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Abstract
Research provided to educators regarding feedback for English Language Learners is contradictory. There are few correlational studies to evaluate which types of corrective feedback for English Language Learners is most effective. This study aims to determine which type of feedback is most effective. The three types of feedback being implemented and evaluated are implicit, direct, and peer feedback. Interviews conducted after the study give educators inside information about the student perspectives during the feedback processes. The detailed literature review gives insights into current research conclusions that can help future researchers further investigate different types of feedback and their effectiveness to learning English as a second language. 
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Introduction
Research Problem
Teachers who teach English as a second language, commonly called English language teachers (EL teachers), are now encouraged to provide professional development to classroom teachers to help them better support English Language Learners (ELLs). One main reason that EL teachers are being encouraged to take on this new role at public schools is because universities spend very little time helping new teachers learn how to support and teach students whose first languages are not English. 
According to Dr. Ahluwalia (2019), a researcher in the field of teaching English as a second language, teachers are not adequately prepared for encouraging and supporting English as a second language acquisition. Teachers who instruct ELLs are not aware of how quickly and easily these students are discouraged from learning English in a traditional classroom setting. Students whose errors are corrected too frequently lose the motivation and confidence in learning a second language (Ahluwalia, 2019). Stephen Krashen (1985) proposed the concept of second language learners having an affective filter. “Krashen’s affective filter hypothesis suggests that language learners might be distracted by emotional factors in the language learning process” (Hui & Lin, 2008, p. 115). On the other hand, errors that are never addressed or corrected will cause EL students to not meet the increasing grade-level requirements for reading and writing. (Ahluwalia, 2019).
Therefore, a student with a positive affective filter is shown to having a higher chance of second language acquisition, where as a student with a negative affective filter, will have a lower chance of learning second language acquisition (Krashen, 1985). This study is created to test which ways of giving feedback promote a positive affective filter. Its foundation is set up to help determine how teachers can cultivate the motivation and confidence for the ELL based on the way that feedback is given. 
Research Question
[bookmark: _GoBack]	There are numerous accounts of research of how to give effective feedback to ELLs; however, the research studies’ conclusions are contradictory. Educators are left to wonder how to give effective feedback to ELLs. The literature reviewed led to the research question.
· What is the most effective way to give corrective feedback to an ELL without negatively affecting his or her motivation to learn English? 
Rationale and Significance
	 “Many key factors of learners’ success in language should be associated to the student’s emotional condition. A language learner’s passion of participating in class and confidence from teachers’ encouragements can decide the accomplishment of their second language acquisition” (Hui & Lin, 2008, p. 115). Corrective feedback is an important component of the learning environment, which affects the student’s emotional condition. Research shows that teachers do not feel educated about how to give feedback to ELLs (Ahluwalia, 2019). Therefore, more research is needed in order to give teachers clarity about how to give feedback while nourishing a student’s emotional condition.
This study, in addition to the literature reviewed, is intended to isolate information to help educate teachers on how to give effective feedback to ELLs. Research from this study also highlights the contradictions within current research studies on corrective feedback for ELLs. This study uses currently researched corrective feedback practices to help determine which types of corrective feedback are most useful to students learning English as a second language.
Literature Review 
Introduction
According to Graham and Perin (2007), English Language Learners (ELLs) are struggling to achieve writing proficiency across grade levels. Furthermore, writing has been previously determined as the most challenging learning process for students learning English as a second language (Early & Saidy, 2013). The results from the studies reviewed about which type of feedback is most effective for ELLs are conflicting. However, there is evidence to support that amongst the studies, overall corrective feedback is effective (Banaruee, Khatin-Zadeh, & Ruegg, 2018). Therefore, the question that remains is, what is the most effective way to give constructive feedback to an ELL? Furthermore, how can feedback be given without negatively affecting a learner’s affective filter? In 1985, Stephen Krashen, a linguist, theorized that students’ motivation and success for learning a new language is directly linked to the student’s perspective and self-esteem during the learning process. A student with a high affective filter is discouraged, unmotivated, anxious and is less likely to acquire English proficiency (Hui & Lin, 2008). An educator needs to find a way to give feedback without negatively impacting motivation; however, there is an unclear path mapped out for teaching professionals about how to effectively give feedback to ELLs (Ahluwalia, 2019). The studies used for this research project showed contradictory results about effective feedback for ELLs. This research study is an attempt to highlight these contradictions while isolating useful information for teachers to use when giving feedback to ELL students. 
The articles and books selected for this literature review were selected from peer-reviewed sources. The articles were obtained from EBSCO, a professional search engine with numerous peer-reviewed studies. The books selected for this literature review added additional information to help emphasize the results from the research studies reviewed from EBSCO. 
The studies obtained from EBSCO for this research project made clear three common areas of focus related to the research question. The results and conclusions from studies proved that there are limitations and advantages of both implicit and explicit feedback. There were claims that concluded peer feedback is a valuable and effective form of feedback. Finally, there was qualitative and quantitative data that showed teachers’ perceptions and learners’ perceptions differed when it came to corrective feedback. These themes further demonstrate the contradictions between determining the most effective form of feedback for ELLs. Further research is needed in order to explore these themes as they relate to corrective feedback.
