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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This study reports the relationship between specific learning styles and teacher 

feedback among students at Suranaree University of Technology. The first section 

explains the rationale of this study. Then, the purpose of the study is explained in the 

second section. The third section describes the hypotheses, and leads to the research 

questions in the fourth section. The fifth section demonstrates the scope of the study. 

The sixth section summarizes the thesis outline, and, lastly, the seventh section 

defines some key terms. 

 

1.1 Rationale 

In Thailand, English writing is mostly used both in education and at work. 

However, limited knowledge of vocabulary, language structure, and content can 

inhibit students’ performance in a second language (L2, hereafter). As a result, L2 

students want more teacher involvement and guidance. Therefore, how best a teacher 

can promote students’ learning how to write seems to be a common question in a 

writing classroom. Teachers, in particular, need to understand the factors affecting the 

processes of second language writing. Many researchers (Mackey & Phillip, 1998; 

Oxford, 2000) suggest factors that could facilitate learning, including classroom 

interaction, teacher feedback, and also their realization of individual differences. 
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According to Sakar (2003), learning styles are among the factors which lead to 

individual differences that could influence language learning. Keefe (1979: 4) defined 

learning style as “…cognitive, affective, and physiological traits that are relatively 

stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to the learning 

environment…”. Among all types of learning styles, field dependence/independence 

is one of the most researched types, mostly relevant to second language learning 

(Brown, 2000). Many studies (e.g. Johnson, Piror & Artuso, 2000; Nodoushan, 2002) 

have investigated the relationship between field dependence/ independence and 

second language acquisition. An awareness of students’ learning styles could help 

teachers match teaching and learning styles to develop students’ potential in second 

language learning. Students’ motivation, performance, and achievements will increase 

and be enhanced when students’ learning styles are matched with appropriate teaching 

approaches (Brown, 1994). 

In an attempt for greater depth of study in classroom teaching, the other factor 

of teacher feedback is also the focus of the study. Teacher feedback is mostly used in 

writing classrooms, although it is a debatable issue whether teacher feedback could 

help L2 student writers improve their writing. Many studies in second language 

learning support the relationship between teacher feedback and students’ writing 

abilities (Ferris, 1995; Myles, 2002). A lot of research about teacher feedback and 

students’ responses aim to seek the answer for when the teacher should provide 

feedback, and what the different types of teacher feedback are. The other interesting 

issue concerns the efficacy of various kinds of teacher feedback that enable students 

to become more effective writers (Chandler, 2003).  
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 Among various types of teacher feedback given, explicit and implicit feedback 

seem to be the focus of many studies (Kim & Mathes, 2001; Lalande, 1982; Semke, 

1984). Much empirical evidence has shown that explicit and implicit feedback can 

help improve students’ writing (Carroll & Swain, 1993; Kim & Mathes, 2001). The 

extent of explicitness is one issue that teachers must consider before providing the 

appropriate type of feedback because they must take linguistic and non-linguistic 

elements as influences or interference from students’ native language and level of 

proficiency into consideration.  

Moreover, the problems students have with teacher feedback stem from not 

knowing how to respond to teacher feedback (Fregeau, 1999). Teachers, thus, should 

understand students’ preferences for feedback in order to help students revise 

successfully. One potential reason behind unsuccessful revision is a mismatching 

between students’ needs and teacher feedback (Hyland, 1998). 

Based on the above reasons, matching the learning styles with teacher 

feedback could probably shed some light into the area of how to improve students’ 

writing. Despite studies of field dependence/ independence and explicit/ implicit 

feedback that abound in the L2 literature, systematic studies of the relationship 

between field independence/dependence and the two feedback types have been 

surprisingly rare, although they seem to be the important factors influencing success 

in second language learning.  

Hence, it is considered worthwhile to examine this relationship. This research 

study, therefore, is intended to investigate the relationship between two learning 

styles, namely field dependence (FD) and field independence (FI) and teacher 
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feedback (explicit/implicit) for Thai students at Suranaree University of Technology 

(SUT) who enrolled in an English V course. The question arises from the fact that 

correcting an error by type or category is a time-consuming task for teachers (Leki, 

1990). Considering the time required for correction, teachers’ realization of which 

feedback type is related to the students’ learning style is worth investigating. 

 

1.2 Purpose of the Study 

In general, teacher feedback is believed to encourage and help students to 

revise their writing although the topic is still controversial. The purposes of this study, 

thus, are as follows: 

1. To investigate the relationship between learning styles (i.e. field 

dependence and field independence) and explicit feedback. 

2. To investigate the relationship between learning styles (i.e. field 

dependence and field independence) and implicit feedback. 

 

1.3 Hypotheses 

Based on the empirical studies by Brown (1994) and Chapelle (1995), field 

independent (FI) learning style correlates positively and significantly with language 

success in the classroom. Moreover, such field independent students often prefer 

explicit feedback on their grammatical accuracy (Oxford, Rivera-Castillo, Feyten & 

Nutta, 2001). The null hypotheses are as follows: 

1. Field independent students will show a significant relationship with 

explicit feedback rather than with implicit feedback.  
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2. Field dependent students will show a significant relationship with 

implicit feedback rather than with explicit feedback. 

 

1.4 Research Questions 

 In order to achieve the above purposes, the present study was designed to 

address the following research questions: 

1. Which students’ learning style (field dependence or field 

independence) is related to explicit feedback? 

2. Which students’ learning style (field dependence or field 

independence) is related to implicit feedback? 

 

1.5 Scope of the Study  

In addressing the aforementioned research questions, the study has certain 

limitations, which are as follows: 

First, the subjects of this investigation are students from different years, who 

enrolled in an English V course at Suranaree University of Technology (SUT), in 

Nakorn Ratchasima. They should not be considered as representative of students who 

study in other universities because of the different background knowledge, learning 

environments, and proficiency levels. The present study focuses only on the learning 

style of these students. It excludes the subjects’ gender, age, background knowledge, 

and learning environments.  

Second, teacher feedback will only be given to the areas of grammar and 

lexical errors, or form-focused. The results of this study, however, could be used as a 
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basis for further development of the Academic English Writing Course at SUT 

(English V) and further research. 

 

1.6 Thesis Outline 

This thesis consists of four chapters. The content of each chapter is 

summarized as follows: 

 Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature on theoretical issues and previous 

studies on learning styles and teacher feedback. 

 Chapter 3 reports the methodology and the design of the two empirical 

studies. In the feasibility study, subjects were first-year vocational students at 

Chanapollakan Technology School. The findings of the feasibility study led to the 

present study which involved students from different years at Suranaree University of 

Technology. 

 Chapter 4 presents and discusses the results of the study in relation to the 

relationship between two learning styles: field dependence/independence and explicit/ 

implicit feedback. 

 Chapter 5 includes the implications of the study and suggests further study. 

 

1.7 Definition of Key Terms 

The following terms were used extensively throughout this study. 

Learning style refers to internally based characteristic, often not used 

consciously, which are the basis for the intake and understanding of new information 

(Reid, 1995: preface). According to Wintergerst, DeCapua and Itzen (2001), it is 
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defined as an innate preference of individuals as to how they prefer to go about the 

process of learning. Many types of learning style have been proposed, i.e. field 

dependence/ field independence, visual, auditory, and kinesthetic. 

 Field Dependence refers to the learning style in which a holistic student 

perceives situations as wholes, rather than analyzing them into components. A person 

with field dependent style tends to possess less ability to separate details from the 

background easily. Field dependent students tend to be more sensitive to the social 

context, are perceived as more considerate than field independent students, and 

perform well with less structure in their learning (Witkin, Oltman, Raskin & Karp, 

1971; Oxford, 1990). 

 Field Independence refers to the learning style in which an analytic student 

studies with selective attention to specific important aspects. A person with field 

independent style tends to separate the key details from an ambiguous context easily. 

Field independent students are less sensitive to the social context, more detached and 

more logical than field dependent students are (Witkin et al., 1971; Oxford, 1990). 

 Explicit feedback refers to explicit provision of the correct form (Lyster & 

Ranta, 1997). The teacher provides specific grammatical information to indicate what 

is incorrect.  

 Observe [1a] and [1b].  

 [1a] He send email to his friends. 

 [1b] He send email to his friends. (Third person singular requires an  

‘s’ ending). 

 From the above example, [1a] is a sample of student’s writing while [1b] is a 

sample of teacher’s feedback. The feedback type is explicit feedback with 
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grammatical explanation including an underlined error indication. In this example, 

explicit feedback is send and a grammatical explanation is third person singular 

requires an ‘s’ ending. 

 Implicit feedback refers to the teacher’s reformulation of all or part of a 

student’s utterances (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). It includes corrections and confirmation 

checks without indicating the source of error. 

 Observe [2a] and [2b]. 

 [2a] He send email to his friends. 

 [2b] He sent email to his friends. 

 From the above example, [2a] is a sample of a student’s writing while [2b] is a 

sample of a teacher’s feedback. The feedback type is implicit feedback with provision 

of a correct form without an indication of the error. A student must observe a 

difference between his/ her writing and the teacher’s feedback. In this example send 

becomes sent, and the error is corrected according to the teacher feedback.  

 English proficiency level refers to students’ English ability, especially 

English grammatical knowledge. Since this study aims to investigate the relationship 

between field dependence/field independence styles and explicit/implicit feedback of 

students with different proficiency levels, students’ English proficiency levels are 

evaluated by using the average grade of English in the previous courses (English I to 

IV). 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 This chapter presents some of the theoretical background. The literature 

review begins with learning styles in the first section. Within this first section, the 

difference between field dependence/independence, the learning style instruments, 

and the relationship between learning style and second language learning are 

explained. The second section describes the definition of teacher feedback, and the 

teacher feedback in second language learning. The explicit/implicit feedback is later 

presented which includes a second language study with explicit/implicit feedback. 

 

2.1 Learning Styles 

Learning styles are often confused with learning strategies since they are 

related. However, learning styles are not the same and cannot be used synonymously 

with learning strategies. While learning strategies refer to external skills that students 

use, often consciously, to improve their learning, i.e. note taking, problem-solving, 

and meta-cognition (Reid, 1995), learning styles refer to consistent and enduring 

tendencies or preferences within an individual (Sakar, 2003). 

Teachers in the ESL classroom can use students’ learning styles as a tool to 

develop their students’ learning. Since the area of learning styles is quite complicated, 

many researchers have accordingly proposed various terminology and definitions.   
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For example, Skehan (1991: 288) states that a learning style is “a general 

predisposition, voluntary or not, toward processing information in a particular way”. 

Similary, Reid (1995: preface) defined the term learning style as “…internally based 

characteristics of individuals for the intake and understanding of new information…”. 

Or as “…learning styles pertain to the manner in which individuals typically acquire, 

retain, and retrieve information…”: e.g. a tactile/kinesthetic style for people who 

prefer a hands-on approach to learning (Felder & Henriques, 1995). In essence, 

Kinsella (1995) indicated a learning style could refer to an individual behavior that 

responds to a particular learning environment. Learning styles can be changed with 

time and context. 

Generally, the term ‘learning style’ is discussed in four aspects: (1) cognitive 

style, i.e., preferred or habitual patterns of mental functioning; (2) patterns of 

attitudes; (3) a way to seek situations that is suitable for one's own learning patterns 

and (4) a way to use certain learning strategies and avoid others (Lawrence, 1984, as 

cited in Oxford, 2000). With respect to cognitive styles, it is an issue that has 

continued to be explored in the educational research literature for almost 30 years. 

According to Summerville (1999), a learning style as a cognitive style refers to the 

specific categories that describe ways in which an individual processes information. A 

cognitive style includes variables within a single dichotomy such as global-holistic 

versus focus-detailed, right-brained versus left-brained, and field dependence versus 

field independence (Hsiao, 1997). Among all the variables above, Kang (1999) finds 

“field dependence (FD)” and “field independence (FI)” to be two of the most widely 

researched areas. 
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2.1.1 Field dependence vs. Field independence 

According to Witkin, Moore, Goodenough, and Cox (1977), the 

dimensions of field dependence (FD) and field independence (FI) are differentiated by 

reflecting modes of perceiving, remembering, and thinking. A field dependent student 

refers to someone who prefers to work within the context of the subject under study, 

think holistically, and is sensitive to group relations. Conversely, a field independent 

student refers to someone who prefers to work in isolation, think analytically, and 

tends to rely on their own points of view and judgement (Clenton, 1996). In other 

words, field independent students easily separate key details from a complex or 

confusing background, whereas field dependent students have trouble doing this. 

