) for 
Levene’s Test was less than.05 (Sig. =.000), so the assump‑
tion of homogeneity of variance was violated; thus, Robust 
Tests of Equality of Means were consulted (Pallant, 2013).

According to Tables 8 and 9, there was a statistically 
significant difference among the three groups: F (2, 80) = 
178.279, p =.000. The effect size, calculated by using eta 

squared was.81 (ƞ2 =.816), which is a large effect size and 
indicates 81.6% of the variability is due to the independent 
variable (i.e. the specific treatment).

Further, to find out which group had the higher scores, 
this significant ANOVA was followed by with Tukey’s HSD 
post‑hoc tests (Pallant, 2013).

As Tables 10 and 11 show, the mean scores for the 
posttests were statistically significantly different between 
DCF/+S (M = 10.65, SD =.28) and DCF/‑R,‑S (M = 11.71, 
SD =.07) (p‑value =.000 <.05), DCF/+R (M = 10.90, 
SD =.22) and DCF/‑R,‑S (p‑value =.000 <.05), and also 
between DCF/+S and DCF/+R (p‑value =.000 <.05). It 
should be noted that as the formula [total number of syn‑
tactic errors/total number of words] × 100 was utilized for 
scoring the syntactic accuracy of the essays, the fewer er‑
rors the essays included, the smaller value (mathematical 
quantity) they were given, so the lower values reveal the 
existence of fewer errors and better performance. As a re‑
sult, based on the mean scores, it can be concluded that 
in the short run, both DCF/+S and DCF/+R outperformed 
the DCF/‑R,‑S. Moreover, the DCF/+S outperformed the 
DCF/+R.

Then, another one‑way ANOVA was conducted to ex‑
plore the long‑term differences among the three groups with 
regard to the effect of each provided treatment, as measured 
by the delayed‑posttests. Tables 12 to 16 indicate the results.

Table 12 indicates that the significance value (Sig.) 
for Levene’s Test was less than.05 (Sig. =.005), so the as‑
sumption of homogeneity of variance was violated; thus, 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means were consulted (Pal‑
lant, 2013).

According to Tables 13 and 14, there was a statistically 
significant difference among the three groups: F (2, 80) = 
379.883, p =.000. The effect size, calculated by using eta 
squared was.90 (ƞ2 =.904), which is a large effect size and 
indicates 90.4% of the variability is due to the independent 
variable (i.e. the specific treatment).

Table 3. Test of homogeneity of variances for QPT
Levene statistic df1 df2 Sig.
0.001 2 80 0.999

Table 4. ANOVA for QPT
Sum of 
squares

df Mean 
square

F Sig.

Between groups 0.190 2 0.095 0.030 0.970
Within groups 249.328 80 3.117
Total 249.518 82

Table 5. Test of homogeneity of variances for pretest
Levene statistic df1 df2 Sig.
0.636 2 80 0.532

Table 6. ANOVA for pretest
Sum of 
squares

df Mean 
square

F Sig.

Between groups 0.004 2 0.002 0.173 0.841
Within groups 1.037 80 0.013
Total 1.042 82

Table 7. Test of homogeneity of variances for posttest
Levene statistic df1 df2 Sig.
18.058 2 80 0.000

Table 8. ANOVA for posttest
Sum of 
squares

df Mean 
square

F Sig.

Between 
groups

16.736 2 8.368 178.279 0.000

Within 
groups

3.755 80 0.013

Total 20.491 82

Table 9. Robust tests of equality of means for posttest
Statistica df1 df2 Sig.

Welch 305.399 2 41.899 0.000
Brown‑Forsythe 181.181 2 55.730 0.000
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Further, to find out which group had the higher scores, 
this significant ANOVA was followed by with Tukey’s HSD 
post‑hoc tests (Pallant, 2013).

As Tables 15 and 16 show, the mean scores for the de‑
layed-posttests were statistically significantly different 
between DCF/+S (M = 10.34, SD =.18) and DCF/‑R,‑S 
(M = 11.63, SD =.02) (p‑value =.000 <.05), DCF/+R 
(M = 10.81, SD =.21) and DCF/‑R,‑S (p‑value =.000 <.05), 
and also between DCF/+S and DCF/+R (p‑value =.000 
<.05). As a result, based on the mean scores, it can be con‑

cluded that in the long run, also, both DCF/+S and DCF/+R 
outperformed the DCF/‑R,‑S. In addition, the DCF/+S out‑
performed the DCF/+R.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Part of the findings of the present study revealed that both 
revision requirement (DCF/+R) and careful attention re‑
quirement (DCF/+S) significantly contributed to the efficacy 
of the DCF. This finding confirms the argument that even if 
teachers provide the learners with sufficiently clear and use‑
ful feedback, learners need to be engaged with the WCF and 
work with it to improve their writing (Elwood & Bode, 2014; 
Han & Hyland, 2015) and the required work had better draw 
learner’s attention to the target of the provided WCF (Polio, 
2012; Stefanou & Révész, 2015). Although careful analysis 
is needed, it can also be concluded that the participants in the 
feedback‑only group in the current study (i.e., DCF/‑R,‑S) 
may have ignored the DCF or attended to it only partially 
because they were not required to respond to or work with 
it; this was already predicted by Ellis (2009) as well as Liu 
and Brown (2015).