Limitations and Advantages of Implicit vs. Explicit Feedback
	Both implicit and explicit feedback are proven to be effective ways to give feedback to English Language Learners (Banaruee et al., 2018). Therefore, many types of corrective feedback can be useful for ELLs. Corrective feedback causes students to have fewer errors in writing (Banaruee et al., 2018). Implicit and explicit feedback are both types of corrective feedback. Implicit feedback is defined as learners’ ability to learn without the awareness of what the specific error is (Banaruee et at., 2018) Recasts are a type of implicit feedback defined as, “rephrasing an utterance with a change of components and unchanged meaning of the whole.” (Banaruee et al., 2018, p. 2) It is a technique that uses expansion, deletion, and other changes that maintain the meaning of what is being communicated along with the desired correction needed (Bohannon, Padgett, Nelson & Mark, 1996). Another word for implicit is indirect. In my experience, this method of correction feedback has been looked upon as more culturally proficient because it encourages the student to make the correction without telling the student what he or she did that was incorrect. Explicit feedback is feedback that is given directly. The corrections on a written assignment are marked to show the student what was written incorrectly. The errors are pointed out and corrected for the student by the teacher. Explicit feedback is defined as, “input processing with conscious intention to find out whether the input information contains regularities, and, if so, to work out the concepts and rules with which these regularities can be captured.” (Alavi, Mohebbi & Nemati, 2019, p. 2)
	As previously noted, there is research to support that implicit feedback is most effective. In the study by Banaruee, Khatin-Zadeh, and Ruegg (2018) that analyzed results from students who received direct feedback vs. implicit feedback, the group of students that received implicit feedback was more successful at revising their paper and improving their writing scores. The students’ errors that were implicitly corrected were underlined and rephrased by the teacher. This gave students more opportunities to self-correct their errors (Banaruee et al., 2018). The students’ overall writing scores were higher than the students who received direct feedback. Implicit feedback gives students a framework and outlines the intended responses or output. It serves as a model for students to make further corrections to their written and spoken language (Kartchava, 2016). 
Alternatively, there is also research to conclude that explicit feedback is needed in order for learning to occur. (Cepni, 2016). Zaretta Hammond, the author of Culturally Proficient Teaching, mentions that Dr. Rick Hanson (2013) stated, “activities that promote mindfulness and focused attention (like we do when we are reflecting on feedback or analyzing our assessment data) cause the brain to rewire itself and grow by generating more dendrites and laying down more myelin” (p. 101). A drawback of implicit feedback is that the error isn’t being brought to the student’s awareness. If the student isn’t mindful about the error made, feedback is less likely to rewire a student’s brain and promote change. 
The contradictions amongst the conclusions of various studies imply that both types of feedback are effective; however, feedback needs to be individualized and separately analyzed due to other factors influencing a student’s second language acquisition (Erlam et al, 2013). Students with lower English proficiency require more explicit feedback in order for the mindfulness and learning to occur. Students with a higher language proficiency will benefit more from implicit feedback (Kartchava, 2016). Furthermore, there is research to show that explicit feedback can become implicit feedback and can lead to metacognition. A student who has been made aware of an error will internalize the feedback and is able to use this feedback to self-monitor the second language output (Alavi et al., 2019). “Anderson’s adaptive control of thought (ACT) considers acquisition a gradual transition from explicit knowledge to implicit knowledge.” (Anderson, 1983; Anderson, 1985)
Celce-Murcia (1985) distinguished the differences between age-level characteristics and second language acquisition. She claimed that younger students benefit more from holistic learning, which is informal and implicit. This is similar to how younger students learn English as their first language. Language is adopted naturally and holistically. As the students grow older, language acquisition becomes more explicit and direct. 
In conclusion, a student needs to have some type of conscious awareness of the error made, whether this error was corrected directly or indirectly (Hanson, 2013). Some students are able to become aware of the errors made when implicit feedback is given; other students require direct feedback in order to become aware of the error made. Many factors affect language acquisition, such as, the student’s personality, language proficiency, age-level, and classroom setting. (Celce-Murcia, 1985; Erlam et al., 2013; Kartchava, 2016; Krashen, 1985) These are all factors teachers need to understand in order to know how to give the most effective feedback to a student learning English as a second language.
Peer-feedback
	There are very few studies that solely look at the benefits from peer-feedback of ELLs in speaking and writing. (Yu, 2019; Topping, 2010) One main theorist known to educational professionals is Lev Vygotsky; his sociocultural theory states that knowledge occurs when there is social interaction. (Vygotsky, 1979; Vygotsky, 1986) Peer feedback is defined as, “an arrangement for learners to consider and specify the level, value, or quality of a product or performance of other equal status learners’ in writing.” (Topping, 2009, p. 20) The studies available prove that peer feedback is an effective method of feedback for students learning English as a second language.
Peer feedback helps students to develop metacognitive writing skills when compared to students who receive explicit feedback from a teacher (Cao, Huang, & Yu, 2019). That is, students develop the skills to monitor their own writing during the writing process. Yu & Lee (2016) proved that peer feedback improves students’ language acquisition, skill application, self-monitoring, and confidence. Prior to this study, Berggren (2015), determined that peer feedback leads learners to understand the importance of the audience and genre, which leads students to further revise their writing. Multiple researchers affirm that peer assessment achieves writing outcomes while helping students develop and enhance specific writing skills (El-Mowafy, 2014; Tsivitanidou, Zacharia, & Hovardas, 2011). Despite the research being less robust, the research for peer feedback is consistent. Peer feedback allows students to lead each other to a greater awareness; however, a student needs to both give and receive feedback in order for it to be most effective (Cao et al., 2019).