Moreover, Witkin et al. (1977) propose that the implications of field 

dependence (FD)/ independence (FI) can be found in four learning areas: (1) FD tends 

to be better at learning social material than FI, (2) FD tends to have more difficulty 

with unclear structured learning materials than FI, (3) FI tends to learn more under the 

intrinsically motivating conditions than FD, and (4) FI learns concepts more rapidly 

when the salient cue is irrelevant to the definition of the concept than FD. 

Similarly, Willing (1988) summarized the contrasts on the two poles of 

the field dependence and field independence in terms of learning strengths, as shown 

in Table 1.  
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Table 1 

Contrasts between the learning strengths of field dependence/independence 

 

Field dependence (FD) 
 

Field independence (FI) 
 

1. Performs best on tasks calling for 
intuitive “feel” for language (e.g. 
expression; richness of lexical 
connotation; discourse; rhythm and 
intonation. 

Performs best on analytical language 
tasks (e.g. understanding and using 
correct syntactical structures, semantically 
ordered comprehension of words, and 
phonetic articulation.) 
 

2. Prefers material which has a human, 
social content; or which has fantasy or 
humor; personal; musical or artistic. 

Favors material tending toward the 
abstract and impersonal, factual or 
analytical, useful, and ideas. 
 

3. Less likely to direct own learning: may 
function well in quasi-autonomy (e.g. 
“guided discovery”); (but may well 
express preference for a formal, teacher 
dominated learning arrangement, as a 
compensation for own perceived 
deficiency in ability to structure. 

 

Likely to set own learning goals and 
direct own learning; (but may well choose 
or prefer to use for own purpose an 
authoritative text or passive lecture 
situation.) 

4. Has affinity for methods in which 
various features are managed 
simultaneously, realistically, and in an 
insignificant context. 

 

Has affinity for methods that are focused, 
systematic, sequential or cumulative. 

5.  Right hemisphere strengths 5.  Left hemisphere strengths 
 
Note: adapted from Willing (1988) 

  

With reference to the learning aspect of field dependence/independence as 

mentioned above, we can then infer that a field dependent student tends to be 

someone who performs best on communicative language while a field independent 

student tends to be someone who performs best on using correct syntactical structures.   

Based on these distinctions, some instruments have been developed to assess the 

learning styles. 
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2.1.2 Learning style instruments 

Three main instruments have been developed to measure learning 

styles which are Witkin et al.’s (1977) Group Embedded Figure Test (GEFT), 

Riding’s (1991) Cognitive Styles Analysis (CSA), and Brown’s (1994) Learning Style 

Questionnaire.  

Witkin et al. (1977) developed the GEFT to classify field dependence/ 

independence. The students must complete the task by finding simple graphical 

figures, which are embedded within more complex backgrounds. The field dependent 

student refers to those who have difficulty finding the embedded figure while the field 

independent student refers to the successful ones. The drawback in the effectiveness 

of the GEFT is that the level of field dependence could be inferred from poor field 

independence performance. 

In order to overcome the limitation of GEFT, the Cognitive Styles 

Analysis (CSA) was designed by Riding (1991). The CSA differs from GEFT in that 

it contains two sub-tests. One comprises a simple geometrical shape within a complex 

background as in the GEFT. The other contains pairs of complex geometrical figures 

which the student is required to judge whether they are the same or not. In this way, 

field dependence will be positively measured rather than being inferred from poor 

field independence capability. Moreover, the CSA offers another advantage in that it 

can be computerized for administration and scoring. Nonetheless, the limitations of 

CSA are that it is a computer-based test and there is very little evidence of published 

literature which demonstrates the reliability of Riding’s CSA. 

The other instrument used for assessing learning styles (field 

dependence/ independence) is Brown’s (1994) learning style questionnaire. It contains 
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a ten-item description from which students are required to select five check boxes. 

The first two boxes indicate that the items’ descriptions in the questionnaire are very 

much alike. The last two boxes indicate that the items’ descriptions are somewhat 

descriptive. The middle box indicates that neither the first two boxes nor the last two 

boxes are applicable (See detail in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2A). Although Brown’s 

learning style questionnaire was developed because of the debate about the drawbacks 

of using GEFT in the ESL language classroom, it seems less popular. No study in the 

review literature was found that uses Brown’s learning style questionnaire to assess 

field dependence/independence. 

 

2.1.3 Learning styles and language learning 

According to Ellis (1989), teachers can help students by understanding 

or knowing their students’ preferred learning styles. Matching learning styles with 

teaching styles seems to be a significant factor in the success of the learning process 

(Carrell & Monroe, 1993; Nachiengmai, 1998). 

Firstly, Carrell and Monroe (1993) investigated the relationship 

between ESL composition students and a modified form of the Myers Briggs Type 

Indicator (MBTI), which is used to identify the students’ learning styles. The students 

from first-year writing classes from the University of Akron volunteered to participate 

in the study. All participants, 41 native speaker students (NES) and 25 ESL students, 

first took the MBTI modified for nonnative speakers of English in order to identify 

their learning styles. After that, each student was assigned to write three compositions 

throughout the semester. The results showed that the compatibility between the 
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learning styles and the method of writing instruction could affect the composition 

positively.  

On the other hand, a mismatch between learning styles and teaching 

styles may have a negative impact on classroom learning (Felder & Henriques, 1995). 

Based on Reid’s (1987) hypothesis, a mismatch between teaching and learning styles 

causes learning failure, frustration and demotivation. In 2001, Peacock conducted a 

study by using Reid’s questionnaire, interviews and tests. Two hundred and six EFL 

students and 46 EFL teachers at a Hong Kong university participated in this 

investigation. The results showed the differences between students and teachers’ 

preferences. Interview results also revealed that 72% of the students were frustrated 

by a mismatch between teaching and learning styles; 76% said it affected their 

learning, often seriously; and 81% of the teachers agreed with Reid's hypothesis.  

Among second language learning studies, several (Naiman, Frohlich, 

Todesco & Stern, 1978; Genesee & Hamanyan, 1980; Hansen-Strain, 1984; Brown, 

1994) found significant positive relationships between field independence and second 

language learning. Attempting to provide additional evidence, Nodoushan (2002) 

conducted a study to provide additional evidence that field dependence/ independence 

is related to L2 achievement. Sixty students from 240 junior and senior students at 

Azad University of Bushehr in Tehran were selected to participate in this study. The 

subjects were divided into two groups according to their learning styles (Field 

Independence/Field Dependence) as measured by the Group Embedded Figures Test 

(GEFT). The respondents were asked to identify a simple geometrical figure form 

within a complex geometrical figure. Some respondents who spotted the simple figure 

immediately were categorized as field independent students, whereas others who were 
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more distracted by the surroundings and spent more time to spot the figure were 

categorized as field dependent students.  

Later, only 60 subjects (30 field dependent students and 30 field 

independent students) from both groups took both the 1990 version of IELTS and the 

Communicative Test (CT). However, because of practical restrictions, only the 

reading comprehension, writing, and the listening comprehension sections of the 

IELTS were used. The IELTS, in this study, was used as a tool for validating the CT, 

which was specifically developed and used as the main tool for data collection. The 

CT consisted of the same number of items and had the same readability indices as 

those of the IELTS. In order to minimize the practice effect, the subjects were 

randomly classified into two halves: A and B (half A, consisted of a group of FI/ FD, 

half B, consisted of a group of FI/ FD). The first half took the CT and then the IELTS, 

whereas the other half took the IELTS and then the CT. The results of a t-test analysis 

indicate that FD groups are potentially better performers on CT. 

Regarding all influential factors on language learning, there are many 

factors that influence second language learning. Skehan (1989) illustrates a language 

learning model, which shows the factors in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1.  Factors influencing language learning (partially adapted from Skehan, 1989) 
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  As shown in Figure 1, the model suggests that factors that influence 

language learning include two main parts: the learner, the classrooms and the 

materials. For the classrooms and the materials, syllabus, methodology, organization, 

and responsiveness are included. In terms of the responsiveness, teacher feedback 

provision was found to be important in second language learning achievement. 

Therefore, this study will focus on the factor of feedback in order to give the study 

greater depth. 

 

2.2 Teacher feedback  

One of the basic theoretical claims on the relationship between interaction 

feedback and second language learning is the Interaction Hypothesis proposed by 

Long (1996: 414). The Interaction Hypothesis suggests that “…negative feedback 

obtained during negotiation work or elsewhere may facilitate second language 

development, at least for vocabulary, morphology, and language specific syntax….” 

Likewise, evidence from many studies (e.g. Ferris, 1997; Gass, Mackey & 

McDonough, 2000) using several feedback techniques, such as peer response, 

teacher-student conferences, audio-taped commentary, reformulation, computer-based 

commentary, and handwritten commentary as the primary method of response shows 

results which support Long’s hypothesis. 

Teacher feedback has been investigated both as a factor in learning theory and 

as error correction. As a factor in learning theory, a behaviorist views teacher 

feedback as a positive and negative reinforcement. Chaudron (1988) considers 

positive feedback as positive praise or repetition of students’ correct responses while 
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negative feedback refers to grammar explanation and modeling of correct responses. 

Moreover, for cognitive theorists feedback is viewed not only as useful information, 

but also as reinforcement of language learning.  

Teacher feedback, as an error correction, can be seen as an inevitable 

constituent of classroom interaction such as a teacher-act and student-response. For a 

teacher, feedback entails the accuracy of students’ target language production. For a 

student, feedback is used as information to interact with the teacher whether it is 

positive or negative, that is, students can use teacher feedback to correct their target 

language and it may be a potential source of improvement (Chaudron, 1988).  

Moreover, teacher feedback seems to be essential to the writing process. Keh 

(1990: 294) stated that feedback is “what pushes the writer through the various drafts 

and on to the eventual end-product”. Teacher feedback in the form of error correction 

is probably one important aspect of classroom interaction. In most composition 

classes, teachers tend to give feedback by correcting lexical errors, phonological 

errors, syntactic errors, and other language problems.  

 

2.2.1 Teacher feedback in second language learning 

Giving teacher feedback in second language learning, however, is a 

debatable issue. Some researchers (Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Ferris, 1995) attempt 

to investigate students’ reaction toward teacher feedback in second language learning. 

Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990) pointed out the disadvantages in giving teacher 

feedback. In their study, there were three groups of students: 11 students in the EFL 

institute, 13 university EFL students, and 19 Portuguese L1 students. All students 

were asked to respond to a questionnaire constructed to inquire about the type of 
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feedback and also the students’ writing abilities. Three teachers selected three 

students from three groups to provide in-depth verbal reports about how they handled 

teacher feedback. The result showed that teacher feedback was found to be 

inconsistent, unclear, and over-emphasized negativity. 

Moreover, the interview results of Fregeau’s (1999) case study 

revealed that the teachers’ different grammatical requirements make students 

confused and frustrated. The result of this study concluded that ineffective error 

correction could distract the students. Likewise, Truscott (1996, 1999) claimed that 

teachers who lack the skill to explain the students’ problems often gave an ineffective 

correction. Instead, Truscott suggested the idea of a correction-free situation. Many 

studies (Burkland & Grimm, 1986; Hillocks 1986; Sperling & Freedman, 1987) also 

indicated that teacher feedback has little impact on students’ composition. 

On the other hand, other studies show that second language students 

prefer receiving teacher feedback and in fact they obtain a positive result from teacher 

feedback (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; Leki, 1986; McCurdy, 1992). Many studies 

(Cohen, 1987; Ferris, 1995; Ferris & Robert, 2001; Lee, 1997) indicate that students 

seem to be eager to receive teacher feedback on their errors.  

