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Abstract 

Purpose of the study: This study aims to explore students’ beliefs, which play a vital role in learning a foreign 

language. The present study investigated this important factor on undergraduate EFL students at Khwaja Fareed 

University of Engineering & IT, Rhaimyar Khan, Pakistan.  

Methodology: The study is quasi-experimental and used questionnaires and interviews. Students were divided into two 

groups: treatment and control groups. Writing accuracy for the pre and two post-delayed tests were checked and 

statistically analyzed on SPSS. Different repeated measures ANOVA tests were used.  

Main Findings: Main findings of this study revealed that there were marginal differences in the beliefs of the students 

from urban and rural areas. Findings also showed that types of the written CF which are the most effective were different 

according to their beliefs. Besides, beliefs about written CF were also found to impact students' writing accuracy 

significantly. Students in the control group showed significant accuracy in writing compared to the students in the 

control group.  

Applications of this study: The present study will be useful for constructing university students’ existing beliefs about 

written CF and practices with respect to learning English as a foreign language. 

Novelty/Originality of this study: This study's most significant research contribution regarding language learning 

beliefs is that it probes the extent to which differences of beliefs may impact students' development of writing accuracy 

after they received written CF. As no earlier studies could investigate this issue; hence, this study has attempted to fill an 

important research gap. 

 Keywords: EFL Students, Theoretical, Facilitate, Written CF, Beliefs. 

INTRODUCTION 

This is one of the most instructional practices in L2 learning classrooms to provide Written Corrective Feedback 

(henceforth WCF), which most EFL instructors view as a part of their jobs. This is also what their students expect. 

Nevertheless, the role of WCF as an instructional instrument to facilitate foreign language (henceforth FL) learning has 

been unclear generally. Moreover, it also investigates the extent to which correction in grammatical comprehension 

could help EFL learners and notice their errors in writing whether or not that leads to more accuracy in subsequent 

drafts.  

The opening theme of this current pedagogical debate regarding the significance of WCF stemmed from Truscott’s 

(1996) claim that correction of grammatical comprehension was not only ineffective but harmful also, and therefore, 

might be abandoned. Responding to this argument and defending the case of grammar correction, Rich et al. (2017) 

contended that claims made by Truscott were impulsive. Ferris (2015) put forth the fast-emerging research evidence to 

support the effectiveness of WCF. He also elaborated that EFL students require supplementary adjusted intervention 

from their teachers to compensate for their limitations. Students also need to learn some strategies to assist them in 

finding out corrections and preventing errors in EFL writing. 

In spite of the several research studies conducted over the last two decades, some important issues and criticism on the 

studies of the effects of WCF can be highlighted, which are: (1) the incompetence to provide evidence in relation to 

language that EFL learners apply the information obtained from WCF on the earlier written prompts to new writing 

production and (2) the deficiency of WCF research studies outlined within the Second Language Acquisition (SLA) 

theory (Shabir, 2017).  

Although there is increasing indication of the significant relationship between WCF and development in EFL writing 

over time, that the basis of research studies has been restricted so far to examine the effectiveness of WCF (i.e., students 

are provided WCF on one or two types of errors) with particular linguistic categories (e.g., the use of verbs or articles). 

As Chen et al. (2016) elucidate that the problem with this pedagogical method is that focusing on one or two grammar or 

linguistic categories might lead EFL learners to be consciously involved in monitoring the use of the targeted linguistic 

features while overlooking the others. From this perspective, providing focused WCF received criticisms because it did 
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not consider the goals of EFL classroom instructions and the purpose of grammatical corrections that are intended to 

help language learners increase their accuracy as a whole, not in one or two features of grammars. 

On the other hand, some research studies have probed the impacts of comprehensive WCF that is the most extensively 

applied in the teaching grammar comprehension in EFL classrooms in which EFL students are provided error 

corrections on several error types simultaneously. In addition, the research studies have examined the usefulness of 

comprehensive WCF on newly written drafts, which have evaluated the outcomes of their various treatments by 

common measures of accuracy, e.g., percentage/ratio of error-free words, error-free sentences and clauses, and error rate 

in the broader categories such as 'non-grammatical' and 'grammatical' (Han, 2017).  