	A multiple component approach study highlighted the importance of teachers directly teaching students how to participate in peer feedback. Directly teaching peer feedback helps students learn how to revise their writing through peer feedback (Early & Saidy, 2013). Additionally, students must be made aware of the criteria being used for the assessment. Students must be an active participant in determining and understanding the requirements for a writing assignment (Kartchava, 2016). Peer feedback has been proven to be successful, but teachers must directly teach students how to participate in this type of feedback in order for it to be most effective. 
Learners’ Beliefs
	Wenden (1999) defined learner’s beliefs as learners’ metacognitive knowledge about learning. It is imperative for teachers to understand each student as an individual (Loewen et al., 2009). A learner’s characteristics affect the way the student learns (Krashen, 1985). Factors that shape beliefs about language acquisition are, “motivation, anxiety, self-regulation, learner autonomy, gender, language proficiency, and strategy use” (Kartchava, 2016, p. 20). Research emphasizes that there is evidence that shows learners are dynamic. Aspects of the learner within the learning process can change (Kartchava, 2016). Therefore, teachers must understand their students as individuals, in order to provide them the most optimum feedback. 
	Collectively, learners’ beliefs surrounding corrective feedback are positive. However, culture and students’ backgrounds can determine how often learners may want to be corrected (Loewen et al., 2009; Kim & Yang, 2011; Schulz, 2001). Questionnaires given by Schulz (2001) and Kartchava (2016) to English Language Learners and teachers distinguish the different perspectives teachers have about corrective feedback from their students’ perspectives. The results from the questionnaires determined that teachers provide fewer corrections than expected. Teachers didn’t value the oral feedback and corrections given to students. Students valued oral feedback more than their teachers did (Schulz, 1996; Schulz, 2011). Results from a study conducted by Loewen et al. (2009) showed that students wanted to more opportunities to practice their communicative skills within the classroom. 
	Another study conducted by Kartchava (2016) gave a similar questionnaire to teachers and ELL students about their perspectives on corrective feedback. It outlined four components of corrective feedback, “importance and expectation of CF, error types to correct, prompts as CF method, recasts of CF methods” (Kartchava, 2016, p. 29). The outcome from this study proves that students with more language proficiency value oral corrective feedback in the classroom and state that only errors that discourage comprehension or are reoccurring need to be addressed by the teacher (Kartchava, 2016). The results from this study can help teachers understand which errors to correct and which errors to ignore in a classroom setting.
	Conclusively, similarities from the questionnaires given across different studies showed that ELL students value corrective feedback (Shultz, 2009; Kartchava, 2016). Students want feedback only when an error is reoccurring or impedes comprehension (Kartchava, 2016). However, teachers’ beliefs show that on average, teachers do not value oral corrective feedback as much as their ELL students do. Based on these studies, teachers should provide students with multiple opportunities to practice their communicative skills in both speaking and writing within the classroom. Teachers need to address student errors by giving corrective feedback that aligns with the student’s personality, age-level, language proficiency level, and gender, as well as be mindful that the learners’ perspectives and attitudes on second language acquisition is dynamic (Erlam et al., 2013).
Conclusion
	There is a plethora of research that attempts to determine the effectiveness of different types of corrective feedback. Along with the research studies, there are additional studies to measure students’ perceptions about corrective feedback. Key findings from the literature reviewed can help educators understand how to move closer to knowing how to give corrective feedback to ELL students. In conclusion, teachers can employ different strategies to help students with corrective feedback. Peer feedback is becoming more widely known and recognized as an effective form of feedback. Implicit and explicit feedback will vary in effectiveness due to the many individual factors that influence and ELL student. The culminating viewpoint from these studies proves that more research is needed in order to determine the most effective feedback for students learning a second language.
Methadology
Research Design
To answer my research question, I will use a mixed-methods approach. According to Clark and Creswell (2019), a mixed-methods approach means that both qualitative and quantitative data will be collected and analyzed. This type of research design is appropriate for my research question because the quantitative data derived from the students’ final writing scores will prove which feedback method was most helpful for the English Language Learners in the study, and the qualitative data collected from the student interviews will provide insights into the students’ perspectives about the feedback and the way it was given. The quantitative and qualitative data collected can help prove the most effective feedback while giving insights into how students’ motivation was impacted by the feedback given.
There will be three groups of participants within this study. One group of students will be given explicit feedback from the teacher. The second group will be given implicit feedback. The third and final group of students will use peer feedback to revise their writing. Since the study is comparing the effectiveness of three different types of corrective feedback, this is intended to be a correlative research study. A correlational design uses multiple variables to help determine the direction of how the variables are associated (Clark & Creswell, 2019).
The students will be writing an informational essay about an animal they’ve researched. The quantitative data will be retrieved from the students’ final scores based on a rubric that will be used to grade all of the students’ final copies. All three of the groups will use the same rubric. The rubric used for the study can be viewed in Appendix A.