In an attempt to investigate the L2 students’ reactions to teachers’ 

feedback, Ferris (1995) conducted a survey of 155 students in two levels of California 

State University ESL composition program. A questionnaire was used to collect the 

data. The results indicated that the students paid more attention to teacher feedback 

provided on preliminary drafts and felt that teacher feedback could help them improve 

their writing.  
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According to Myles (2002), L2 writers require teacher feedback as part 

of the instructional process in order to improve their writing. Sufficient feedback on 

errors and individual attention can help learners develop their writing skills. Likewise, 

Leki (1990) stated that teacher feedback on student writing could help students 

improve their writing although it was time-consuming for the teacher. 

Despite the fact that it is an ongoing debate whether teacher feedback 

is required and whether teacher feedback affects students’ performance, most teachers 

tend to use feedback as a guide for students to improve their performance (Lee, 2003). 

Many types of feedback are therefore used in L2 teaching and learning both in oral 

and written forms.  

 

2.2.2 Types of teacher feedback  

Generally, feedback could be categorized in many ways such as “form-

focused” and “content-focused,” “explicit” and “implicit,” “correcting” and 

“helping,” or “affective” and “cognitive” (Chaudron, 1988; Vigil and Oller, 1976). 

Form-focused and content-focused feedback is mostly investigated in several studies 

(Krashen, 1984; Fathman and Whalley, 1990; Taylor, 1981) in second language 

learning to see whether teachers should focus on form or content and how to use them 

as parts of teacher feedback. Form-focused feedback is mostly provided at the 

sentence level which includes verb tense, third person singular present simple verb 

ending, negation, pronoun, article, punctuation, spelling, and other grammatical 

functions. Content-focused feedback, on the other hand, affects the meaning of and 

across the sentence.  
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Apart from form-focused and content-focused, feedback has also been 

categorized as “explicit” and “implicit” and this distinction seems to be the focus of 

many second language acquisition studies. According to Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) 

study, ‘explicit feedback’ refers to explicit provision of the correct form. The teacher 

will provide specific grammatical information to indicate what is incorrect, as 

illustrated in [3] and [4].  

[3a] He wear a blue hat. 

[3b] He wear a blue hat. (Third person singular verb requires an ‘s’ 

ending) 

[4a] She buyed a new dress yesterday. 

[4b] She buyed a new dress yesterday. (buy is irregular verb). 

Both [3a] and [4a] are samples of students’ writing while [3b] and [4b] 

are the teacher’s feedback respectively. It is to be noticed that in [3b] and [4b] the 

teacher provides explicit feedback together with specific grammatical information.  

On the contrary, ‘implicit feedback’ refers to the teacher’s 

reformulation of all or part of a student’s utterance (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). Implicit 

feedback or recast, according to Long and Robinson (1998) are corrections and 

confirmation checks without indicating the source of error, as shown in [5] and [6].  

[5a] He wear a blue hat. 

[5b] He wears a blue hat. 

[6a] She buyed a new dress yesterday.  

[6b] She bought a new dress yesterday.  

Both [5a] and [6a] are samples of students’ writing while [5b] and [6b] 

are the teacher’s feedback, respectively. It can be seen that in [5b] and [6b] the 
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teacher provides implicit feedback by correcting without giving either specific 

grammatical information or error indication.  

There is little existing evidence as to whether explicit or implicit 

feedback can help students in their writing. Many studies (Carroll & Swain, 1993; 

Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Kim & Mathes, 2001) show an ambiguous result over 

whether feedback, explicit and implicit, can benefit students. 

Based on Carroll and Swain’s (1993) study, 100 Spanish-speaking 

students of English as a second language were given training session on eight items 

about the use of dative sentences i.e. “Peter wrote a letter to Theresa” and asked for 

the alternative form i.e. “Peter wrote Theresa a letter”. The students were divided 

into five groups and given different kinds of feedback. Those five groups received 

zero feedback, feedback in the form of being told that they were wrong, implicit 

feedback in the form of a question that inquired whether they were sure of their 

answer, explicit negative feedback group with explanations, and the modeling plus 

implicit negative feedback group. The study aimed to investigate the effect of each 

type of feedback on the ability of students to learn the dative alternation rule in 

English. The results showed that the groups of students who received explicit and 

implicit feedback performed significantly better than the groups receiving other forms 

of feedback. 

On the other hand, Kim and Mathes (2001) have replicated Carroll and 

Swain (1993) in order to determine whether explicit or implicit feedback benefits 

students more. Twenty native speakers of Korean from classes at an American 

University volunteered to participate in the experiment. Students were randomly 

formed into two groups according to the type of explicit and implicit feedback. Both 
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groups were trained in the dative alternation in the form of one structural change but 

received different types of feedback. Dative alternation relates to different syntactic 

constructions of a dative verb and its argument i.e., John sent Ann a package, and 

John sent a package to Ann. The results revealed no significant differences between 

the groups.  

Likewise, in a classroom research study by Ferris and Roberts (2001), 

72 university ESL students and eight teachers were involved in an experiment to 

study how explicit error feedback should be. Two groups of students enrolled in a 

three-unit composition class and a voluntary one-unit “grammar for writers” tutorial. 

They met for 2 hours/week for 6 weeks. During the first week of the class, they were 

asked to write on different essay topics. Then they were randomly assigned to three 

treatment groups of feedback condition. Group A, the “codes” group, would receive 

error markings and codes feedback from the teacher as illustrated in [7] – [8] below:  

[7a] He goed to the mall. 

[7b] He goed VE to the mall. 

[8a] If you are interested, please ask for more informations. 

[8b] If you are interested, please ask for more informations NE. 

Both [7a] and [8a] are samples of students’ writing while [7b] and [8b] 

are the teacher’s feedback, respectively. It can be observed that in [7b] and [8b] the 

teacher provides explicit feedback with codes. For example, the code “VE” means 

there is an error in verb tense or form, whereas “NE” means a missing or unnecessary 

noun ending (plural or possessive). 

Conversely, group B, the “no codes” group, would receive error 

markings and no codes in their feedback. The last group, group C, is the control group 
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that receives no error markings. All three groups performed the self-editing task. The 

result showed that the two groups receiving explicit and implicit (codes and no codes) 

feedback significantly outperformed the control group on the task. However, there 

were no significant differences between the codes and the no codes groups. Thus, the 

conclusion is that the no coded group seems to help students self-edit as well as the 

coded group.   

Another study that focuses on beneficial feedback types is Mantello 

(1997) who conducted an experimental study with two error correction methods: 

coded or explicit feedback and reformulation or implicit feedback. The first type of 

coded feedback provides students with both the location and the nature of the error, 

while the second addresses students’ surface errors of grammar and vocabulary and 

makes it sound more like native speakers. The L2 student can compare his/her text 

with the reformulated version. The study shows significant improvement in students’ 

ability to identify and to produce the composition structure correctly. The coded 

feedback method worked well with the weaker L2 students while the reformulation, 

or implicit feedback, method worked well with the better L2 students. 

Despite the fact that many studies in the L2 literature support the field 

dependence/independence and explicit/implicit as factors which influence second 

language learning, it seems that there are few studies which have attempted to link the 

explicit/implicit feedback to individual students. This present study will therefore 

investigate the relationship between teacher feedback (explicit and implicit feedback) 

and individual students.  

With regards to language proficiency, Gass and Varonis (1985) 

propose that students’ proficiency levels affect the amount of negotiation between 
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teachers and students. According to Lyster and Ranta (1997), teachers need to 

carefully take into account their students’ proficiency levels in particular when they 

make decisions about feedback. The results of their study indicate that the more 

proficient students tend to respond to recast or implicit feedback less than the less 

proficient students. 

Furthermore, Song (2002) conducted a study in order to investigate 

whether proficiency had an effect on students’ responses to recast. Fourteen Korean 

adult ESL students at English Language Institute in Fort Lee, New Jersey took part in 

the study. Students were categorized as low and high proficiency according to the 

placement test offered by the Institute. Two weeks of classroom interaction were 

audio-recorded and transcribed. The results of students’ opinions show that recast 

seemed to be effective for students with low proficiency. 

Realizing the important role of students’ proficiency, the researcher 

has therefore decided to investigate the relationship between teacher feedback and 

students’ proficiency to obtain additional evidence about the nature of this 

relationship. 

 

2.3 Summary 

 This chapter has referred to some previous literature that is relevant to the 

present study in the areas of learning styles, and teacher feedback. In the area of 

learning styles, the review includes the difference between field dependence/ 

independence, the learning style instruments, and the relationship between learning 

style and second language learning. Likewise, the area of teacher feedback includes 

the teacher feedback in second language learning, and the explicit/implicit feedback. 
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On the basis of this literature review, we will proceed to the proposal of our research 

hypotheses in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter includes the research methodology and findings of two studies, 

namely the feasibility study and the present study (Sections 3.1 and 3.2 respectively). 

The feasibility study was conducted to determine the efficacy of the research 

instruments. Based on the findings of the feasibility study, the subject and some 

methodologies have been modified in the present study to seek the answers to the 

research questions (see Chapter 1, Section 1.4).  

 

3.1 The feasibility study 

With the primary purpose of finding an appropriate methodology for the study, 

a feasibility study was conducted as part of the Academic English writing course at 

Chanapollakan Technology School, a vocational school in Nakorn Ratchasima.  

In this study, the researcher acted only as a classroom observer while the 

teacher who is a Thai male with seven years’ experience in teaching EFL to adults 

played the role of the researcher in a classroom. The teacher studied in Australia for 

three years and has also gained considerably experience in giving feedback to students 

both orally and in writing at this vocational school. The researcher randomly selected 

a group of students in one classroom to be the subjects of this feasibility study. 
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3.1.1 Subjects 

  Twenty-three first-year students of a Foreign Language for Business 

and Service participated in this study. All of the subjects were native speakers of Thai 

whose ages ranged from 18-23 years old with a mean age of 21. All the 23 students 

were randomly selected to take part in the study. Based on students’ performances and 

written ability in English, the teacher considered these students to be beginners with 

respect to their level of proficiency in the English language. 

 

 3.1.2 Instruments 

Since the feasibility study investigated a small group of subjects, 

multiple data gathering instruments were used, including the learning style assessment 

questionnaire, classroom observation, the semi-structured interview, and a collection 

of written data. The data collected included completed questionnaires, tapes of 

interviews and protocols, drafts of written assignments, revised versions of those 

drafts after feedback, together with copies of all students’ tasks relating to the writing 

program. All teacher feedback on the subjects’ written work was carefully 

documented. None of the feedback generated had been created specifically for this 

study, and the researcher made no intervention in the giving of the feedback. The 

following were the instruments used in this study. 

 

 A. Learning style questionnaire 

Although there are few empirical studies using Brown’s (1994) 

learning style questionnaire, the researcher decided to adapt Brown’s learning style 

questionnaire in this feasibility study because it is an instrument used to assess the 
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field dependence/independence which was referred in the second language course. 

The learning style questionnaire comprises 10 item descriptions in two separate 

columns. The description in the left column refers to students’ preferences for field 

dependence while the right column refers to students’ preferences for field 

independence.   

The students were asked to select one out of the five check 

boxes, which were provided to assess the subjects’ learning styles, either field 

dependence or field independence. Boxes A and E indicate that the items’ 

descriptions in the questionnaire are very much alike. Boxes B and D indicate that the 

items’ descriptions are somewhat descriptive. Box C indicates neither. Figure 2 shows 

examples of Brown’s (1994) learning style questionnaire (field 

dependence/independence). 

    
A     B      C      D      E 
 

 

 
I don’t mind if people laugh at me 
when I speak. 
 

  
I get embarrassed if people laugh 
at me when I speak. 

 
I like to try out new words and 
structures that I’m not completely 
sure of. 

 I like to use only language that 
I’m certain is correct. 

 
 

I feel very confident in my ability to 
succeed in learning this language.  