The findings and deductions of these empirical studies revealed that the learners in the treatment groups acquired (or did 

not acquire) knowledge obtained from WCF that was provided on previous writing tasks (i.e., pre-tests) to the second 

writing task (i.e., post-tests). Hence, if there is no significant difference in the average error rates between two groups 

(i.e., treatment group and control group) in the learners' second texts, it is then presumed that the learners of the 

treatment group used no knowledge gained from the WCF. Nonetheless, as Gries & Deshors (2015) argue, several 

illustrations in which errors in the subsequent written drafts stand in no relation with the previously corrected errors. So, 

the application of such metrics provides little evidence on the effects of WCF in subsequent writings. Likewise, the 

researcher himself contends that global methods of providing accuracy may also run the risk of complicating the cases in 

which learning occurrs. 

This question is vital as finding the evidence of how WCF can affect the specific linguistic features may provide more 

insight into assessing the effectiveness and pedagogical significance of a certain WCF treatment by addressing Truscott 

(1996) claims that no WCF is useful to help the learners acquiring lexical and syntactic knowledge. In doing so, the 

WCF research study requires to be guided by the SLA theory because Rizwan and Akhtar (2016) argue that some 

theories can be invoked to address the efficacy or lack regarding errors’ correction (p. 376). Similarly, within the 

perspective of learning EFL writing, wherein writing is perceived as a tool for EFL learning, SLA-based research studies 

on grammar correction in writing are significant to obtain better understandings of the role of writing skill and learning 

grammar for L2 efficacy. 

Comparing to what may happen in corrective feedback, connections between theory and research have remained 

common practices in any corrective feedback investigations for a long (e.g., Ellis, 2008). Only a few studies conducted 

on longitudinal design (Holec, 2010; Rummel, 2014) were designed to investigate the efficacy of comprehensive WCF 

within the SLA approach. These studies were carried out using SAT (Skill Acquisition Theory) principles to frame for 

providing WCF in EFL classrooms. According to the findings of these studies as mentioned before, WCF should give a 

reflection of "what is the most needed by an individual learner" and "what the learner shows in producing writing," and 

both the writing activities and the WCF should be "timely, meaningful, constant and easy to be managed” (Cephe & 

Yalcin, 2015). 

Likewise, past research studies within both sociocultural and interactionists’ perspectives established a series of thoughts 

and interest in the fertile discourse of the WCF studies. They allowed conducting more forceful, empirically-based 

investigations (Ellis, 2012). Preponderantly, the constructs of uptakes and noticing attracted a good deal of attention in 

the WCF research (Lyster & Ranta, 2017) as they might establish L2 learners’ capabilities to improve the current 

knowledge and later learning. ‘Noticing’ refers to denote “the conscious awareness of surface-level linguistic 

phenomena (Belaid & Murray, 2015). ‘Uptake’ is learners' response to the teacher's feedback provided on a linguistic 

feature and is considered effective when the learners use those features correctly or understand them (Belaid & Murray, 

2015; Hassan, 2020; Hassan, 2021). Though, the correct use and understanding of L2 forms, as Panova and lyster (2002) 

denoted, did not define that the features are learned; instead, they claimed that it was necessary to look into whether 

learners were able to produce the corrections on their later written drafts. But, investigations on written CF that have to 

see these concepts are still very confined. These researches (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch, 2012; Saeed, 2015; Kerz et al., 

2017) especially found the processing of written CF on learners’ uptakes and noticing during texts’ revision by 

observing language features without considering students’ beliefs about written CF. This would offer a research gap in 

the current research. Hence, this research first probed EFL students’ beliefs about extensive written CF and then 

analyzed the impact of comprehensive written CF on later revisions of written texts to assist learners in obtaining writing 

accuracy. This would permit the researcher to examine students’ writing accuracy over time.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

The following research question is addressed in the study: 

To what extent do the beliefs about written corrective feedback have an impact on students' uptake and retention of 

linguistic features in two different contexts? 

OBJECTIVE OF THE CURRENT STUDY 

The research objective in the current study is to: 
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To find out the impact of beliefs about written corrective feedback on students’ uptake and retention of linguistic 

features in two different contexts. 

