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Abstract—A great number of language learners claims that they are unable to produce the foreign language
accurately without any grammatical errors at the end of their language course. In this study, the impact of
oral metalinguistic corrective feedback, among various types of corrective feedback, on learners’ pronoun
accuracy was considered. The participants were 74 EFL learners (46 females, 28 males) studying English at
Safir English language institutes in Tehran. In order to homogenize the learners, Key English Test (KET) test
was given to them. 60 learners were selected for the study and 14 learners were removed. Participants were
randomly divided into two groups. One group received metalinguistic feedback and the other group received
explicit correction feedback. Grammatical judgment test was used as a pretest and posttest. Eight reading
passages from “Select Readings” were another instrument that was used for training through jigsaw task in
this study. Then t-test was run to check the significance of the mean difference between pretest and post-test of
groups. The results show the priority of experimental group (which received oral metalinguistic feedback) on
control group (which received explicit feedback).

Index Terms—direct corrective feedback, metalinguistic corrective feedback, knowledge of pronunciation

I. INTRODUCTION

Direct corrective feedback (DCF) and metalinguistic explanation (ME) organize two techniques of performing
written and oral error correction. DCF gives the correct forms to students without giving feedback to learners.
Conversely, metalinguistic exploration (ME) is a process which the students can use self-correction to correct their
errors. However, metalinguistic CF will simplify learning when learners have implicit knowledge of a grammatical
feature. According to Chandler (2003), metalinguistic CF gives learners an opportunity how to correct the form directly
which they could not do that through explicit feedback. This will be very important for the learners have limited L2
proficiency and hard to enhance their oral abilities of the learners.

According to Ferris and Roberts (2001) and Chandler (2003), metalinguistic CF was more effective for learners to
improve their errors. Thus, they had access to the corrections when revising, so they only needed to consider the
corrections. Some evidences in the learning process have occurred when they used CF on grammatical accuracy in new
writing. According to Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, and Takashima (2008), direct CF can enhance accuracy by themselves.
Farrokhi and Sattarpour (2012) also took into account that direct corrective feedback has significant benefits in
accuracy in the use of English articles for the learners who are not professional in writing. Truscott and Hsu (2008)
stated that metalinguistic CF didn’t improve accuracy in new writing. Moreover, direct CF has impact not only on
revision but also on improving accuracy in grammar accuracy its effect is for a long-term time. This could help the
learners’ implicit L2 knowledge to have an opportunity for revision. Also, it focuses on one grammatical feature which
can give an awareness to students the rule about how to develop explicit knowledge. This will occur if some types of
errors are corrected. In previous researches, ME provided a metalinguistic description of some errors (as in Bitchener &
Knoch, 2010b). In both cases, it is needed to correct the errors in individual learners’ work. No previous study has taken
into account the oral metalinguistic on the knowledge of grammar accuracy in pronunciation. The ME can be seen as a
form of direct consciousness-raising. Therefore, this study has types of consciousness-raising related to learners’
comprehending of the target structure.

Il. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The most studies have examined the impact of corrective feedback or metalinguistic feedback based of improvement
in accuracy. They did not consider the learners’ reply to the feedback they received while retelling. We discuss that if
we examine oral error feedback helps learning pronoun knowledge, we need to understand how learners respond to the
feedback. Due to the metalinguistic, we have to know if learners pay attention to the corrections and to comprehend the
rule and whether they can use it by self-correcting the errors they have done. What are required are methods to
investigate how learners have replied to the correction and its usage. There are some studies of learners’ real
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involvement with oral correction and there isn’t any oral feedback to investigate learners’ knowledge of pronoun. Thus,
it is important to consider this study through oral metalinguistic feedback.

I1l. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Recently, different kinds of corrective feedback have been suggested and many studies have been performed on these
kinds of corrective feedback. The positive effect of corrective feedback on learning language has been illustrated but
few studies have been performed on the impact of corrective feedback on the assessment of learners’ knowledge of
pronoun accuracy to be learned and learners have to be mastered in its accuracy. Some language learners think that they
can’t produce the foreign language accurately without any grammatical errors. In this study, the impact of
metalinguistic corrective feedback on grammatical accuracy among foreign language learners was taken into account. In
most Iranian EFL contexts, language learners are not skillful enough in English, specifically in producing grammatical
sentences. Therefore, teachers are as a scaffold to assist learners to meet the requirement of oral problems by providing
useful feedback on their learners’ knowledge of grammar accuracy. Traditionally, in Iranian English Foreign Language
(EFL) context, one of the best techniques is to give direct metalinguistic feedback to exercise on error treatment in
speaking classes. Some of the previous studies have considered the impact of EF in improving students’ speaking but
there were few studies investigating the role of oral metalinguistic feedback on pronoun knowledge of learners,
particularly through utilizing and providing metalinguistic clues on EFL learners’ knowledge of pronoun. The current
study emphasized only on the acquisition of the pronouns and how to improve second language (L2) learners’ grammar
accuracy, and tries to find proper teaching techniques in the acquisition of L2 pronouns.