  I feel quite uncertain about my 
ability in learning this language. 
 

I want to learn this language 
because of what I can personally 
gain from it. 

  I am learning this language only 
because someone else is required. 
 

 
Figure 2.  Brown’s (1994) Learning style questionnaire 

 

B. Classroom observation 

In order to investigate the context within which oral feedback 

was given to each individual student and to observe the students’ behavior, the 
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researcher acted as an observer in the classroom.  The researcher designed a checklist 

(see Figure 3) to observe the students’ behavior in a systematic and manageable way. 

The items in the checklist referred to relatively observable behavior. 

 
Student’s name______________________________________________________ 
Gender: Male/  Female 
Character: congenial                     friendly     
                        serious looking            self-confident 
Preference: group work  work alone 
Others:____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Figure 3.  Observation checklist 
 
 

  C. Recording of semi-structured interview 

The researcher carried out a semi-structured interview by 

asking questions without any particular list of questions. The field independent and 

dependent students were selected by using the stratified sampling method. These 

students were interviewed in Thai about the received feedback in order to investigate 

the students’ opinion about teacher feedback. The ten-minute interview session was 

tape-recorded and then transcribed. 

 

3.1.3 Procedure 

The academic writing course typically lasts 18 weeks. The course is 

based on the principles of process writing including the study of the essay outline (i.e. 

introduction, body, and conclusion), and the way a thesis statement develops in a 
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paragraph. The writing topic is limited to academic subjects; for example, 

environment, health, tourism, and sexual harassment. 

The researcher, acting as an observer in the classroom, let the teacher 

conduct the study, which had been designed as summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2. 
Design of the feasibility study 

Studied group 

Week 1-7 Writing process + Internet, email, and surfing the Net 

Week 8 Learning style questionnaire administration 

Week 9-10 First draft submitted 

Week 11-12 Second draft submitted 

Week 13 Final product submitted + semi structured interview (done by researcher) 

 

During Weeks 1-7, the teacher explained to the students in general 

terms the principles of the Academic writing process. He also motivated students by 

additionally introducing how to use the Internet, email, and how to surf the Net. The 

www.google.co.th search engine was recommended for searching topics of interest. 

Some other web sites were provided for the students to do self-study about essay 

writing, dictionary work, and other things. 

In Week 8, the teacher asked the students to respond to the learning 

style assessment questionnaire (see Section 3.1.2A), which was adapted from Brown 

(1994). The results showed that most students misunderstood the meaning of the 

English questionnaire and selected only the middle box indicating that neither applied.  

Thus, the second time, the researcher deleted the middle box in order 

to avoid ambiguous results. All of the students were asked to respond to the revised 

questionnaire in the classroom. The researcher, acting as a teacher assistant, explained 
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the meaning of all the ten questions in Thai to ensure that all students had the same 

understanding of the questionnaire. Unfortunately, the results showed that five out of 

23 students selected both choices for one question. The researcher was unable to 

conclude the number of FI and FD students from these results. 

Finally, the researcher translated the 10 questions into Thai and put 

them beneath the English counterparts (see Figure 4 below). The results showed that 

there were 13 field independent students and 10 field dependent students. Field 

independent students would be those who preferred working dependently and 

focusing on grammar whereas field dependent students would be those who preferred 

communicating and working within a group. 

 
 

 A      B    C     D  

I don’t mind if people laugh at me 
when I speak.  ขาพเจาไมใสใจวาจะมี
ใครหัวเราะขณะที่พูดภาษาอังกฤษ 

 □ □ □ □
 

I get embarrassed if people 
laugh at me when I speak. 
ขาพเจารูสึกอายถามีใครหัวเราะเวลา
ที่พูดภาษาอังกฤษ 
 

I like to try out new words and 
structures that I’m not completely sure 
of.ขาพเจาชอบทดลองใชคําศัพทหรือรูป
ประโยคใหมๆทั้งที่ไมแนใจในความหมาย
ของคํานั้น 

   □ □ □ □   I like to use only language that I 
am certain is correct. 
ขาพเจาจะใชคําศัพทหรือรูป
ประโยคที่แนใจและมั่นใจในความ
หมายเทานั้น 

 I feel very confident in my ability to 
succeed in learning this 
language.ขาพเจารูสึกมั่นใจในความ
สามารถของตนเองในการเรียนรูภาษา
อังกฤษ 

 □ □ □ □  I feel quite uncertain about my 
ability in learning this language. 
ขาพเจาไมมีความมั่นใจในความ
สามารถของตนเองในการเรียนรู
ภาษาอังกฤษ 
 

Figure 4. Modified questionnaire of Brown’s learning style. 
 

By Weeks 9 and 10, the students selected the topic for their essay and 

were assigned to write the first draft of their essays, which were to be about 1-2 pages 

in length. Then the teacher gave feedback by using handwritten comments in English 

and oral feedback in Thai in the classroom. Both types of explicit and implicit 
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feedback would be used where appropriate though the teacher did not train students in 

either explicit or implicit feedback. 

The researcher decided to stop conducting this feasibility study after 

Week 10. However, some students were interviewed and observed during the tenth 

week. The reason for this will be given in the following section.  

 

3.1.4 Results  

Having looked through the first draft of students’ compositions 

including the teacher feedback, most of the first drafts were incomprehensible (see 

Figures 5 and 6). Students tended to write English by translating from Thai to English 

word by word. Moreover, the teacher gave implicit feedback rather than explicit 

feedback. There were a lot of errors but the teacher gave too little feedback because 

he considered that most of the writing needed to be rewritten and it would take too 

much time to give feedback on all the errors. 

 ” Every body and every life this is born on the world. When to grow up 

every body to have the dream. And to expect altogether and If on the day  

we have to life as usual and happy. We will make to expect and to the 

dream    but we to know to have sevens day will be to die” 

 

Figure 5.  A sample of student’s essay with teacher feedback 

 

“First thing: I will to do in everything. I want and I like. I will be don’t cry 

and everything will to take born. Because I’m not die to day to this time 

but I  have suffcient of time I will be to make thing a good for seven day 

and every thing isn’t stop up to die”. 
 

Figure 6.  A sample of student’s essay with teacher feedback 

 

make our dream 
come true 

not 
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Figures 5 and 6 show examples of students’ writing that is almost 

incomprehensible because of so many errors. However, the teacher decided to correct 

only some of the mistakes. Based on this feedback, the students might not be able to 

improve their writing. 

Furthermore, due to the time limit, the teacher gave mostly oral 

feedback on such errors as incorrect prepositions and incorrect word forms. There was 

little teacher feedback provided which would help students to learn. The students 

were not likely to be able to correct many of their errors in their second draft. 

With respect to classroom observation, the researcher found that it was 

probably unsuitable for use in this study. Many factors (e.g. students kept walking in 

and out of classroom, noise from outside) seemed to interfere with the learning 

atmosphere. The students’ behavior could not be revealed by classroom observation. 

Nonetheless, the research tried to test the recorded semi-structured 

interview with some students from both field independent and field dependent groups. 

Unfortunately, the results did not reflect the learning styles as assessed by Brown’s 

learning style questionnaire. The following are some samples of the students’ 

interviews, which have been translated into English. 

Student 1: 

Tipa was a nineteen years old student. She is friendly and congenial. 

The learning style assessment, adapted from Brown, showed that she was a field 

dependent student who tends to prefer communication. Her interview reflected a 

preference for field dependence: “I dislike writing. I don’t know how to transfer my ideas 

into English. Could you understand my writing? (laugh) It’s a shame for me. But I am not shy 

when I speak. I believe that the teacher can understand me.” 



    

                                                                      
   

35

 

Student 2: 

Sutee is another student whose style is field independence. His 

interview shows a different preference:  “Speaking is easier than writing. I can speak, just 

using simple words. I thought people could understand it but I ran out of words when I wrote. 

English grammar is difficult”. 

The above interviews show that Brown’s learning style questionnaire 

seems to be invalid because the students’ preferences do not reflect the typical 

learning style as assessed. The researcher, therefore, decided to stop the feasibility 

study at Week 10 and concluded the findings shown in the next section. 

 

3.1.5 Summary of Findings 

The findings of the feasibility study are summarized as follows: 

1. Overall, the learning style assessment instrument used in this 

study tends to confuse the students. It seems that the students’ 

responses were based on their understanding of the Thai 

translation rather than on the concepts the learning style 

represented. Though the middle box was finally deleted, some 

students were still confused by both the left and right columns. 

They sometimes checked both the boxes on the left and right 

columns. 

2. The level of English proficiency seems to play an important 

role as a variable in this investigation. The students’ 
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proficiency, which is quite low, meant that they were unable to 

convey the meaning of the content in their essays.  

3. Explicit and implicit feedback was not clearly distinguished by 

the teacher. Thus, the researcher could not base the results on 

the number of explicit and implicit types of feedback given in 

the statistical analysis.  

In conclusion, the result of the feasibility study failed to answer the 

research questions (see Chapter 1, Section 1.4). The researcher therefore terminated 

the study in Week 10 and decided to conduct the present study with a new group of 

subjects and also to change some of the methodologies. 

 

3.2 The present study 

On the basis of the feasibility study results, the subjects and some of the 

research methodology were modified in order to suit the study’s requirements.  The 

details of these changes will be explained in the following sections (see Sections 3.2.1 

and 3.2.2 respectively). 

 

3.2.1 The subjects 

As reviewed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3 and considering the result of 

the feasibility study, students’ proficiency level tends to be an important factor that 

may affect the research study. Reading some English compositions written by 

students at Suranaree University of Technology (SUT), in Nakorn Ratchasima, in 

Northeast Thailand, the researcher found that most students were able to convey their 
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meaning despite some errors. Figures 7 and 8 show some examples of English 

compositions written by SUT students.  

 

“SUT students should use an electronic mail (e-mail) to communicate with 

their friends and families. Because of, convenien, free, and it is very fast. 

To begin with, use an electronic mail (e-mail) to communicate with friends 

and family is not use papers and not to go to send it at post office”. 
 

Figure 7.  English composition, written by Student 1 at SUT 

 

“There has been many ways to communicate such as, letter and phone. 

Untill today, there are always develop to mobile phone, fax, and electronic 

mail. All of ways to communicate have some different, i.e. time, system, 

manufacturing, area, and price”. 
 

Figure 8.  English composition, written by Student 2 at SUT 

 
The researcher, therefore, selected some new subjects from those 

enrolled in English V, a three-credit academic writing course at SUT. The course 

focuses on paragraph writing, language structures necessary for academic writing and 

an argumentative essay. Out of 750 students from 15 classrooms of mixed university 

years, two classrooms of 23 and 24 students participated in this study. This selection 

was done according to the convenience sampling method for management reasons. 

All of the subjects were native speakers of Thai whose ages ranged from 20-23 years 

old with a mean age of twenty-one. Regarding the small sample size, Roscoe (1975: 

184) noted that “in simple experimental research with tight experimental controls, 

successful research may be conducted with samples as small as 10 to 20 in size”. The 

sample size in the present study, thus, should be acceptable. 
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3.2.2 Instruments 

Since the present study is small-scale, both quantitative and qualitative 

methods were used to elicit the answer to the research questions (see Chapter 1, 

Section 1.4).  The instruments used for data collection in this study included              

a) language background questionnaire, b) learning style questionnaire, c) composition 

questionnaire, and d) recording of semi-structured interviews. 

 

A. Language background questionnaire  

Due to the fact that students’ proficiency levels seems to be the 

most important factor affecting the students’ writing abilities, the researcher evaluated 

the students’ proficiency levels by using a language background questionnaire (see 

Appendix A), adapted from Ferris and Robert (2001). The language background 

questionnaire comprised three questions. The first two questions in the questionnaire 

asked in general about the students’ knowledge of grammar. The third question was 

used to evaluate and assign the students to an appropriate English proficiency level. 

These three questions are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. 
Three questions in the language background questionnaire. 

1. In the English classes you have taken before, have you learnt any grammar 

rules? 

