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Abstract: Providing feedback to and correcting errors of learners’ language performance is important in both first (L1) and
second language (L2) teaching and learning process. A number of studies have examined the effectiveness of different types of
corrective-feedback (CF) on L2 learners’ writing and results showed positive effects [1-3]. However, little has examined the
effects of CF on L2 writing via wiki [4-5]. Therefore, the current study aims to provide further insights into the effects of
implicit CF on L2 learners’ writing through wiki. Nineteen (n=19) undergraduate L2 learners doing English at University
Malaysia Pahang were enrolled in the study. During the pretest session, the learners were required to write an essay on
Communication Skills at Workplace for approximately one hour. Next, implicit CF was provided to the essays, and a week
later during the posttest session, the learners revised their essays based on the feedback given. Results indicated that wikibased implicit CF helped L2 learners to improve the accuracy of their written productions as evident in total number of error
per T-unit (E/T-unit) and total number of error per clauses (E/C). The findings of the study would have great impact and would
help the L2 professors and students teaching and learning the L2.
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1. Background
Corrective feedback (CF) is information given to learners
regarding errors they have made during their study and is
important in both first (L1) and second (L2) language
learning [6]. CF serves as a hint to the learners that their use
of the target language is incorrect and is significant in writing
classes [7-8]. It is debated whether teacher should treat
learners’ errors as part of the learning process [9-12]. One of
the arguments is put forth by Truscott who claimed that error
correction is ineffective in language classes [12-15]. Error
correction could have negative effects on learners’ ability to
produce accurate language, and he added “we should be
confident whether if the correction has any actual benefits
that will be very small” [14, p. 256].
However, a number of studies provide evidence in support
of CF, i.e., [9-11, 17-18, 20-23]. For instance, two groups of
learners were examined to see the influence of grammatical

error correction on learners’ work [10]. It was found that the
group received CF gained more accurate language over the
control group. Findings of the study by Chandler correlated
to the findings of the study by [10]. Total number of
errors/total number of 100 words ratio is used to measure the
accuracy [16]. Analysis of covariance was used to investigate
differences in the results of the experimental and control
groups. Results found no significant difference on the first
assignment between the two groups as evident in (t=2.05,
p>0.05). Meanwhile, her study did not show significant
difference of the mean error for 100 words of control group
when the data was analyzed from first and fifth assignment as
indicated by (t= -0.90, p>0.05). On the other hand, there was
a significant difference in the grammatical and lexical errors
per 100 words in which the learners in the experimental
group made an average of 7.8 errors in their first assignment
and reduced to 5.1 errors per 100 words in the fifth
assignment t=4.05, p<0.05. Recently, Truscott’s claims was
tested by [17]. Contrary to Truscott claim, the study found
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that learners who were provided with CF significantly
produced more accurate (p<0.05) language over control
group (p>0.05) [17]. Similarly, it is claimed that CF
encouraged learners to produce writing with minimal errors
and maximum accuracy and clarity [18].
On the other hand, it is claimed that CF not only helped
learners improved the accuracy of their writings in short
term; it also provided them with a long term benefit [19]. The
study stated if correction is to be targeted on specific types of
errors; it would have positive effects on linguistic accuracy of
learner language productions. In line with this argument, a
study affirmed that by targeting specific language features for
error correction, it not only assisted learners to improve
linguistic accuracy of their written productions in the long
term, it also pushed them towards effective communication
[22]. In terms of linguistic accuracy, the study by Evans
asserted similar findings to [9-11]. Thirty (n=30)
undergraduate ESL learners were assigned into two a control
and treatment groups. Error-free clause ratio was analyzed to
measure the accuracy of learners’ written productions.
Results showed that written CF helped learners in the
treatment group to improve the accuracy of their written
productions over control group.
As indicated in literature above, researchers have different
beliefs about the effectiveness of CF based on their research
findings. Also, there were number of studies investigated the
possible effects of different types of CF on L2 learner written
and oral productions. As such, more research is needed to
provide further insights particularly into the area of different
types of CF on written production.
1.1. Types of Corrective-feedback
Corrective feedback (CF) can be provided in different
forms, i.e., explicit correction, recasts, prompt, elicitation,
clarification, repetition of error, and meta-linguistic feedback
[3, 25-27]. It is explained that the various responses learners
may receive to correct their erroneous [7]. For example,
when a language learner says, ‘He write his homework every
day’, CF can be explicit, for instance, ‘no, you should say
writes, not write’ or implicit ‘yes he writes his homework
every day’, and may or may not include metalinguistic
information, i.e., ‘Don’t forget to make the verb agree with
the subject. In general CF is classified into implicit and
explicit CF [28]. Explicit corrective feedback (ECF) provides
learners with target modals to the errors they made during
their work; whereas, implicit corrective feedback (ICF) does
not provide the target model. ICF is used in a way that
simply highlights the errors learners made, allowing them to
correct the errors themselves [28-29]. Literature has argued
that both explicit and implicit CF assist L2 learners to
improve the linguistic accuracy of their written productions
[20, 30], and different types of CF have different effects on
ESL/EFL learner writing [1].
A number of studies reported that explicit corrective
feedback (ECF) is more effective in improving the linguistic
accuracy of a learner written productions [2, 20, 30-32]. For
instance, study a found that providing ECF had positive