IV. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The researcher is attempt to response the following questions based on the findings:

1) Does explicit correction feedback have a significant effect on EFL students’ grammar in pronoun?

2) Does metalinguistic feedback have a significant effect on EFL students’ grammar in pronoun?

3) Does exposure to metalinguistic feedback in EFL learners lead to more enhancement in their knowledge of
pronoun or explicit correction feedback?

V. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A factor affecting language accuracy is corrective feedback that is given to students. As Lalande (1982) for indirect
feedback and Bitchener and Knoch (2009) and Kubota (2013) for direct corrective feedback stated, this area of research
is developing quickly. A research carried out about metalinguistic feedback is related to producing writing explicitly or
implicitly. Explicit type of meta-linguistic feedback in writing refers to errors which can either be oral or written
(Bitchener & Knoch, 2009).

According to Kubota (1994), the result of his study supports the role of explicit meta-linguistic feedback in teaching
grammatical rules. According to Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam (2006), implicit and explicit forms of feedback also displayed
useful impacts of meta-linguistic feedback on language acquisition. Other studies carried out by Bitchener, Young and
Cameron (2005), and Sheen (2007) about different types of direct corrective feedback on second language writing. The
findings of Sheen’s study (2007) displayed enhancement for both treatment groups as an experimental group in the
immediate post-tests, however, the direct meta-linguistic group did better in the delayed post-test. Moreover, Bitchener
(2008) pointed out the effects of metalinguistic feedback on enhancing of the English article (the/a). The findings were
about both oral and written meta-linguistic feedback in combination with direct error correction and those who received
direct feedback performed better than the students in control group.

According to Petchprasert (2012), there are four types of oral feedback: (1) it supports students in acquiring of
learning vocabulary and structures in context; (2) it provides information for both teachers and students for assessment;
(3) it gives motivation to students to improve their performance, and (4) it can assist the students toward self-reliance in
order to understand their own errors and guess how to correct them. When the corrective feedback occurs in foreign
language classes, it helps students to learn more.

As Ebadi, Mohd Saad & Abedalaziz (2014) stated, acquiring grammatical features in L2 is not easy for all the traits.
Some traits are difficult to attain and cannot be observed by simple exposure to the language. Thus, the effect of
teaching language learning in different forms of intervention should be examined. Moreover, the other study carried out
by Bowles (2011) pointed out the weak interface position in cognitive psychology comprehend the impacts of implicit
and explicit corrective feedback on acquisition of different grammatical features in ESL learners.

VI. METHOD

A. Participants

The participants were 74 EFL learners (46 females, 28 males) studying English at Safir English language institutes in
Tehran. All the participants were in intermediate level. They were all aged between 18 to 25. In order to homogenize
the learners, KET test was given to them. 60 learners were selected for the study and 14 learners were removed. The
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learners who were one standard deviation above the mean and one below the mean were selected for the intended study.
There are two groups of subjects. Each one has 30 participants which one group received metalinguistic feedback and
another received explicit correction feedback in their reply to test. There are both male and female students in this study.
Grammatical judgment test was run as a pretest. Then, they received similar teaching and similar syllabus. At last,
learners in both control group and experimental group received the posttest.

B. Instruments

Two instruments were used in this study, namely, KET, grammatical judgment test as a pretest and posttest. The
KET (Key English Test) was administered to examine whether the participants are in the same level of language
proficiency. In addition, according to Ellis (1991, p.181), grammatical judgment test was run among 10 EFL learners
and then it was distributed among all participants.

C. Procedures

Firstly, 60 students from Safir institute were given grammatical judgment test which contains tense and pronoun. The
testees, then, were divided in two 30-member groups on the basis of their obtained scores. Then, one of the groups was
randomly chosen as experimental group to receive the treatment (Abdollahzadeh, 2016, p. 188).