2. What problems do you have with using English grammar in your writing? 

3. What were your grades in the previous courses taken?  
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 B. Learning style assessment questionnaire (GEFT) 

Based on the feasibility study, the learning style assessment 

questionnaire adapted from Brown was considered invalid and unreliable. Among the 

learning style instruments, the Group Embedded Figure Test (GEFT) appears to be 

the most widely used instrument because researchers have evaluated the validity and 

reliability of the GEFT (Melancon & Thompson, 1989). Moreover, Alptekin and 

Atakan (1990) found that field dependence/independence seems to relate significantly 

to the second language learning as the factor that affects language achievement. 

The GEFT, developed by Witkin, Oltman, Raskin and Karp in 

1971, has a reliability of 0.89 on test-retest over a three-year period and validity or a 

correlation of 0.82 between the two major sub-sections. The GEFT will measure 

primarily through non-language-based tests. It is based on the belief that a contrast 

can be made between analytic and holistic individuals. Field independent or analytic 

people are more inclined to focus on the parts of a whole while field dependent or 

holistic people tend to consider the whole or broader picture. Thus, the present study 

used GEFT (Appendix B) to assess the learning styles of students during the first 

week.   

  The GEFT is a paper-and-pencil task in which all the subjects 

must find and trace simple forms embedded within a complex background (see Figure 

9). The subjects were instructed to locate and outline those figures, which were 

embedded in a complex background within 15 minutes. The instrument has two 

sections with nine items each. The score was the number of items correctly traced. In 

this present study, the students were dichotomized as either field dependent, scoring 

from 0-9 on the instrument, or field independent, scoring from 10-18 on the 
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instrument. Figure 9 shows Form A on the left. Students need to find Form A, which 

is embedded in the middle figure. The right side shows the answer for Form A, which 

is highlighted. 

 

                  Form A                                                                     Answer 

 

Figure 9. Example of Group Embedded Figure Test 

 
 C. Composition questionnaire  

   Instead of using classroom observation to examine the students’ 

behavior, the present study used the composition questionnaire (Appendix C), which 

was adapted from Ferris’s (1995) and Kim and Mathes’s (2001) study to assess the 

students’ opinions as supplement any data. There were eight questions provided in the 

composition questionnaire. The first three questions ask how much attention students 

pay to teacher feedback. Questions 4-6 imply and confirm the students’ learning 

styles. Questions 7-8 help identify the students’ preferable feedback types. Table 4 

shows the eight questions in the composition questionnaire. However, the 

questionnaire the students received was translated into Thai to ensure that students 

would understand the questions correctly and to avoid any confusion that might occur. 
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Table 4. 

Eight questions in the composition questionnaire 
 

1. How much of each composition do you read over again when your instructor 
returns it to you? 

2. How many comments and corrections do you receive? 
3. How much attention do you pay to the comments and corrections given? 
4. What do you do after you read your instructor’s comments and corrections? 
5. Are there ever any comments or corrections that you do not understand? If so, 

can you give any examples? 
6. What do you do about those comments or corrections that you do not 

understand? 
7. When you make a mistake in your use of English, how would you like to be 

corrected by an instructor? 
8. When you make a mistake in your use of English, what do you think is the best 

way for an instructor to correct you? 

 

  D. Recording of semi-structured interview 

A tape recording was made of the interview session, which 

would be used to assess the students’ opinions about the types of feedback that they 

received. Because of a time-limit constraint, eight students from the two classrooms 

were selected as representatives of FI and FD students based on the stratified 

sampling method. The researcher performed a semi-structured interview lasting 15 

minutes by asking questions in Thai without using any particular list of questions. 

This interview was later transcribed. The questions covered the following issues: the 

interviewee’s family, education, and English language background, the interviewees’ 

opinions about English, and toward teacher feedback (see Appendix D). 

 

3.2.3 Procedure 

The academic writing course (English V) lasts 12 weeks. The students 

usually meet the teacher twice a week for sessions of two hours and one hour, 

respectively (three hours altogether). The course is based on the principles of process 
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writing including the study of the essay outline (i.e. introduction, body, and 

conclusion) and also paragraph writing, the principles of writing an academic essay 

with special emphasis on an 'argumentative essay'.   

In order to avoid interfering with this Academic course, the researcher 

acted as a teacher assistant to conduct the study in the first five weeks only. The 

design of the study is summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5. 
Design of the present study 

All two groups 

Week 1 Language background questionnaire + GEFT 

Week 2 Feedback training + writing assignment 

Week 3 First draft + feedback 

Week 4 Second draft + feedback 

Week 5 Final draft + composition questionnaire + in-depth interview 

 

Initially, the subjects were asked to respond to the language 

background questionnaire (see Section 3.2.2A) to indicate their language background, 

what problems with English grammar they have in their writing, and what grades they 

received in the previous courses taken (English I to IV). The purpose was to place 

them into groups of appropriate proficiency levels.  With respect to the degree of 

English proficiency of the subjects, the average grades in the previous courses 

(English I to IV) were used to divide the subjects into three proficiency groups. The 

high proficiency group was students whose grades were between 3-4 and never less 

than 2.0 in any course. The mid-proficiency group was between 2.0-2.9. The low 

proficiency group was for the others whose average grade was lower than 2.0. 

Nevertheless, the mid-proficiency group was excluded in order to differentiate the 

proficiency levels clearly and to distinguish the results. 
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Subsequently,  the subjects were asked to do the GEFT (see Section 

3.2.2B) to identify their learning styles. These subjects were independent samples 

based on the different types of teacher feedback (explicit/implicit). They were then 

divided into two subgroups of field dependent (FD) students and field independent 

(FI) students according to the results of the GEFT. Twenty-three students of 

classroom A belonged to two subgroups: 11 FD, and 12 FI. Twenty-four students of 

classroom B belonged to two subgroups: 13 FD, and 11 FI.  

After completing the language background questionnaire and the 

GEFT, in Week 2, the researcher performed a training session for all of the students in 

both classrooms (A and B). The researcher explained about explicit feedback types to 

all the 23 students in Classroom A and distributed some examples of the specified 

error categories. The explicit feedback was given with errors underlined and also the 

code of error categories (see Table 6). The students were instructed that they should 

correct the error by using the codes of error categories to revise the draft. By contrast, 

24 students in Classroom B were told about the implicit feedback with a correct form 

provided. There was no underlining or error codes. The students were instructed to 

correct the errors by using the correct forms provided. 

Based on the samples of SUT students’ writing, the most frequent error 

types were similar to the error categories which were found in Ferris and Robert’s 

(2001)study. Thus, the researcher adapted these error categories in the study. The 

errors were categorized into 5 categories (see Table 6 for more detail).  
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Table 6. 

Description of error categories used for feedback and analysis 

Categories Description 

Verb errors All errors in verb tense or form, including relevant subject-verb agreement 
errors. 
(a).  They can writing VE on computer. 
(b). An E-mail offers users to modify the font that help users to easily to 
 read VE the message. 

Noun ending 
errors 
 
 

Plural or possessive ending incorrect, omitted, or unnecessary. 
(a). Please gives me some more informations NE. 
(b). His furnitures NE look terrible! 

Article 
errors 
 
 

Article or other determiner incorrect, omitted, or unnecessary. 
(a). An AR article that he is looking for is not on shelf. 
(b). I can’t find the AR car now. 

Wrong word 
 
 

All specific lexical errors in word choice or word form, including 
preposition and pronoun errors. Spelling errors only included if the 
(apparent) misspelling resulted in an actual English word. 
(a). Their friends and families can receive letters underWW two minutes. 
(b). His recommend WW is to stop immediately. 

Sentence 
structure 
 
 

Errors in sentence/ clause boundaries (run-ons, fragments, comma splices), 
word order, omitted words or phrases, unnecessary words or phrases, other 
unidiomatic sentence construction. 
(a). Most network communication use internet to communicate which have 
spread to around the world SS.  
(b). They are sure convenient in send each SS. 

Adapted from Ferris & Robert’s study (2001) 
 

All errors in five categories would be underlined and coded when the 

teacher gave the explicit feedback type. On the other hand, implicit feedback would 

give the corrections of the errors in these five categories. If the researcher found some 

errors that did not match the five categories specified, she would provide some other 

feedback types where appropriate. Nevertheless, the researcher focused only on the 

explicit feedback with codes and the implicit feedback specified in this present study. 

  At the end of the training sessions, the researcher asked the subjects to 

write a 100-word essay entitled “Why is English important to me?”. This essay topic 
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was chosen because it was relatively easy for all students to write and to elaborate on 

according to the students’ level of proficiency. 

  In approximately Week 3 or 4, all students submitted their essays and 

the researcher gave feedback on the students’ first draft and second draft accordingly 

by using handwritten comments in the form of the error codes or the correct forms. 

Explicit feedback in the form of the error codes was used for Classroom A students, 

whereas implicit feedback in the form of the correct forms was used for Classroom B 

students. Before returning the students’ assignments with the teachers’ feedback, a 

native speaker teacher reviewed all the types of feedback to ensure that they were 

correct. Finally, in Week 5, the final version of the essay was submitted. 

At the end of Week 5, all the students were asked to respond to the 

composition questionnaire (Appendix C). The questions asked them (1) how much 

attention they paid to the teacher feedback, (2) to reconfirm their learning styles and 

(3) to identify their preferable feedback types. Then, some students in each group of 

FI/FD students with high/low proficiency, selected by stratified sampling method 

were interviewed using the semi-structured questions (see Section 3.2.2 D, Appendix 

D).  

 

3.2.4 Data collection 

Multiple data gathering instruments were used, including a language 

background questionnaire, the learning style diagnosis questionnaire (GEFT), a 

composition questionnaire, and a tape-recording of the semi-structured interviews. 

The data collected included completed questionnaires, tapes of interviews and 

protocols, two drafts of the written assignments, two revised versions of those drafts 
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after feedback, together with the teacher’s feedback. All the teacher’s feedback on the 

subjects’ written work was carefully checked. Only the feedback type provided during 

the training sessions was focused on specifically. Then, the native speaker teacher 

helped proofread these students’ assignments and all of the given feedback to ensure 

the validity and reliability of the study. 

 

3.2.5 Data analysis 

The students’ assignments (both two drafts and final draft) and written 

teacher feedback were categorized and analyzed. In order to ensure the reliability and 

validity of the data analysis, an experienced native English teacher also analyzed the 

teacher feedback and revisions. The two analyses were compared and only a few areas 

of disagreement were found. These were discussed and then it was agreed that the 

researcher would first give the teacher feedback which would in turn be reviewed by 

the native English teacher. Some areas of disagreement would be corrected by the 

native English teacher. All the teacher feedback given was considered as feedback 

points, including underlining of problems and complete corrections.  

Since one feature considered in this present study was the extent to 

which the teacher feedback given on the drafts was used by these students, all teacher 

feedback on the two drafts and the final product of the students’ writing assignments 

were studied and considered as ‘Usable’ feedback. The classification has been done 

on the basis of its potential for revision of a draft.   

However, students may sometimes not act on the teacher feedback. 

Only the feedback that was actually used by the students in their revisions was 
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classified as ‘Acted on’. The feedback acted on was calculated as the ‘Acted on’ 

proportion. 

Examples:  

Explicit feedback given: 

S-1st English is international language that people around the world 

   use to communicate together. 

T-1st English is _AR international language that people around the   

world use to communicate together WW. 

S-2nd English is the international language that people around the 

   world use to communicate.  

T-2nd English is the AR international language that people around the 

   world use to communicate.  

S English is an international language that people around the  

  world use to communicate.  

 

All S-1st, S-2nd and S were samples of a field independent student’s 

written assignment in the first draft, second draft, and the final product respectively 

while T-1st and T-2nd were the teacher’s feedbacks in the first and second draft 

respectively. One can see that in T-1st and T-2nd the teacher gave explicit feedback 

with the code _AR and communicate together WW in the first draft and explicit feedback 

the AR in the second draft respectively. (see codes in Section 3.2.3, Table 4). 

Implicit feedback given 

S-1st   Most of printed and mass medias in the world use English  

             language. 