The students from each group in the study will participate in an interview to discuss their experiences from the feedback given, in addition to the survey. The qualitative portion entails one-on-one interviews with each student from the study. Interviews will be conducted to evaluate students’ perceptions about the effectiveness of the feedback given, as well as, how the feedback affected students’ motivation during the writing process. See Appendix B to view the interview questions the students from the study will answer.
Consistency and Validity
There will be three groups of students who are participating in the same, cohesive writing instruction. To ensure consistency, the teachers in the study will be using a predetermined instruction framework from the Being A Writer teaching program, so the students are receiving the same type of instruction leading up to the revising and editing portion of their rough drafts. To ensure validity in the instruction leading up to the revision process, there will be an observer in the classrooms as well as a video recording of the teaching sessions leading up to the revision process. The teachers will meet each day to talk about the progression with the lesson seeds that help prepare the students to write about an animal that they’ve researched. 
I will establish consistency by having the students use the same search engines. The students will be using PebbleGo and World Book as search engines to find information about an animal they’ve chosen. The study is designed to make sure that each group has received the same instruction and has access to the same information on the Internet.
Three Groups Receiving Feedback
The study is designed to focus on the effectiveness of different forms of feedback. One group of students will receive direct feedback after the rough drafts have been written. The second group will receive implicit feedback in the form of written recasting. The third group will participate in peer feedback. 
	The students in the first group will participate in teacher-led, direct feedback. First, the teacher will collect the writing samples and write the corrections needed during the revising process of the study. For example, if a student is missing a topic sentence. The teacher will write on the paper, “Missing a topic sentence.” Then, the teacher will lead whole group lessons about checking for word usage, complete sentences, capitalization and punctuation. The teacher-led feedback makes generalizations about the errors made by the students and the class and teaches the students about how to fix these errors directly.  
The second group will be given feedback by having the teacher highlight the errors and by using questioning techniques that help the student identify his or her own errors indirectly. The errors in the students’ rough drafts will be highlighted. The teacher can choose to reread the paragraph aloud to the student to help the student identify the error. The teacher will write questions that will help the student identify his or her own errors. If a student is missing a topic sentence, the teacher can highlight the line before the first sentence and write, “How do you introduce a new topic for your paragraph?” The errors will not be directly pointed out and corrected for the students. Each student will use language models and teacher questioning to help him or her correct the errors in the rough draft. 
The third group will participate in peer feedback. The students will be directly instructed on how to give peer feedback. These students will be given a checklist of what each student is to look for when reading their partners paper. The checklist will help the students locate confusing parts within the rough drafts, areas where more information needs to be added, parts that need to be deleted, and sentences that don’t make sense. The students will read their partners work and give suggestions on what to change, delete, add or fix based on the checklist the students were instructed to use.
Data Collection
	After the students go through these three different phases of revision and editing, the students will write their final copies.  All three groups of students’ final copies will be graded with the same rubric. The quantitative data collected will be retrieved from the rubric. The group with the highest average score will help determine the most effective feedback strategy. The quantitative portion of this study is looking at the group that has the best average overall score. Each group receiving feedback will have 16 students. The study will use the total of each group’s final scores for each group, divided by 16. 
After the students are finished producing their final copies, they will participate in an interview to help the research highlight the student perceptions about the way feedback was given. The guiding questions for this interview will focus on the students’ self-esteem during the revision process and the students’ perceptions about how helpful the feedback was. See Appendix B.
Sample
The participants are third grade students. Each of the three groups has an equal number of females and males. There will be a total of 16 students in each group. To increase validity from the sample of students used for this study, the groups consist of an equal number of students who are writing at a 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 level of English proficiency according to the WIDA rubric (WIDA, 2019). 
The students’ current writing level of English proficiency is determined by their Access scores from the prior school year. The teachers will be certified to teach English as a second language because they’ve passed the ELL Praxis. The three teachers will have gone through a Professional Development which provides a step-by-step procedure for teaching informational writing, using the Being A Writer program.
Limitations of Study
The study is limited because it focuses on third grade students. The results of this study might be different if conducted with participants of different ages. Another limitation is that the study doesn’t assess the long-term results from the different types of feedback given. For example, direct feedback may be beneficial initially; however, the study doesn’t look at how this impacts the students’ overall ability to revise and edit their own papers throughout their lives. Lastly, there are many different strategies to give explicit and implicit feedback. This study is designed to look at one type of implicit and one type of explicit feedback strategy. Therefore, it would be very challenging to declare that all types of explicit feedback are better than all types of implicit feedback. There needs to be more specific research to identify which type of explicit feedback and implicit feedback is more effective.