effects on L2 learner written productions [32]. The findings
of the studies by Bitchener and Falhasiri correlated to the
findings by Nazari. For example, it was investigated that
different types of written CF can impact the linguistic
accuracy of learners’ written production [20]. The data was
collected in three stages as a pretest, immediate posttest, and
delayed posttest, and the learners were asked to describe
different pictures in writing. Different types of CF were
provided to measure the usage of definite and indefinite
articles. Results found that all the treatment groups
outperformed the control group in the immediate posttest.
However, during the delayed posttest, only the learners in
meta-linguistic explanation and meta-linguistic explanation
with oral instruction gained accuracy during the ten weeks
period than implicit and control groups.
In contrary, a number of studies vigorously defend the
effectiveness of implicit corrective feedback (ICF) and
provide evidence to support their claims. They believe that
ICF assist L2 learners to improve the linguistic accuracy of
their language productions [1, 34-37]. For instance, it was
found that ICF significantly affected the linguistic accuracy
of learners’ written production over explicit CF [1]. Sixty
(N=60) EFL learners were enrolled in explicit corrective
feedback (ECF), implicit corrective feedback (ICF), and no
feedback groups. The data collected from pre and posttests
showed significant difference between the groups, and
suggested that learners participated in ICF outperformed both
over the explicit and control groups. The findings of the
studies by Campillo, and Zhao are similar to the findings by
Ahmadi. Moreover, a study claimed that ICF was more
effective than explicit for two reasons as 1) it helped learners
improve the quality of their written text with understanding
the significance or value of CF, and 2) it also had positive
effects on long-term writing proficiency of L2 learner
language production [38].
It still remains a question whether implicit or explicit CF is
more effective in improving learner language productions.
Implicitness or explicitness can impact learner perception
which influences its effectiveness [23, 25]. A study suggested
that two important factors should be considered in
implementing CF, i.e., to know whether the learners should
receive implicit or explicit CF or a combined form of the
feedback. It was found that mixed CF (both implicit and
explicit) was more effective in L2 classes [39]. On the other
hand, a study claimed that providing different types of CF
with no discussion and clarification might not be effective
[11]. It collected four different under timed condition texts
from ten participants. Then, each text was revised by the
researchers, and they provided learners with feedback. After
each revision, learners were required to participate in
interviews and talk about the written CF provided to them.
Results indicated that the learners were satisfied with the
course outcomes while they asked for more clarification. The
studies reviewed above provided insights into positive effects
of CF on learner writing. However, the feedback on learner
written production was given in a traditional paper and pen
form. It would be interesting to find out whether there are
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positive effects of CF on learner writing when feedback is
provided via wiki (a 2.0 web). The following section further
discusses this.
1.2. Wiki: A 2.0 Web
Wiki is a freely expandable collection of interlinked web
pages, a hypertext system for storing and modifying
information, and a database where each page can easily be
edited by any users [40]. Wiki is a set of linked web pages
that is shaped through an incremental development by a
group of users [41]. It is an easy-to-use platform for
collaborative work on texts and hypertexts [42], and it is
open accessed [43]. In addition, it is believed that the ease of
procedure and communication made wiki a useful tool for
group collaborative authoring, and it can be used to gain
information from their teacher and other learners [44].
Researchers acknowledge that the use of wiki can have
positive effects on learning process, and can be used as an
effective collaborative tool for writing in language classes [5,
45-48]. For instance, it is found that learners collaborated and
participated equally via wiki [5]. The study also showed that
most of the learners, who used wiki in their classes, were
able to write, rewrite and edit their group works anytime
from anywhere. Moreover, the discussion that took place
about writing, editing, feedback, and other interactions
helped them in improving their written assignments. The
Findings of the study by Zailin, Nik and Ainol were
supported by [49]. They indicated that wiki offered
collaborative, flexible, rich and empowered learning
environments, and the learners were highly satisfied when
they used wiki.
In addition to collaboration, some researchers also
highlighted wiki as one of the best tools in teaching and
assessing the learners’ performance in language classes [4-5,
50-51]. For example, it was pointed out that wiki did not only
assist learners to improve their essay writing performance, it
also improved their critical thinking skills [51]. Findings of
the study by Barry correlated with the findings of the study
by [51]. The study assessed learners watching their
presentations via wiki and revealed that watching the videos
of learners’ group presentation was an effective method of
feedback and could improve group and individual
performance.
Furthermore, it was asserted that wiki could also be used
as an effective tool for teaching writing because revisions and
feedback can easily be analyzed and addressed using this
editable web-based tool [4]. The researcher reported that
during 10 weeks of study a total of 1553 of feedback were
given via wiki. The revision made by the learners to their
report writing has improved the text quality of their writing,
and this was well acknowledged by the learners. The findings
of the study by Zailin are recently echoed by the study [52].
It investigated that wiki could assist learners to improve their
writing by receiving comments from their peers and teachers.
The study examined integrating assessment for learning as a
practical pedagogy to improve the quality of their wiki-based
project. Seventy-six (N=76) participants were enrolled at a
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teacher training institute in Hong Kong. Results indicated a
total of 451 comments were provided on wiki which showed
the eagerness of learners condense their comments to peers.
Participants of the study pointed out that teachers and peers
comments helped them improve the quality of their wiki
project.
The above descriptions on the effectiveness of wiki may
well relate to the teaching and learning approaches the
instructors or researchers have employed. Nevertheless, most
of the studies sought to measure the impact of CF on
linguistic accuracy of learner written or oral productions in a
traditional way i.e., paper and pen form. Also, as reviewed
earlier, providing CF is one of the beneficial assistances
instructors may offer the learners with, and it would be
interesting to find out whether there are positive effects of CF
on accuracy of learner written productions when feedback is
provided via a 2.0 web. As such, the current study aims to fill
the gap.