T-1st Most Most printed of printed material and mass medias media in the world          

use English English language.  

S-2nd   Most of printed material and mass medias in the world use  

  English language.  
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T-2nd Most Most printed of printed material and mass medias media in the 

world use English English language.  

S Most printed material and mass media in the world use English. 

 

  All S-1st, S-2nd, and S were samples of a field dependent student’s 

written assignment in the first draft, second draft and final product while T-1st and T-

2nd were the teacher’s feedback in the first and second drafts respectively. One can see 

that in T-1st and T-2nd the teacher gave implicit feedback with the correct form Most 

Most printed , printed material, medias media, and English English language in the first draft and and 

Most Most printed , medias media, and English English language in the second draft. 

After that, the total number of ‘usable’, ‘acted on’ for the two drafts 

were summarized and calculated as an ‘acted on’ proportion. Table 7 shows the data 

analysis of the two groups of explicit and implicit feedback in each classroom, based 

on the afore-mentioned examples of two different types of teacher feedback (explicit/ 

implicit).       

Table 7 

Example of data analysis of students’ assignment   

 
EXPLICIT IMPLICIT  

Usable acted on Acted on 

proportion 

Usable acted on Acted on 

proportion 

1st draft 2 2  4 1  

2nd draft 1 1  3 3  

total 3 3 1.0000 7 4 0.5714 

  

From Table 7, the proportion of ‘usable’ feedback offered and ‘acted 

on’ feedback was calculated based on the total of the two draft values. The ‘Acted on’ 

proportion indicates the number of ‘usable’ feedback items that were responded to by 
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the students. This was calculated by dividing ‘acted on’ by the ‘usable’ feedback. 

From the above table, we can see that the ‘acted on’ proportion of students who 

received explicit feedback is 1.0000 (3/3 = 1.0000) while the ‘acted on’ proportion of 

students who receive implicit feedback is 0.5714 (4/7 = 0.5714). 

 

3.2.6 Summary 

  This chapter reports the methodology and the results of two studies, the 

feasibility study and the present study. Based on the findings of the feasibility study, 

the subjects, some of the instruments, and parts of the study design were modified to 

suit the research questions (see Chapter 1, Section 1.4). The following summarizes all 

changes made in the present study: 

1. The subjects were SUT students whose English proficiency was 

in general higher than those in the feasibility study. 

2. The Group Embedded Figure Test (GEFT), developed by 

Witkin, et al.(1977), was used to assess the students’ learning 

styles (Field independence/dependence). 

3. Using the grades for English obtained in the previous courses, 

the subjects’ proficiency for the low and high group was 

determined. A group of mid proficiency students was excluded 

in order to differentiate the proficiency level clearly and to 

distinguish the result. 

4. Unlike the feasibility study, the explicit feedback referred to the 

feedback with grammatical codes (see Section 3.2.3, Table 6) 
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and underlining whereas the implicit feedback referred to the 

provision of the correct forms. 

5. The researcher acted as a teacher assistant to help in giving the 

teacher’s feedback on the students’ assignments in order to 

avoid improper provision of both explicit and implicit 

feedback. 

6. The composition questionnaire was a new instrument, used to 

examine the students’ opinions on the teacher feedback. 

 7. To ensure the validity and reliability of this study, a native-

speaker teacher who has experience in teaching English for 

academic writing proof read the students’ assignments and all 

of the written teacher feedback.  

 

The next chapter provides the results and also a data analysis of the present 

study. These findings will lead to a discussion of the results based on the research 

questions. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter presents the results of the investigation and deals with two kinds 

of data analysis: quantitative data analysis to investigate the relationship between the 

learning styles and teacher feedback and qualitative data analysis to examine the 

students’ opinions about teacher feedback and to observe the students’ behaviors 

regarding their learning styles. The chapter begins with an overview of statistical 

procedure, the analysis of the students’ assignments, then the students’ opinions on 

the teacher feedback, and concludes with the summary of findings. The last section 

presents the discussions of the results based on the two research questions (see 

Chapter 1, Section 1.4). 

 

4.1 Overview of Statistical Procedure 

 In order to do data analysis, the data were drawn from the two drafts and the 

final product of students’ assignments. Its purpose was to find out the relationship 

between the learning style, i.e. field dependence (FD)/field independence (FI), and the 

teacher feedback, i.e. explicit/implicit feedback. The 47 students, who were 

independent samples, randomly selected according to the convenient sampling 

method, wrote the assignments and then revised the drafts by correcting the errors  
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according to the teacher feedback given. The total of ‘usable’ feedback and the ‘acted 

on’ feedback were calculated into ‘acted on’ proportion (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5).  

 In an attempt to investigate the relationship between two learning styles and 

two types of teacher feedback, there were 2 statistical tools selected. Firstly, the point 

biserial correlation was used to measure the relationship between the field 

dependence/independence and teacher feedback (explicit/implicit). The point-biserial 

correlation is simply the correlation between one dichotomous variable and one 

continuous variable. It turns out that this is a special case of the Pearson correlation. 

So computing the special point-biserial correlation is equivalent to computing the 

Pearson correlation when one variable is dichotomous and the other is continuous. In 

this study, SPSS version 8.0 for Windows was used to calculate the point biserial 

correlation coefficient, here symbolized as rpbi. By convention, the dichotomous 

variable is treated as the X variable, its two possible values being coded as X1=0 

and X2=1; and the non-dichotomous variable is treated as the Y variable. 

Two assumptions for using this tool are that (1) the two learning styles (field 

dependence/independence) are considered as dichotomous variables (FD=1 and 

FI=0), and (2) the ‘acted on’ proportion of explicit/implicit feedback is considered a 

continuous or multi-step variable. Therefore, it seems that the point biserial 

correlation for two variables is appropriate for the present study to measure how these 

two variables are related. 

Secondly, due to the fact that the two samples are nearly equal in size and the 

design of the present study was equivalent to using two experimental treatments 

(explicit and implicit feedback), the two independent samples t-test was used as the 

other statistical tool by using SPSS version 8.0 for Windows. Roscoe (1975) stated 
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that this tool, t-test for independent samples, is one of the most popular statistical 

tests. He pointed that there were two assumptions underlying the use of this tool: (1) 

the distribution of the measures in both samples is normal, and (2) the variances of the 

two populations are equal. Nonetheless, when the two samples are of equal or near 

equal size, the statistical test is quite insensitive to violations of these assumptions. 

Therefore, it seems that the t-test for two independent samples is appropriate for 

determining whether the criterion means for the two groups differ significantly. 

 In the light of explicit and implicit feedback groups, statistical procedures in 

the present study involved 3 steps. 

1. Two random samples were independently drawn from all of the 

students enrolled in English V at Suranaree University of Technology. 

They were the subjects of two different experimental treatments 

(explicit/implicit feedback groups). 

2. The ‘acted on’ proportion of each student’s assignments, as previously 

explained (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5), was calculated into mean 

value and also the standard error of the difference between the means. 

3. To determine if significant differences existed between the field 

dependent and field independent students responding to the explicit 

and implicit feedback, the t-test was used. The t-test demonstrated 

whether the means between groups were significantly different at an 

alpha level of 0.05 (p<0.05). 

The results of these 2 statistical tools were interpreted to provide general 

guidance in evaluating the answers to the research questions. 
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4.2 The Analysis of Students’ Assignments 

 At the end of the data collection, the two drafts and final product of the 

students’ assignments were collected. The researcher then checked the ‘usable’, ‘acted 

on’ in order to calculate the ‘acted on’ proportion (see Section 3.2.5) based on each 

treatment (explicit/implicit). Table 8 shows the results of the data analysis for all 23 

students in Classroom A. 

Table 8. 

The relationship between learning styles and explicit feedback 

Style 1st draft 2nd draft Explicit feedback 

 Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Acted on proportion 

FD 7 7 2 2 9 9 1.0000 
FD 19 18 3 3 22 21 0.9545 
FD 19 19 14 14 33 33 1.0000 
FD 10 10 6 6 16 16 1.0000 
FD 12 12 10 7 22 19 0.8636 
FD 20 20 3 3 23 23 1.0000 
FD 11 11 6 6 17 17 1.0000 
FD 14 14 5 5 19 19 1.0000 
FD 8 8 3 3 11 11 1.0000 
FD 9 9 2 2 11 11 1.0000 
FD 10 10 3 3 13 13 1.0000 
FI 12 12 6 5 18 17 0.9444 
FI 9 9 2 2 11 11 1.0000 
FI 10 10 4 3 14 13 0.9286 
FI 12 11 8 8 20 19 0.9500 
FI 17 17 13 13 30 30 1.0000 
FI 11 11 7 7 18 18 1.0000 
FI 8 6 6 4 14 10 0.7143 
FI 20 18 3 3 23 21 0.9130 
FI 13 13 10 10 23 23 1.0000 
FI 12 11 4 4 16 15 1.0000 
FI 13 13 5 5 18 18 1.0000 
FI 13 13 2 2 15 15 1.0000 

 
From Table 8, Classroom A had 11 FD students and 12 FI students who 

received the explicit feedback. The total of the ‘usable’ and ‘acted on’ feedback in the 

two drafts were calculated for the ‘acted on’ proportion (‘acted on’ divided by 

‘usable’ i.e. 9/9 = 1.0000). The result showed that 9 out of 11 FD students used all of 
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the ‘usable’ feedback provided. Their ‘acted on’ feedback was the same as ‘usable’ 

feedback; thus the value of the ‘acted on’ proportion was 1.0000. On the other hand, 6 

out of 12 FI students used all of ‘usable’ feedback provided. Their ‘acted on’ 

feedback was the same as the ‘usable’ feedback, thus the value of the ‘acted on’ 

proportion was 1.0000.  

Table 9 shows the results of the data analysis of the two drafts and the final 

version of the students’ assignments in Classroom B who received the implicit 

feedback. 

Table 9 

The relationship between learning styles and implicit feedback 

Style 1st draft 2nd draft Implicit feedback 

 Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Acted on proportion 

FD 17 14 10 10 27 24 0.8889 
FD 17 16 6 5 23 21 0.9130 
FD 16 16 4 4 20 20 1.0000 
FD 8 7 9 9 17 16 0.9412 
FD 17 15 17 15 34 30 0.8824 
FD 33 33 13 13 46 46 1.0000 
FD 18 16 2 2 20 18 0.9000 
FD 23 19 7 7 30 26 0.8667 
FD 10 10 4 6 14 13 0.9286 
FD 20 18 5 5 25 23 0.9200 
FD 31 27 6 6 37 33 0.8919 
FD 20 19 10 10 30 29 0.9667 
FD 23 21 10 5 33 26 0.7879 
FI 16 13 5 3 21 16 0.7619 
FI 20 19 5 5 25 24 0.9600 
FI 12 10 8 7 20 17 0.8500 
FI 15 15 5 5 20 20 1.0000 
FI 15 13 4 4 19 17 0.8947 
FI 19 17 14 10 33 27 0.8182 
FI 13 13 4 4 17 17 1.0000 
FI 22 18 6 6 28 24 0.8571 
FI 16 14 9 9 25 23 0.9200 
FI 26 24 4 4 30 28 0.9333 
FI 21 21 4 4 25 25 1.0000 

 
From Table 9, there were 13 FD students and 11 FI students in Classroom B 

who received implicit feedback. The results showed 2 out of 13 FD students corrected 
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the error according to the teacher feedback (the value of ‘acted on’ proportion = 

1.0000). As for the FI students, 3 out of 11 corrected the error according to the teacher 

feedback (the value of ‘acted on’ proportion = 1.0000). 

Since these results may simply be the result of the differences in the way the 

FD and FI students responded to the two teacher feedback types, the researcher 

decided to look closer at the English language proficiency levels. These subjects were 

therefore divided by the average grade in the previous English courses (see Chapter 3, 

Section 3.2.2A). The results are shown in Tables 10 and 11 respectively. 