Second, Jigsaw task was carried out for 30 participants in experimental and 30 in control group in six equal teams.
Each team contains five persons to retell the reading passage based on jigsaw task. Two of learners completed the
pieces of story. Paragraphs in the story were divided among the groups in order to retell them. Then, teacher corrected
the participants’ errors in the experimental group after carrying out the retelling the passage (metalinguistic feedback).
Teacher only corrected the errors related to pronoun. In each session, they have taught one passage and after performing
the task, teachers gave feedback to control group explicitly and experimental group received metalinguistic feedback
(Richards, 2001 as cited in Nunan, 2003). The data was assessed through t-test.

D. Design

The design of the current study is Quasi-experimental design. In this study, a pre-test and post-test design were run
and its emphasis is on metalinguistic feedback as an independent variable and grammatical accuracy as a dependent
variable.

VII. FINDINGS

Researcher analyzed the mean and standard deviation of both groups to check both groups were homogeneous before
the treatment. Their mean scores of experimental and control groups in pretest were analyzed through t-test. Post-test
was administered for both control and experimental groups to investigate differences finishing sessions. After gathering
the data, t-test was run to check the significance of the mean difference between pretest and post-test of groups.

VIIIl. RESULTS

Data were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics contains the means,
standard deviations, and frequency. T-test was carried out to investigate the mean differences of two groups of scores.

A. Test of Variable Homogeneity

Leven test represented the significant level of meaningfulness is 0.234 which show the variance of two groups are
equal. In fact, 60 participants were selected as homogenous. To evaluate the homogeneity of regression coefficients
(slope), a Levene test was used and as it has been shown in the Table 1, p-value is 0.234 that is higher than the
significance level of 0.05. As a result, it can be concluded that data follow homogeneity of covariate
regression coefficients (slope).

TABLE 1
TEST OF HOMOGEGIETY OF VARIANCES
Levene statistic Df1 Df2 Sig.
9.232 2 58 0.234

B. Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality

In order to examine the normality of the groups, test of Kolmogorov-Smirnov has been used in Table 2 in the
following:
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TABLE 2
ONE-SAMPLE KOLMOGOROV-SMIRNOV TEST

N Data

60
Normal parameters Mean 15.20
Std. Deviation 3.145

Test statistic .215

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .07

Test statistic is 0.215 and meaningful level is 0.07 which represents the distribution of scores is normal.

IX. INVESTIGATION OF THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research question sought to investigate whether oral metalinguistic feedback has any significant effect on
knowledge of pronoun. Table 3, 4 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the learners’ performance of experimental
and control groups in pretest and posttest stage. Next, inferential statistics through t-test was run to examine the mean
differences of two groups at pretest.

TABLE 3
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS” GRAMMAR TEST JUDGMENT SCORE IN PRE AND POST-TEST
Exp N Mean Std.deviation Minimum Maximum
Pre 60 14.47 2.949 11 20
Post 60 15.93 3.262 11 20

Regarding Table 3, mean score and standard deviation of experimental group in pre-test is 14.47 and 2.949,
respectively. The minimum score of grammatical judgment test in pre-test of experimental group is 11 and the
maximum score is 20. In addition, mean score and standard deviation of post-test in experimental group is 15.93 and
3.262, respectively. The minimum score of grammatical judgment test in post-test of experimental group is 11. It should
be taken into consideration that the learners in post-test of experimental group had greater mean score than pre-test of
experimental group. It shows that treatment of metalinguistic feedback has the impact on the improving learners’
knowledge of pronoun.

A. Descriptive Statistics of Grammar Test Judgment Scores of Control Group in Pre-test and Post-test
The obtained descriptive statistics of learners has been displayed in Table 4.

TABLE 4
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF CONTROL GROUPS’ GRAMMATICAL JUDGMENT TEST IN PRE AND POST-TEST
Control N Mean Std.deviation Minimum Maximum
Pre 60 17.47 1.846 14 20
Post 60 17.68 1.764 13 20

Regarding Table 4, mean score and standard deviation of control group in pre-test is 17.47 and 1.764, respectively.
The minimum score of grammatical judgment test in pre-test of control group is 14 and the maximum score is 20. In
addition, mean score and standard deviation of post-test in control group is 17.68 and 1.764, respectively. The
maximum and minimum score in post-test of control group is 13 and 20, respectively. It should be taken into
consideration that the learners in post-test of control group had nearly the same mean score as pre-test of control group.

In order to investigate the first research question, a paired t-test was carried out to examine the effect of explicit
correction feedback as a control group to check the knowledge of their pronoun. Tables 5 and 6 show the result of
pretest and posttest in control group.