METHODOLOGY 

The study is quasi-experimental, which used instruments, questionnaires, and interviews to collect data from EFL 

students. The population was 163 undergraduate EFL students at Khwaja Fareed UEIT, Rahimyar khan. The sample 

population was selected by applying the purposive sampling technique. Students were divided into two groups: treatment 

and control groups. The duration of the study was the whole semester. Therefore, data were collected over a different 

period to see the accuracy of writing in the pre and two post-delayed tests, and writing accuracy for the pre and two post-

delayed tests were checked and statistically analyzed on SPSS.  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The students’ feedback preferences and beliefs are shown below: 

Table 1: Students’ feedback preferences and beliefs (N=50, Rural) 

Items 
Direct 

CF 

Indirect 

CF 

Metalinguistic 

CF 

Which type of written CF you believe will help you the most in 

the future? 
49 01 0 

Which type of written CF will you prefer to receive in the future? 49 01 0 

Source: Authors 

During the interviews, when it was asked form the students what they would feel if they were not given any written CF, 

they responded that they could not improve their writing; however, two of the students said that they would request their 

teacher and tell, she would have perhaps forgotten to provide feedback on their writing (RS2 & RS20). Bio-data of the 

rural students revealed that 38 out of 50 students were studied at government higher secondary schools before joining the 

university as students while other students got education from private higher secondary institutions except one who was 

made to receive education in a well-reputed private institution. Furthermore, in the interview, one student only agreed on 

indirect CF. Teachers in a private college (Punjab College and Aspire College) used indirect feedback. He added that 

students from English medium school systems got a better learning environment, but he preferred to receive indirect CF. 

The other students said that in government higher secondary institutions, EFL teachers used mixed types of written CF 

due to which they could not obtain accuracy in their writing in pre-education. However, they preferred to receive direct 

CF in the research process because it seemed to them effective. 

Table 2: Comparison of Urban and Rural Students’ feedback preferences and beliefs 

Items: Direct CF Indirect CF 
Metalinguistic 

CF 

 Urban Rural Urban Rural  Urban Rural 

Which type of written CF you believe will 

help you the most in the future? 
24(29.26%) 49(98%) 52(63.41%) 01(2%) 7.31 (%) 0 

Which type of written CF will you prefer to 

receive in the future? 
24(29.26%) 49(98%) 52(63.41%) 01(2%) 7.31 (%) 0 

Source: Authors 

Table 3: Statistical results for Urban students’ tests 

Group N  Pre-test Post-Test Delayed Post-test 1 Delayed Post-test 2 

Direct 25 

Mean 

  83.20 
SD 

9.40 
Mean SD 

86.10 13.90 

Mean 

95.43 
SD 

9.23 
 Mean 

96.44 
SD 

9.23 

Indirect 35 82.27 13.30 89.63 5.83 93.77 6.14  96.20 12.33 

Metaling. 35 79.39 10.89 81.41 4.13 89.17 4.91  87.31 9.27 

Control  22 91.73 93.56 90.37 7.80 93.33 6.60  91.89 9.13 

Source: Authors 

The above table reveals the mean % for the urban student. Four tests were carried out over time. Mean scores depict that, 

although learners in the control group showed corrections in the beginning in contrast to the other groups. But no 

significant difference was noticed. They also depicted accuracy slightly more on their immediate post-test. The Control 

group also did not show any significant accuracy in writing tasks on two delayed post-tests too. Besides, treatment 

groups (direct, indirect CF & metalinguistic) depicted significance accuracy in their writings on immediate post-tests and 

more improvement on the first delayed post-tests. Although a slight decline in the improvement was noticed in the 
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indirect treatment group on 2
nd

 delayed post-test, yet all three groups still depicted consistency in the correction right 

from their pre-tests. 

Further comparing treatment groups and control group’s results, a series ANOVAs tests were measured. Because the 

one-way ANOVA test reveals insignificance difference between three treatment groups F (3, 58.20) =.427, p=.76, 

therefore, a two-way repeated ANOVA measure was conducted. Test scores were placed as the dependent variable of 

time and two corrective feedback as independent variables.  

Table 4: Two-way ANOVA results for urban students 

Source Df F p 

Between subjects    

Written CF 2 .427 .835 

Within subject    

Time 3 16.13 .000 

Time x Written CF 9 1.819 .141 

Source: Authors 

The table above depicts no significant links between time and types of corrective feedback given to EFL students. 

Nevertheless, a significant difference is noted about time and within the subjects. The impact is also observed. To this, 

one-way ANOVAs tests were carried which reveals that three groups depict significant writing accuracy over time 

(direct CF group, p value= .00, indirect CF group, p-value = .05 and metalinguistic group, p value= .03) over the time. 