Table 10 

The relationship between proficiency and explicit feedback  
Prof. 1st draft 2nd draft Explicit feedback 

 Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Acted on proportion 

High 7 7 2 2 9 9 1.0000 
High 19 18 3 3 22 21 0.9545 
High 19 19 14 14 33 33 1.0000 
High 11 11 6 6 17 17 1.0000 
High 14 14 5 5 19 19 1.0000 
High 12 12 6 5 18 17 0.9444 
High 9 9 2 2 11 11 1.0000 
High 10 10 4 3 14 13 0.9286 
mid a 8 8 3 3 11 11 1.0000 
mid a 9 9 2 2 11 11 1.0000 
mid a 10 10 3 3 13 13 1.0000 
mid a 20 18 3 3 23 21 0.9130 
mid a 13 13 10 10 23 23 1.0000 
mid a 12 11 4 4 16 15 0.9375 
mid a 13 13 5 5 18 18 1.0000 
mid a 13 13 2 2 15 15 1.0000 
Low 12 12 10 7 22 19 0.8636 
Low 20 20 3 3 23 23 1.0000 
Low 12 11 8 8 20 19 0.9500 
Low 17 17 13 13 30 30 1.0000 
Low 11 11 7 7 18 18 1.0000 
Low 8 6 6 4 14 10 0.7143 
Low 10 10 6 6 16 16 1.0000 

 

 a  the mid-proficiency group was excluded from the data analysis of the present study 

Table 10 focused on the relationship between the high/low proficiency levels 

and the explicit feedback given to students in Classroom A. The results showed that 9 
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out of 15 high- and low-proficiency students corrected the error according to the 

explicit feedback. In other words, the ‘usable’ and the ‘acted on’ were the same for 

these 9students which made the ‘acted on’ proportion 1.0000 (they followed the entire 

given teacher feedback). 

 Similarly, Table 11 shows the relationship between the English proficiency 

level and the implicit feedback. Only 3 out of 14 high-and low-proficiency students 

corrected the error according to the teacher feedback. In other words, the ‘usable’ and 

the ‘acted on’ were the same for these 3 students which made the ‘acted on’ 

proportion 1.0000. 

Table 11. 

The relationship between proficiency and implicit feedback 

Prof. 1st draft 2nd draft Implicit feedback 

 Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Usable Acted on Acted on proportion 

High 17 14 10 10 27 24 0.8889 
High 17 16 6 5 23 21 0.9130 
High 10 10 4 3 14 13 0.9286 
High 16 13 5 3 21 16 0.7619 
High 20 19 5 5 25 24 0.9600 
High 12 10 8 7 20 17 0.8500 
High 15 15 5 5 20 20 1.0000 
High 15 13 4 4 19 17 0.8947 
mid a  17 15 17 15 34 30 0.8824 
mid a  33 33 13 13 46 46 1.0000 
mid a  18 16 2 2 20 18 0.9000 
mid a  23 19 7 7 30 26 0.8667 
mid a  20 18 5 5 25 23 0.9200 
mid a  31 27 6 6 37 33 0.8919 
mid a  20 19 10 10 30 29 0.9667 
mid a  23 21 10 5 33 26 0.7879 
mid a  26 24 4 4 30 28 0.9333 
mid a  21 21 4 4 25 25 1.0000 
Low 16 16 4 4 20 20 1.0000 
Low 8 7 9 9 17 16 0.9412 
Low 19 17 14 10 33 27 0.8182 
Low 13 13 4 4 17 17 1.0000 
Low 22 18 6 6 28 24 0.8571 
Low 16 14 9 9 25 23 0.9200 

        
a  the mid-proficiency group was excluded from the data analysis of the present study 
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4.2.1 FD/ FI and explicit/implicit feedback 

This section presents the statistical analysis of the students’ 

assignments, calculated by using the point biserial correlation and the two 

independent samples t-test.  

Regarding the point biserial correlation (rpbi), the value of this statistic 

ranges from -1.00 to +1.00. A positive value indicates that FD students also have 

higher value on the ‘acted on’ proportion in responding to the explicit/implicit 

feedback than FI students. A negative value indicates that FD students have low value 

on the ‘acted on’ proportion in responding to the explicit/implicit feedback and FI 

students had high responses to the explicit/implicit feedback. A near zero value 

indicates that there is little relationship between the two learning styles and the two 

types of teacher feedback. 

For the purpose of comparison, the statistical analysis was analyzed by 

SPSS version 8.0 for Windows shown in Table 12. 

Table 12 

The point biserial correlation coefficient (rpbi) between learning styles and teacher feedback 

Feedback Learning 

style 

N Mean Variance t df Sig 

(2-tailed) 

rpbi 

 

Explicit FD 11 0.9835 0.0017 1.06 21 0.3012 0.225 

 FI 12 0.9542 0.0068     

Implicit FD 13 0.9144 0.0033 0.20 22 0.8433 0.044 

 FI 11 0.9087 0.0064     

The Significant level (p<0.05) 

From Table 12, the 23 students from Classroom A received explicit 

feedback whereas the other 24 students from Classroom B received implicit feedback. 

We have found that 11 FD students and 12 FI students responded to the explicit 

feedback at the level of 0.9835 and 0.9542 respectively. The differences between two 
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groups of FD and FI students responding to explicit feedback are insignificant 

(significant 2-tailed is 0.3012). The point biserial correlation coefficient is 0.225. The 

results indicate the positive correlation between the learning styles (FD/FI) and 

explicit feedback. 

Similarly, regarding the 24 students from Classroom B who received 

implicit feedback, we have found that 11 FD students and 12 FI students responded to 

the implicit feedback at the level of 0.9144 and 0.9087 respectively. The differences 

between two groups of FD and FI students responding to implicit feedback are 

insignificant (significant 2-tailed is 0.8433). The point biserial correlation coefficient 

is 0.044. The results do not indicate a correlation between the learning styles (FD/FI) 

and implicit feedback. 

Moreover, another statistical tool (two independent samples t-test) was 

used to give further support. For the purpose of comparison, the significant level       

(p<0.05, see Section 4.1) is displayed in bold type. Two independent samples t-test 

was used to find out the difference between the two groups of teacher feedback for 

each learning style as shown in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Mean of ‘acted on proportion’ responded by FD/ FI students regarding the explicit/implicit 

feedback. 

Learning style Feedback N Mean Variance t Df Sig (2-tailed) 

FD Explicit 11 0.9835 0.0017 3.321 22 0.003 
 Implicit 13 0.9144 0.0033    

FD Explicit 12 0.9542 0.0068 1.340 21 0.194 
 Implicit 11 0.9087 0.0064    

All Explicit 23 0.9682 0.0044 2.757 45 0.008 
 Implicit 24 0.09918 0.0045    

The Significant level (p<0.05) 
 

 



    

                                                                      
   

60

Table 13 shows the mean ‘acted on’ proportion of the responses of 

both FD and FI students from the two classrooms with respect to explicit and implicit 

feedback. The overall mean of ‘acted on’ proportion of all 47 students who responded 

to the explicit feedback (N=23) and the implicit feedback (N=24) were 0.9654 and 

0.9118 respectively. The two independent samples t-test with significant level at 0.05 

reveals that the mean difference (t) between these proportions is 2.757. The 2-tailed 

significance of value of all FD and FI students is 0.008. The result confirms the 

significant difference between the explicit feedback and the implicit feedback. 

With regard to the 24 field dependent students (FD), 11 students 

received explicit feedback (N=11) whereas the other 13 students received implicit 

feedback (N=13) independently. It was found that the FD students responded to the 

explicit and implicit feedback 0.9835 and 0.9144 respectively. The two independent 

samples t-test with the significant level (p<0.05) reveals that the mean difference (t) 

between these proportions is 3.321. The 2-tailed significant of value of the field 

dependent is 0.003. The results indicate a significant difference among the FD 

students in their response to the explicit feedback compared with the implicit 

feedback. In other words, the FD students tend to respond to the explicit feedback 

rather than to the implicit feedback.  

Similarly of the 23 FD students (FI), 12 students received explicit 

feedback (N=12) whereas the other 11 students received implicit feedback (N=11) 

independently. It was found that the FI students responded to the explicit and implicit 

feedback 0.9542 and 0.9087 respectively. The two independent samples t-test with the 

significant level (p<0.05) shows that the mean difference (t) between these 

proportions is 1.340. The 2-tailed significant of value of the field dependent is 0.194. 
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The results lead us to conclude that the proportion of the corrected responses attained 

by the FI students regarding explicit feedback are not statistically significant. In other 

words, the FI students show no difference in responding to either explicit feedback or 

implicit feedback.  

Since this present study is small-scale, the researcher further focused 

on the students’ proficiency at high and low levels to provide an in-depth result. It 

should be remembered that the mid-proficiency level students were excluded in order 

to differentiate the proficiency level clearly and also to distinguish the results. The 

point biserial correlation coefficient (rpbi) and the two independent sample t-test were 

used to find out the relationship between the students’ proficiency levels and feedback 

types as shown in Tables 14 and 15 respectively. 

Table 14 

The point biserial correlation between FD/ FI students who were at high- and low- 

proficiency level regarding the explicit/ implicit feedback. 

 

Prof 

 

Feedback 
Learning 

style 
N Mean variance t Df 

Sig  

(2-tailed) 
rpbi 

High Explicit FD 5 0.9909 0.0004 1.67 6 0.1460 0.563 

  FI 3 0.9577 0.0014     

 Implicit FD 3 0.9102 0.0004 0.30 6 0.7743 0.121 

  FI 5 0.8933 0.0087     

Low Explicit FD 4 0.9534 0.0041 0.55 5 0.6060 0.239 

  FI 3 0.9048 0.0272     

 Implicit FD 2 0.9706 0.0017 1.15 4 0.3142 0.500 

  FI 4 0.8988 0.0063     

The Significant level (p<0.05)  

  Table 14 shows 16 out of 47 students were considered high proficiency 

students, using the average grades in the previous courses. Five of field dependent 

students (N=5) and 3 field independent students (N=3) responded to the explicit 
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feedback at 0.9909 and 0.9577 respectively whereas 3 field dependent students (N=3) 

and 5 field independent students (N=5) responded to the implicit feedback at 0.9102 

and 0.8933. The differences between these ‘acted on’ proportions attained by the high 

proficiency students (FD and FI students) responding to the explicit and implicit 

feedback are insignificant (significant 2-tailed are 0.1460 and 0.7743 respectively). 

The point biserial correlation coefficient, measured between the two learning styles 

students and explicit/implicit feedback is 0.563 and 0.121 respectively. Regarding the 

high proficiency level students, the results show more correlation between the high 

proficiency level students and the explicit feedback than the implicit feedback. 

  On the other hand, 13 out of 47 students were considered low 

proficiency students, using the average grades in the previous courses. Four of the 

field dependent students (N=4) and 3 of the field independent students (N=3) 

responded to the explicit feedback 0.9534 and 0.9577 respectively, whereas 2 field 

dependent students (N=2) and 4 field independent students (N=4) responded to the 

implicit feedback 0.9706 and 0.9288. The differences between these ‘acted on’ 

proportions attained by the low proficiency students (FD and FI students) responding 

to the explicit and implicit feedback are insignificant (significant 2-tailed are 0.6060 

and 0.3142 respectively). The point biserial correlation coefficient, measured between 

the two learning styles of the students and the explicit/implicit feedback is 0.239 and 

0.500 respectively. Regarding the low proficiency level students, the results show 

more correlation between the low proficiency level students and the implicit feedback 

than explicit feedback. 



    

                                                                      
   

63

  With respect to the two independent samples t-test, the relationship 

between the students’ proficiency levels (high- and low- proficiency students) and 

feedback types (explicit/implicit feedback) is shown in Table 15. 

Table 15. 

Mean of ‘acted on proportion’ responses by high- and low- proficiency students regarding the 

explicit/ implicit feedback. 