That revision requirement indicated promising results 
support the argument that written revision can be a good 
technique to engage the learners with the WCF and hold 
them accountable for their learning (see, e.g. Ferris, 2006; 
Guénette, 2012; F. Hyland, 2003; Shintani & Ellis, 2015; 
Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010) especially because via revis‑
ing the texts based on the provided feedback, learners have 
more time to think carefully about and process the received 
feedback (Ellis, 2009; Ferris, 2010; Guénette, 2007).

Nevertheless, this study proved that requiring the learners 
to pay careful attention to and study the provided feedback 
was even more effective than the revision requirement. This 

Table 10. Tukey HSD: Multiple comparisons for posttest
(I) Treatment (J) Treatment Mean difference (I-J) Standard error Sig. 95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound
(DCF/+R) (DCF/+S) 0.25214* 0.05790 0.000 0.1139 0.3904

(DCF/‑R,‑S) -0.80659* 0.05844 0.000 -0.9461 -0.6670
(DCF/+S) (DCF/+R) -0.25214* 0.05790 0.000 -0.3904 -0.1139

(DCF/‑R,‑S) -1.05873* 0.05844 0.000 -1.1983 -0.9192
(DCF/‑R,‑S) (DCF/+R) 0.80659* 0.05844 0.000 0.6670 0.9461

(DCF/+S) 1.05873* 0.05844 0.000 0.9192 1.1983
*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 11. Descriptives for posttest
N Mean SD Standard 

error
95% confidence interval for 

mean
Minimum Maximum

Lower bound Upper bound
(DCF/+R) 28 10.9079 0.22656 0.04282 10.8200 10.9957 10.48 11.28
(DCF/+S) 28 10.6557 0.28656 0.05415 10.5446 10.7668 10.16 11.20
(DCF/‑R,‑S) 27 11.7144 0.07648 0.01472 11.6842 11.7447 11.57 11.85
Total 83 11.0852 0.49989 0.05487 10.9760 11.1943 10.16 11.85

Table 12. Test of homogeneity of variances for 
delayed‑posttest
Levene statistic df1 df2 Sig.
5.717 2 80 0.005

Table 13. ANOVA for delayed‑posttest
Sum of 
squares

df Mean 
square

F Sig.

Between 
groups

23.427 2 11.713 379.883 0.000

Within 
groups

2.467 80 0.031

Total 25.894 82

Table 14. Robust tests of equality of means for 
delayed‑posttest

Statistica df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 557.701 2 49.193 0.000
Brown‑Forsythe 384.269 2 66.654 0.000
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finding corroborates some scholars’ argument, which stated 
that even under the condition of no revision opportunity, 
WCF can be effective (Shintani & Ellis, 2015) and learn‑
ers can succeed in noticing corrections (Ellis, 2009) as long 
as learners are required to notice and process the received 
corrections (Shintani & Ellis, 2015). Further, the finding is 
in line with the statement that drawing learner attention can 
be achieved by asking them to take time to look over the 
received feedback and carefully examine their errors (Ellis, 
2009; Polio, 2012).

Unfortunately, in this study, the learners’ understanding 
and interpretation of the received treatments were not inves‑
tigated; therefore the discussion about the superiority of at‑
tention requirement (DCF/+S) over the revision requirement 
(DCF/+R) is confined to some speculations, albeit with re‑
gard to some scholarly views.

It has already been stated that even when students are 
able to accurately revise a text based on the provided feed‑
back, “it is not guaranteed that they have understood the 
feedback” (Simard, Guénette, & Bergeron, 2015, p. 235). 
As Guénette (2012, p. 123) stated, “Noticing an error is not 
the same as being able to correct it.” Noticing and under‑
standing are two levels of awareness. Nonetheless, notic‑
ing is the most basic sense of “being aware of something” 
(Schmidt, 1993, p. 211) while understanding is the higher 
level of awareness than simply noticing (Schmidt, 1993). 
Although learners’ noticing is necessary for second‑lan‑
guage (L2) development (Schmidt, 1990, 2001), in the 
higher level of awareness (i.e. understanding), learners 
are able to recognize patterns or rules (Schmidt, 1995) and 
make generalizations across instances (Schmidt, 2010, as 
cited in Simard et al., 2015). At the level of understanding, 
leaners are able to “analyze, compare, and test hypotheses, 
[which] leads to deeper learning marked by restructuring 
and system learning. On the other hand, awareness at the 

level of noticing leads to mere intake of linguistic informa‑
tion” (Leow, 2006, p. 127).

In short, revision could help learners notice their errors, 
yet noticing alone, without understanding “does not imply 
that learners will be able to modify their language system” 
based on the provided CF (Simard et al., 2015, p. 236). 
Therefore, it is likely that the participating learners in the 
revision requirement group (DCF/+R) did not understand 
some of the received feedback and only looked at direct cor‑
rections and copied them onto a new piece of writing, as 
explained by Polio (2012). However, the participants in the 
attention requirement group (DCF/+S) needed to carefully 
study the received feedback, so understanding could have 
taken place.

As the concluding remarks, some points need to be men‑
tioned. First, as it was already mentioned, this study did not 
investigate the learners’ actual engagement in, understand‑
ing, and interpretations of the WCF. Therefore, these issues 
had better be explored in future studies via think‑aloud or in‑
terviews. Further, the investigated issue in the present study 
is recommended to be explored considering the important 
factor of individual differences because as (Hanaoka & Izu‑
mi, 2012, p. 333) stated, there are several “learner internal 
factors such as learners’ aptitude, developmental readiness, 
and various affective factors”, which can promote or inhibit 
learners’ noticing.
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