As opposed to this, the control group showed no such consistency in writing accuracy (p value= .74). It is also depicted 

that, although EFL learners who got direct CF, they first depicted no writing accuracy in the immediate post-test. But 

this appeared no significant at time 2 (post-test). The Control group could depict writing improvement in test 3 (first 

delayed post-test). Whereas indirect CF treatment and metalinguistic CF groups revealed consistency of significant 

increase in the accuracy at time 2. They also continued improving accuracy significantly at time 3.  

The statistical results also depicted that three treatment groups were observed having a decline in the writing accuracy, 

which, in fact, was insignificant from time 3 to 4. But, they were able to obtain a higher degree of writing accuracy than 

they depicted at the beginning of treatment significantly. While control group, in the beginning, started depicting a 

higher degree of writing accuracy but later could show insignificant variations over the different period of time. 

Table 5: Statistical results for the Rural students’ tests 

Group N  Pre-test Post-Test Delayed Post-test 1 Delayed Post-test 2 

Direct 25 

Mean 

  87.19 
SD 

11.40 
Mean SD 

90.11 10.89 

Mean 

99.41 
SD 

0.53 
 Mean 

99.54 
SD 

9.33 

Indirect 10 87.17 8.30 84.53 7.73 91.67 8.14  94.19 8.13 

Control  15 88.03 8.80 86.17 8.60 87.13 8.60  89.29 8.17 

Source: Authors 

The table above reveals the mean % for the four tests carried over time. Mean scores in the table depicted that although, 

EFL students in the control group show steadiness in the accuracy in all the four tests. They depicted a little decrease in 

the immediate post-test. This group also could not show significant distinction/improvement in acquiring accuracy on 

the other delayed post-tests. Whereas both treatment groups (direct & indirect) showed writing accuracy differently. The 

indirect CF treatment group depicted an observable decrease in the immediate post-test and, conversely at once, an 

increase in the 1
st
 delayed post-test. Another decline in the delayed post-test was also found. 

Nevertheless, the direct CF treatment group also depicted observable accuracy in the writing between the pre-test and the 

immediate post-test. Besides, rural EFL learners in the direct CF group also revealed a significant writing accuracy 

between the immediate post-test and 1
st
 delayed post-tests. This development was consistent with the 2

nd
 delayed post-

tests. Although a slight decline was noted in the indirect treatment group on their 2
nd

 delayed post-test yet both groups 

still depicted observable distinction in their accuracy right from their pre-tests. 

ANOVA tests were conducted to compare the treatment and control groups’ scores in one pre-test, post-tests, and two 

delayed post-tests. As one-way ANOVA depicted insignificant distinctions between two groups, F (3, 22.59) =.730, 

p=.73; therefore, a two-way ANOVA measure was carried out. The score of the tests was placed as the dependent 

variable of time and two written corrective feedback as independent variables.  

Findings of rural university students 

For the rural student-participants too, the same process was adopted which was applied for the urban students. Data 

collected from students’ surveys and interview questions showed that out of 50 rural students, 49 students preferred to 

receive direct written CF, only one student preferred to receive indirect CF, and no student preferred to receive 
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metalinguistic CF. Whereas students were given no written CF in the control group. The following table describes these 

statistical results. 

Table 6: Students able to eliminate errors on both delayed post-tests (rural) 

 Experimental group Control group 

Eliminated the targeted errors. 34 (68%) 10 (32%) 

Did not eliminate the targeted errors. 16(32%) 21 (68%) 

Source: Authors 

Out of 50 rural students who got written CF according to their preferences, 34 students were able to eliminate their all-

targeted errors on their 2
nd

 delayed post-test, as the above table shows. Moreover, the 16 students were unable to 

eradicate all their targeted errors on their last delayed post-test. These are similar findings to the urban students, which is 

an evidence that students' beliefs have an impact on the uptake and retention of the written CF for improving the targeted 

linguistic features. However, in contrast to the urban students, less number of rural students in the control group were 

able to eliminate their targeted errors. 

The present study's findings have significant theoretical implications pertaining to the university students' developmental 

levels and illustrate how these levels may impact the effectiveness of written CF provided by their teachers. When 

selecting linguistic and grammatical features to provide written feedback, teachers usually select the ones which may 

hinder the students’ ability to communicate (Baker & Burri, 2016). Admissions such as these can support Truscott’s 

(1996) assertion that the ways a teacher provides corrective feedback on L2 learners' writing are not useful. It is because 

teachers often do not keep in mind the students' developmental levels in the selection of grammatical features. Belaid 

and Murray (2015) presented their argument that in order to make grammar instruction effective, it should happen when 

a student is at the stage where he could catch grammatical points quite naturally. In the information processing models, 

the salience of the written CF is significant. It means that a student's current grammatical knowledge could impact his 

ability to pay attention to the provided feedback (Bitchener et al., 2014). 