2. Research Materials and Methods
The current study was conducted at one of the technical
universities in Malaysia. It was designed to investigate the
extent to which wiki-based implicit CF can help L2 learners
improve the accuracy of their written productions as evident
in their writing via wiki. Nineteen (n=19) undergraduate
learners doing English for Professional Communication
course participated in the study. Their age ranged between
18-22 years and their L1 were either Malay, Chinese or
Tamil. Their English proficiency was at a low level as
evident from their Malaysian University English Test
(MUET1) results in which majority of the learners achieved
band two and a few achieved band three in the exam.
Throughout the semester and when the study took place, the
teaching and learning sessions were conducted in language
labs.
As such, learners were able to use computers with internet
connection for classroom activities including assessing and
writing on wiki. One research question was framed with the
aim to investigate the following:
1: How does wiki-based implicit CF affect the accuracy of
L2 learner written production?
2.1. Design
The data was collected in two stages as pretest and
posttests. During pretest, the learners were required to write
an essay about communication at workplace for one hour.
The topic was familiar to them as the course content was
designed in such a way that it relates to communication at
workplace. Next, the researcher provided implicit CF via
wiki to the learners’ essays. After a week interval, posttest
was carried out whereby the learners, individually, were
given one hour to revise their essays based on the implicit
1 Full description of MUET aggregated scores can be downloaded from
http://www.mpm.edu.my/web/guest/regulations-test-specifications-test-formatand-sample-questions
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corrective feedback (ICF) provided to them.

Figure 1. Data collection process.

strong agreement between the raters as k=0.86.

2.2. Data Analysis
Learner written essays on communication at workplace
from pretest and posttest were analyzed to investigate if wikibased implicit CF could help learners improved the accuracy
of their written production. Total number of errors per T-units
(E/T) and total numbers of errors per clauses (E/C) were
analyzed to measure accuracy of learner written productions.
The data was analyzed using Microsoft Excel and SPSS.
Paired-samples t-test was administered to answer the
question. It finds out about p value that shows significant
difference between the pretest and posttest of the study.
Paired-samples t-test provides the difference in two steps.
First, if the p value is p>0.05, it means there is no significant
difference between the pretest and posttest. However, if the p
value is p<0.05, it means there is a significant difference
between the two tests results. To assure the reliability of
wiki-based implicit corrective (ICF) and data analysis
process, 25 percent of the whole data was coded. Errors per
T-unit length was analyzed to observe the reliability of the
CF as at least 10 percent of the data should be coded to
establish confidence in raters’ reliability [55]. The inter-rater
reliability test was assessed through MedClac, and it showed

Table 1. Measure of accuracy of learner written productions.
E/T
E/C

Accuracy

E= total number of errors, T=total number of T-unit, C= total number of
clauses.