Appendix A
Rubric for Writing
Each category will be graded using a score of 0 to 4. A zero indicates that the students doesn’t show any evidence of meeting the requirement, and a four indicates that the student meets the requirement 100% of the time throughout the paper.
	Information is presented clearly
	

	Writing fully communicates information
	

	One idea connects logically to the next
	

	Paragraphs are organized into different topics
	

	Writing contains varied vocabulary
	

	There is an introduction
	

	There is a conclusion
	

	Sentences are fluent when read aloud
	

	Writing uses grade-level appropriate grammar, usage, and mechanics.
	

	Writing demonstrates grade-appropriate spelling 
	

	Total
	     /40






Appendix B
Interview Questions:
1. What was most helpful about the feedback you were given?
2. What questions did you still have about your paper after the feedback was given?
3. How did you feel when you given the feedback?
4. What could have been done to make this feedback more beneficial to you?
5. What could the teacher have done differently to help you when he or she was giving you feedback?
6. Were you surprised by the final score you received? Why or why not?
7. What questions do you have for the teacher now that you’ve received your final score?
8. How could the teacher have made you feel more encouraged or motivated during the revising and editing parts of the writing process?
9. What did the teacher or peer do to help you feel more encouraged and motivated?
10. Is this the most helpful way you’ve received feedback? Why or why not?
11. 
1. 
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