Moreover, Krashen’s (1985) “i+1” (input hypothesis) and Vygotsky’s (1978) ZPD (Zone of Proximal Development) 

assert that students' developmental levels should be considered when providing any type of corrective feedback. As these 

theories say something about the significance of considering the students' levels, it looks like a quite relevant issue. 

However, if the teacher merely provides feedback on the issues that cause problems, he cannot provide salient CF to his 

students. However, the ability to convey ideas effectively is very significant to students’ L2 writing. After consideration 

of the theory, it becomes clear that simply targeting students’ issues that interfere with the effective communication of 

ideas cannot be the better strategy for providing any feedback. The current study provides theoretical implication here 

that a teacher must consider students' contextual factors to understand their developmental level so that effective 

communication may occur for providing preferred CF. According to Plonsky and Mills (2016), even if CF is tailored 

towards students' errors, it may not be useful and effective if it is not up to their developmental levels. 

The present study's findings also support the current empirical research about written CF and students' language learning 

beliefs. In this respect, this research corroborates prior studies which investigated that the focused written CF cannot 

improve the longer-lasting acquisition of salient grammatical and linguistic features (Bitchener & Knoch, 2012; Cohen, 

2015). Besides, this study added to the current flow of research by focusing on comprehensive written CF, including 

local and global errors, which have received limited attention. This study also confirms the findings of the Rummel and 

Bitchener (2015) study by revealing that written CF on local and global errors may help students acquire linguistic 

accuracy in some students. The study also endeavored to throw light on which type of written CF is most useful and 

effective. Regarding this question, no difference in the efficacy of three types of CF (direct, indirect & metalinguistic) 

was found among the treatment groups in urban; however, direct written CF was proved to be the most effective and 

useful for the students' linguistic accuracy among rural students.  

With regard to beliefs, this study lends great support to the earlier research, which investigated differences in the beliefs 

among the students belonging to two different contexts. It adds to existing knowledge by investigating similarities and 

differences between university students from urban and rural areas in Pakistan. By employing multiple data collection 

methods and cases, a complete picture of how university students' previous learning environment and educational 

experiences may affect their existing beliefs is presented. This study's most significant research contribution regarding 

language learning beliefs is that it probes the extent to which differences of beliefs may impact students' development of 

writing accuracy after they receive written CF. As no earlier studies could investigate this issue; hence, this study has 

attempted to fill the important research gap. The current study has a methodological contribution toward selecting data 

collection methods to investigate the written CF. Previous studies have mostly looked at this issue of providing written 

CF to improve the writing accuracy of EFL students by collecting writing samples; however, the current study used 

questionnaires and semi-structured interviews along with collecting writing samples to present the holistic picture of the 

ways by which beliefs can have an impact on Pakistani EFL students’ uptake and retention of written CF (Hasan & 

Qureshi, 2020; Hasan, 2020a).  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The current study has highlighted several issues that require further investigations. First of all, EFL students from other 

universities in Pakistan need to be further investigated to determine the extent to which the findings of this research 

could be generalized. Besides, gender is another possible variable that may explore further differences in foreign 

language learning beliefs, which may also impact written CF. The current study was carried out on EFL students' beliefs 

towards written CF, but future researchers may also add EFL teachers of universities in Pakistan to investigate what 

impact teachers’ beliefs may have on students’ choice toward written CF. In addition to this, similarities and differences 

of belief between teachers and students can also be important factors to explore.  

CONCLUSION 

The study concludes that language learning and its use are integrated into a socially intervened world; hence, those social 

aspects are required to be examined as a part of the similar cognitive process that underlies L2 learning and 

development. The present study has revealed how previous social, contextual, and educational experiences may be 

effective for constructing students' existing beliefs about written CF and practices with respect to learning English as a 

foreign language. By considering this, future researchers may continue to investigate the environmental factors (present 

classroom environment, educational backgrounds, etc.) and social factors (cultural expectations, identity, etc.). This may 

also affect the extent to which provided CF is effective. Moreover, individual factors like personality, age, mental health, 

etc., should also be probed to examine if they have any impact on students' uptake and retention of written CF. 

LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY 

The study has some limitations. The participants of this study come from two different contexts: urban and rural  areas of 

Pakistan. They have different languages and cultures. Therefore, their beliefs may have some impacts on participants’ 

ways of responding and using WCF. Hence, the study has the first limitation pertaining to generalizability which means 

that the current study cannot be generalized to the population in other contexts. This has been done because the 

researcher seeks to provide deeper understandings of the two areas (urban and rural). So, other research is also required 

to be conducted to compare the inter-university. EFL students with diverse cultures within Pakistan to find out if there is 

a similar correlation between students’ beliefs towards WCF and the impact of those beliefs on students’ uptake and 

retention in EFL writing. 

Second, participants of this study are adult learners of advanced level (enrolled for the undergraduate program at FUEIT 

Yar Khan, Pakistan), which again is a limitation for its generalization because the students with different level and age 

groups are required to be investigated to explore their beliefs about WCF similar or different and whether other factors 

too cause any change in students’ beliefs over the time. Thirdly, as this study seeks to investigate adult learners within 

the same university department, the sample size is not large. Again, this study cannot be generalized to a larger sample, 

and including the students of other departments studying English composition and comprehension may provide different 

findings and results. 

AUTHORS’ CONTRIBUTION 

Mehmood Ul Hassan: Data Collection, Abstract and Conclusion writing, writing references, review of the article after 

completion, and correspondence with the journal.  

Mehwish Malghani: , Data Analysis and its interpretation and after completing research, its review. 

Kinza Ali zai: Working on literature  and after completion of research review the article.  

REFERENCES 

1. Aranha, S., & Cavalari, S. M. S. (2015). Institutional integrated teletandem: What have we been learning about 

writing and peer feedback? DELTA Documentacao de Estudos Em Linguistica Teorica e Aplicada, 31(3), 763–

780. https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-445039175922916369 

2. Baker, A., & Burri, M. (2016). Feedback on second language pronunciation: A case study of EAP teachers’ 

beliefs and practices. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 41(6), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.14221/ 

ajte.2016v41n6.1 

3. Belaid, A. M., & Murray, D. L. (2015). Using Authentic Materials in the Foreign Language Classrooms: 

Teacher Attitudes and Perceptions in Libyan Universities. International Journal of Learning and Development, 

5(3), 25–37. https://doi.org/10.5296/ijld.v5i3.8218 

4. Bitchener, J. and Knoch, U. (2012). Contribution of written CF to language development: A ten months’ 

investigation. Applied linguistics, 31, 193-214. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp016 

5. Bitchener, J., Young, S., Cameron, D. (2014). The effect of different types of corrective feedback on ESL 

student writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 14 (3), 191–205. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.j 

slw.2005.08.001 

6. Brutton, A. (2009). Improving Accuracy is not the only Reason for writing and even If it were… System, 37(4), 

600-613. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.09.005 

https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-445039175922916369
https://doi.org/10.14221/%20ajte.2016v41n6.1
https://doi.org/10.14221/%20ajte.2016v41n6.1
https://doi.org/10.5296/ijld.v5i3.8218
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.j%20slw.2005.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.j%20slw.2005.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.09.005


 Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews 
 eISSN: 2395-6518, Vol 9, No 3, 2021, pp 1430-1436 

https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.93142 

1436|https://giapjournals.com/hssr/index                                                                                                © Hassan et al. 

7. Cephe, P. T. and Yalcin, C. G. (2015). Beliefs about foreign language learning: The effects of teacher beliefs on 

learner beliefs. Anthropologist, 19(1), 167–173. https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2015.11891651 

8. Chen, S., Nassaji, H., & Liu, Q. (2016). EFL learners’ perceptions and preferences of written corrective 

feedback: a case study of university students from Mainland China. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and 

Foreign Language Education, 1(5). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40862-016-0010-y 

9. Cohen, A. D. (2015). Verbal reports on learning strategies. TESOL Quarterly, 28, 678-682. 

10. Ellis, R. (2008). The study of second language acquisition: Oxford. Oxford University Press.  

11. Ellis, R. (2012). The Typology of Written Corrective Feedback. The effects of focused and unfocused written 

CF in learning English as a foreign language context. System, 36(3), 353-371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sy 

stem.2008.02.001 

12. Ferris, D.R. (2015). Second Language writing research and written corrective feedback in SLA. Studies in 

Second Language Acquisition, 32, 181-201. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990490 