3. Results
As indicated earlier, paired t-test was administered on two
measures for accuracy in order to answer the research
question. Results show that learners yielded higher accuracy
when they receive implicit CF via wiki in the posttest as
measured by E/T and E/C.
With respect to accuracy, results by means of pairedsamples t-test showed that implicit CF via wiki affected the
accuracy of L2 learners’ written production as E/T and E/C
were analyzed. Results indicated that after providing implicit
CF via wiki, learners significantly produced more accurate
language in posttest as evident in E/T t(19)=17.367, p=<0.05
and E/C t(19)=11.622, p=<0.05.

Table 2. Effects of wiki-based implicit CF on accuracy of learner written productions.

Pretest E/T Posttest E/T
Pretest E/C Posttest E/C

Paired Differences
Std.
Mean
Deviation
1.64
.41
1.06
.40

Std. Error
Mean
.09
.09

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Lower
Upper
1.44
1.84
.87
1.26

Figure 2 indicates that the mean score of E/T ratio of
learners participated in the study decreased from M =1.86
(SD = 0.38) in pretest to M = 0.22 (SD = 0.20) in posttest.
Likewise, the mean score of E/C ratio decreased from M =
1.19 (SD = 0.41) in pretest to M = 0.12 (SD = 0.10) in
posttest that show a significant impact of wiki-based implicit
CF via wiki on accuracy of L2 learner written productions.

4. Discussion

Df

Sig. (2tailed)

17.36
11.62

18
18

.00
.00

written essays on wiki by 19 L2 learners were collected and
analyzed. Paired-samples t-test was administered as the
statistical analysis on two measures for accuracy. Overall,
results of the analysis showed significant effects of wikibased implicit CF on accuracy of learner written productions.
Table 3. Effects of wiki-based implicit CF on accuracy of learner written
productions.
Measures
Accuracy

The aim of the current study was to investigate the effects
of implicit CF on accuracy of learner written productions in a
wiki platform. For the purpose of the study, data in form of

t

Dependent Variable
1. E/T
2. E/C

Independent Variable
ICF via Wiki
ICF via Wiki

Results
p<0.05
p<0.05

Note: E/T = total number of errors per total number of t-units, E/C = total
number of errors per total number of clauses, ICF= implicit corrective
feedback
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Total number of errors per total number of T-units (E/T)
and total number of errors per total number of clauses (E/C)
ratios were measured to analyze accuracy of learner written
productions [54]. As indicated in table 3, wiki-based implicit
CF pushed learners to produce more accurate language. This
is reflected in a decrease in number of errors. The findings of
the current study provide full support to Ferris [9-10]
findings, i.e., error correction helped learners improve the
linguistic accuracy of their language productions. Likewise to
Ferris a number of recent studies found similar findings [1,
17, 20, 23-24, 36], i.e., CF helped learners to improve the
linguistic accuracy of their written productions.

Figure 2. Effect of wiki-based implicit CF on accuracy of learner written
productions.

Additionally, it is stated that implicit CF might be more
vigorous (i.e. longer lasting) and effective [38, 55]. Most of
the previous studies stated earlier investigated the effects of
CF on linguistic accuracy of L2 learner written productions
in a traditional way, i.e., paper and pen form [1, 20, 23-24].
However, this study provided CF via a web 2.0 technology as
it is actively used by the educators during the second
language teaching and learning activities. For example, the
importance of providing feedback on learner writing via wiki
has been highlighted [4].
Over all, it indicates that implicit CF made the learners
capable of paying greater amount of attention to accuracy of
their written productions [1, 9, 17, 38]. In addition, wiki
might also help learners to increase accuracy of their written
productions as they were able to revise and edit their essays
on the same page that might heighten their attention to forms
[5]. Table 4 illustrates the effects of wiki-based implicit CF
on accuracy of learner written productions.

based implicit CF on L2 learners’ written productions. A pre
and posttest design was used to collect data from learners.
Overall findings of the study illustrated that wiki-based
implicit CF significantly affected the accuracy, fluency and
GI of the lexical complexity of learners’ written productions.
The findings of the study support the findings of the earlier
empirical studies that CF helped learners improved their
language productions particularly accuracy and fluency.
Because only one measure of lexical complexity shows the
significant effect, more studies should be carried out to
provide more insights into this matter.
The study conducted at University Malaysia Pahang
(UMP) and used the learners who used Wiki technology in
their English language classes; therefore, the findings
maybe applicable to those who are in similar learning
context. It focuses only on wiki-based implicit CF and its
effectiveness in learners writing; to determine the extent
to which it may help them improve their writing. In
addition, the learners in the current study were at a lower
proficiency level. Therefore, further research may use
advanced L2 learners as language proficiency can affect
language development while there is need for further
research in this area [56].
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