In order to know whether there is a significance difference between control and experimental group, a paired t-test
was run in the following:

TABLE 5
INDEPENDENT SAMPLE T-TEST OF CONTROL GROUP’S PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST GRAMMATICAL JUDGMENT TEST SCORES
Controlgroup N Mean  Std. deviation T Df  Sig
Pre 60 15.39 1.653 -3.216 14 0.006
Post 60 15.75 3.432

Due to Table 5, t-test has been -3.216 and the significant level was 0.006 which displayed that there were no
meaningful and significant difference among learners’ knowledge of pronoun scores through grammatical judgment test
at control group in pretest and posttest.

In the second research question, a paired t-test was done on the pretest and posttest of the metalinguistic feedback
group. Tables 6 show the results in the following.

B. Comparisons of Experimental Group's Pre-test and Post-test Grammatical Judgment Test Mean Scores
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Mean scores of learners’ knowledge of pronoun in pre-test and post-test of experimental group is 14.47 and 15.93,
respectively. Their mean comparisons of two groups have been run through independent t-test and have been shown in
table 6.

TABLE 6
INDEPENDENT SAMPLE T-TEST OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS” KNOWLEDGE OF PRONOUN SCORES THROUGH GRAMMATICAL JUDGMENT TEST IN PRE-
TEST AND POST-TEST

Exptestreading N  Mean Std. deviation T Df Sig
Pre 60 1446 2.984 -1.324 14 0.20
Post 60 1593 3.261

Based on Table 6, t-test is -1.324 and the significant level is 0.2 which displayed that there were meaningful and
significant difference among knowledge of pronoun scores of experimental group learners in pre-test and post-test and
shows the effectiveness of metalinguistic feedback.

To answer the third research question, an independent samples t-test was performed to compare the mean scores of
posttest in both groups.

C. Comparison between Learners’ Scores in Experimental and Control Groups

Mean scores of learners’ pronoun accuracy through grammar judgment test in experimental group and control group
are 19.00 and 15.93, respectively. The comparison of mean scores in two groups has been represented in table 7.

TABLE 7
PAIRED SAMPLE T-TEST OF PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS
testreading N  Mean Std. deviation T Df  Sig
Exp 60 18.23 3.145 -4625 58 0.08
Ctrl 60 1520 1.736

As Table 7 shows, t-test has been -4.625 and the significance level was 0.08 which represented there is a significant
and meaningful difference between experimental and control groups' grammatical judgment test scores of learners in
pre-test and post-test. The finding displayed that online learning has effect on oral metalinguistic feedback of the
learners in experimental group.

X. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Based on the results of this study, oral corrective feedback can reinforce the accuracy of EFL learners’ pronoun. Also
it can be concluded that receiving corrective feedback is effective way for Iranian English learners to comprehend their
errors. In addition, the result showed metalinguistic corrective feedback has an effect on the learners' performance. This
study tried to attain a better understanding of the role of oral corrective feedback in foreign language accuracy
(pronoun). As a whole, results of the current study support teacher corrective feedback which was matched with the
study of some researchers such as Bitchener (2008), Chandler (2003), and Ellis (2008), Ferris (1999). Furthermore,
feedback strategies can be beneficial for learners. Moreover, the findings are on the contrary with the claim of Truscott
who debated about the impact of corrective feedback. Truscott (1999) described that corrective feedback doesn’t have
any impact on improving student accuracy. In addition, Hsu and Truscott (2008) pointed out that decrease of error
during revision is not a learning process and also treatment groups cannot improve students’ ability through corrective
feedback. The findings of this study elaborates that learners learned effectively from teacher corrective feedback by
utilizing correct form of some previous errors each session. Thus, EFL learners decreased their grammatical errors. The
findings of this study can illustrate empirical document about reducing of errors in learners’ pronoun accuracy during
the treatment period.

Regarding the first research question, metalinguistic feedback was influential on pronoun improvement of the Iranian
EFL students. These results are congruent with the other research, carried out by Bitchener (2008), Ellis (2008), Lyster
(2007), and Sheen (2007) and demonstrated that all students received oral metalinguistic feedback carried out better
than control groups.

Due to the third research question, exposure to metalinguistic feedback in EFL learners lead to more explicit
correction feedback because the learners can increase their knowledge of the language by this technique (Schmidt,
1993). It gives students information about their errors so that they can think critically about the structures of sentences.
In addition, metalinguistic feedback usually contains information about preposition, verb, and relative pronoun for a
speech episode. Schmidt's (2001) identified the significance role of students’ attention to their linguistic knowledge and
metalinguistic feedback and recognized the gap between their interlanguage and the target forms (errors).
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