13. Gries, S. T. and Deshors, S. C. (2015). EFL and/vs. ESL?: A multi-level regression modeling perspective on 

bridging the paradigm gap. International Journal of Learner Corpus Research, 1(1), 130–159. https://doi.org 

/10.1075/ijlcr.1.1.05gri 

14. Han, Y. (2017). Mediating and being mediated: Learner beliefs and learner engagement with written corrective 

feedback. System, 69, 133–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2017.07.003 

15. Hasan, M.U. & Qureshi, A. (2020). Investigating phonological accuracy among Pakistani EFL Instructors at 

Higher Secondary Level in Pakistan. Palarch’s Journal of Archaeology of Egypt/Egyptology, 18(2), 401-411. 

16. Hassan, M.U. (2020a). Investigating Pakistani EFL Learners’ Beliefs towards written CF and their impact on 

L2 writing accuracy: The Case of Urban and Rural context. St. Theresa Journal of Humanities and Social 

Sciences ,6(2), 147-167.  

17. Hassan, M.U. (2021b). Comparing and analyzing the rural and urban people’ perceptions towards Caste 

Stereotypes in Punjabi Language. Elementary Education Online, 20(5), 1479-1485.  

18. Holec, H. (2010). The learner as manager: managing learning or managing to learn, in Wenden, A. L. and 

Robin, J. (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (145-157). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

19. Krashen, S. (1985). Second Language Acquisition and Second Language Learning. Oxford: Pergamon. 

20. Lyster, R. and Ranta, L. (2017). Corrective feedback and learner uptake: Negotiation of form in communicative 

classrooms. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 19, 37-66. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263197001034 

21. Kerz, E., Wiechmann, D., & Riedel, F. B. (2017). Implicit learning in the crowd: Investigating the role of 

awareness in the acquisition of L2 knowledge. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 39(4), 711–734. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S027226311700002X 

22. Panova, I. & Lyster, R. (2002). Patterns of Corrective Feedback and Uptake in an Adult ESL Classroom. 

TESOL Quarterly. 36(4), 573-595. https://doi.org/10.2307/3588241 

23. Plonsky, L. & Mills, S. (2016). An Exploratory Study of differing perceptions of error correction between 

teachers and students: Bringing the gap. Applied Linguistics Learning, 16, 55-74. 

24. Rich, P. R., Van Loon, M. H., Dunlosky, J. and Zaragoza, M. S. (2017). Belief in corrective feedback for 

common misconceptions: Implications for knowledge revision. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning 

Memory and Cognition, 43(3), 492–501. https://doi.org/10.1037/xlm0000322 

25. Rizwan, M. and Akhtar, S. (2016). Effect of Explicit and Implicit Pedagogical Instructions in the Acquisition of 

Definite, Indefinite and Zero Articles. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning Memory and Cognition, 

4(6), 1–11. 

26. Rummel, S. (2014) Student and teacher beliefs about written CF and the effect these beliefs have on uptake: A 

multiple case study of Laos and Kuwait. Unpublished doctoral thesis, AUT University, Auckland, New Zealand. 

27. Rummel and Bitchener (2015). The effectiveness of WCF and the impact Lao learners’ beliefs have on uptake. 

Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 38(1), 66-84. https://doi.org/10.1075/aral.38.1.04rum 

28. Saeed, A. (2015). Comparison of the Effectiveness of Direct and Indirect Feedback: The case of EFL Urdu 

Learners in Pakistan. Unpublished thesis at the Islamia University Bahawalpur. 

29. Shabir, M. (2017). Student-Teachers’ Beliefs on the Use of L1 in EFL Classroom: A Global Perspective. 

English Language Teaching, 10(4), 45-58. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v10n4p45 

30. Truscott, J. (1996). The Case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes. Language Learning, 46, 327-

369. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1996.tb01238.x 

31. Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society: the development of higher psychological process. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press.  

 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2015.11891651
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40862-016-0010-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sy%20stem.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sy%20stem.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990490
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263197001034
https://doi.org/10.1017/S027226311700002X
https://doi.org/10.2307/3588241
https://doi.org/10.1037/xlm0000322
https://doi.org/10.1075/aral.38.1.04rum
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v10n4p45
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1996.tb01238.x