Proficiency 

level 

Learning 

style Feedback N Mean variance t Df 
Sig 

(2-

tailed) 

High FD Explicit 5 0.9909 0.0004 5.464 6 0.002 

  Implicit 3 0.9102 0.0004    

 FI Explicit 3 0.9577 0.0014 1.110 6 0.309 

  Implicit 5 0.8933 0.0087    

Low FD Explicit 4 0.9534 0.0041 0.334 4 0.755 

  Implicit 2 0.9706 0.0017    

 FI Explicit 3 0.9048 0.0272 0.064 5 0.951 

  Implicit 4 0.8988 0.0063    

The Significant level (p<0.05) 
 

From Table 15, 16 out of 47 students were considered high proficiency 

students, using the average grades in their previous courses. Within a high proficiency 

group, 5 and 3 field dependent students (N=5, N=3) responded to the explicit and 

implicit feedback 0.9909 and 0.9102 respectively. As for the field independent 

students group, 3 and 5 field independent students (N=3, N=5) responded to the 

explicit and implicit feedback 0.9577 and 0.8933 respectively. The two independent 

samples t-test with the significant level (p<0.05) reveals that the mean differences (t) 

between these ‘acted on’ proportions attained by both the field dependent and 

independent students with high proficiency levels are 5.464 and 1.110 respectively. 

The 2-tailed significant value of the high proficiency students is 0.002 and 0.309 for 
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field dependent and independent students respectively. Regarding the high proficiency 

level students, the results show a significant difference between the group who 

received explicit feedback and those who received implicit feedback. In other words, 

it is the field dependent students at high proficiency level who tended to respond to 

the explicit feedback significantly.  

Likewise, 13 out of 47 students were considered low proficiency 

students, using the average grades in their previous courses. Four field dependent 

students responded to the explicit feedback (N=4) 0.9534 whereas the other 2 students 

(N=2) responded to the implicit feedback 0.9706. With respect to the field 

independent students, 3 out of 7 students responded to the explicit feedback (N=3) 

0.9048 while the other 4 students (N=4) responded to the implicit feedback 0.8788. 

The two independent samples t-test with the significant level (p<0.05) reveal that the 

mean differences (t) between these ‘acted on’ proportions attained by both the field 

dependent and independent students with low proficiency levels are 0.334 and 0.064 

respectively. The 2-tailed significant value of the field dependent and independent 

students at a low proficiency is 0.755 and 0.951 respectively. With respect to the low 

proficiency level students, the analyses show that they do not have any preferences for 

either explicit or implicit feedback.  

 

4.2.2 Findings 

  To conclude, the results of the data analysis analyzed by using the 

point biserial correlation coefficient (rpbi) in Table 12 indicate a higher relationship 

between the learning styles and explicit feedback. Field dependent students seem to 

show a higher correlation to the explicit feedback. Similarly in Table 13, the two 
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independent samples t-test show that field dependent students’ response to explicit 

feedback is significantly different from those receiving implicit feedback (p<0.05). 

Furthermore, Table 14 indicates a closer correlation between the high proficiency 

students and explicit feedback than between the high proficiency students and implicit 

feedback whereas the low proficiency students seemed to show a higher correlation to 

the implicit feedback than to the explicit feedback. The result of the two independent 

samples t-test in Table 15 indicate that the high proficiency students show a 

significant difference for the explicit feedback (p<0.05). These findings thus refute 

Research Hypothesis 2, which states that field dependence will show significant 

relationship with the implicit feedback rather than with the explicit feedback. On the 

other hand, the field independent students did not show a preference for either explicit 

or implicit feedback. This finding does not support Research Hypothesis 1, which 

states that field independence will show a significant relationship with the explicit 

feedback rather than with the implicit feedback. 

 

4.3 The Students’ Opinions on the Teacher Feedback. 

  

4.3.1 The composition questionnaire’s results 

  To examine the students’ opinions on the teacher feedback, a 

composition questionnaire was used (see Section 3.2.2C, Table 4). All of the 47 

students’ responses to a composition questionnaire (Appendix C) were analyzed 

according to the group of field dependent and field independent students. Table 16 

shows the students’ opinions in percentages. 
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Table 16 

The students’ opinions on the teacher feedback in percentages 

Q. 1 How much of each composition do you read over again when your instructor returns it? 

 All of it Most of it Some of it 
FD 83.33 16.67 - 
FI 69.57 26.09 4.35 

 
Q. 2 How many comments and corrections do you receive? 
 A lot Some A little 
FD 20.83 79.17 - 
FI 17.39 69.57 13.04 

 
Q. 3 How much attention do you pay to the comments and corrections given? 
 A lot Some 
FD 41.67 58.33 
FI 56.52 43.48 

 
Q. 4 What do you do after you read your instructor’s comments and corrections? 
 Ask a friend Check from a book Self-check 
FD 20.83 45.83 16.67 
FI 13.04 21.74 52.17 

 
Q. 5 Are there ever any comments or corrections that you do not understand? If so, can you 

give any examples? 
 No example Can’t read Disagree Can’t apply 
FD 25 25 0 41.67 
FI 34.78 13.04 8.7 39.13 

 
Q. 6 What do you do about those comments or corrections that you do not understand? 
 Ask a teacher Ask a friend Check from abook Self-check 
FD 16.67 45.83 20.83 16.67 
FI 8.7 26.09 30.43 34.78 

 
Q. 7 When you make a mistake in your use of English, how would you like to be corrected? 
 Explicit feedback Implicit feedback 
FD - - 
FI - 8.7 
   

Q. 8 When you make a mistake in your use of English, what would you like to be corrected? 
 Explicit feedback Implicit feedback 
FD 100 - 
FI 91.3 - 
   

  

According to Table 16, regarding Question 1, it appears that they read 

all of the teacher feedback given on the returned assignment over again (83.33% for 
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FD, 69.57% for FI). However, regarding Question 2, they considered that they 

received only some the teacher feedback (79.17% for FD, 69.57 % for FI).  

  As for the attention paid to the teacher feedback (Question 3), 58.33% 

of FD students paid some attention to the teacher feedback given whereas 56.62% of 

FI students paid a lot of attention.  

With respect to Question number 4, the 45.83% of FD students 

checked a book and 20.83% asked friends after they read the given teacher feedback. 

The 52.17 % of FI students mostly checked and corrected by themselves after 

receiving teacher feedback. 

Both FD and FI students indicated their understanding of some of the 

comments or the given teacher feedback (Question 5). It was found that 41.67 % of 

FD students could not apply the teacher feedback given though they understood it 

whereas 34.78 % of FI students did not understand some points of the teacher 

feedback. 

When students did not understand the teacher feedback given 

(Question 6), 45.83 % of FD students asked their friends whereas 34.78 % of FI 

students found the answers for themselves. 

The last two questions (Questions 7-8), which asked for the students’ 

preferences, indicated that 100 % of FD students preferred the explicit feedback to the 

implicit feedback. Similarly, FI students preferred the explicit feedback to the implicit 

feedback (91.30% explicit and 8.7% implicit). 
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4.3.2 Findings of the composition questionnaire results 

The findings from the 47 students’ responses to the composition 

questionnaire (Appendix C) can be summarized as follows: 

1. Most of the FD and FI students tend to pay attention to the 

teacher feedback given.  

2. Both FD and FI students responded differently when they did 

not understand the feedback. The different responses were 

according to their typical learning styles. FD students who 

preferred to rely on other people checked the book or asked 

their friends. FI students conversely corrected errors by 

themselves because of their independent learning preferences.  

3. Both FD and FI students, however, responded to the 

composition questionnaire and clearly showed their preferences 

for explicit feedback.  

 

 4.3.3 Semi-structure interview results 

  Through the semi-structure interviews, using the stratified random 

sampling method, eight students out of 47 students were asked about their personal 

background, learning styles, and preferred feedback types in Thai (see Appendix D) 

for 15 minutes. These eight students were four couples of FD/ FI with high/low 

proficiency students. The results of the interview are reported in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

Results of semi-structure interview  

Question Prof. FD FD FI FI 
High Good Not good Good Not good How students consider their 

English background? Low Not good Good Not good Not good 

High Group Group Alone Alone Group work or work alone 
preference. Low Group Alone Alone Group 

High writing writing writing both Speaking or writing 
preference. Low speaking writing writing neither 

High Yes Yes Yes Yes Is teacher feedback necessary? Low Yes Yes No Yes 

High Explicit Explicit Implicit Implicit Explicit or implicit feedback 
preference. Low Explicit Implicit Implicit Implicit 

  

From Table 17, the students responded to Question 1 differently. Two 

students out of 4 of FD students considered their English good (one with high 

proficiency and the other with low proficiency) whereas the others considered their 

English was not good. One out of 2 FI student with high proficiency considered his 

English good while the other considered his English was not good. The other couple 

of FI students with low proficiency considered their English was not good.  

  Question 2 reflects the learning styles by asking the students’ 

preferences for working alone or in groups. The result was that one out of four 

students who are FD with low proficiency preferred to work alone. Likewise, one out 

of four students who are FI with low proficiency preferred to work in groups. 

  In Question 3, only one student of FD with low proficiency preferred 

speaking to writing, the other three FD students with high proficiency and one with 

low proficiency preferred writing to speaking. One out of 2 FI students with high 

proficiency preferred writing to speaking, and the other preferred both writing and 
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speaking. Conversely, one out of 2 FI students with low proficiency preferred 

speaking to writing and the other preferred neither. 

  Question 4 aimed to examine the students’ opinion regarding the 

necessity of teacher feedback. One FI student with low proficiency considered the 

teacher feedback unnecessary, while the other seven students needed the teacher 

feedback. 

  As for Question 5, one FD student with low proficiency preferred the 

implicit to explicit feedback whereas the others three FD students with high/low 

proficiency preferred the explicit to implicit feedback. All four FI students with 

high/low proficiency preferred the implicit to the explicit feedback. 

 

 4.3.4 Findings from recorded interview  

  With respect to the semi-structure interview session, the findings of 

students’ opinions were as follows: 

1. The students’ opinion regarding their English background was 

not in accordance with their proficiency of English level, which 

was divided on the basis of the GPA of all grades in their 

previous courses (English I to IV). 

2. The social participation of each FD/ FI styles did not 

correspond to their learning styles. Nonetheless, the overall 

results seem to reflect the particular characteristics of each 

style, FD students preferred to work with other people in 

groups, whereas FI students preferred to work alone. 
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4. Both FD/ FI students considered the teacher feedback necessary 

  for the writing process. 

5. FD students who possess high level of proficiency preferred 

explicit feedback to implicit feedback, while FI students with 

both high and low level of proficiency preferred implicit 

feedback. 

 

4.4 Summary of Findings 

 The following is a summary of findings reported in the study. 

1. Overall, the results suggest that there is some relationship between 

learning styles and explicit feedback. The FD students differently acted 

on the explicit feedback given more than the implicit feedback 

significantly (see Table 13, p<0.05). Moreover, the results of further 

focussed on the students’ proficiency indicated the correlation between 

learning styles and explicit feedback within a group of high-

proficiency level students. Likewise, the group of low-proficiency 

level students shows the correlation between learning styles and 

implicit feedback (see Table 14). 

2. Both qualitative and quantitative data analysis seems to indicate that 

most students tend to prefer explicit feedback to implicit feedback. 

3. The students’ behavior and opinions seem to reflect their individual 

styles. That is, FD students tend to prefer communication while FI 

students tend to prefer the details of grammar rules in writing. The 
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findings indicate the validity of the learning style diagnosis tool used, 

namely the Group Embedded Figure Test (GEFT). 

4. The English proficiency level seems to be one factor really affecting 

the students’ responses to teacher feedback. The statistical analysis 

showed more correlation between high proficiency and explicit 

feedback rather than between high proficiency and implicit feedback 

whereas low proficiency students correlated more to implicit feedback 

compared with explicit feedback (see Section 4.2.1, Table 14). 

 To conclude, this section reports the results of the present study. The next 

chapter will discuss the results as well as offer some explanations.  

 

4.5 Discussion of the Results 

 The overall results found in this study leads to the discussion, which is related 

to the research questions (see Chapter 1, Section 1.4). The discussion begins with the 

relationship of learning styles and teacher feedback, which is the main point of this 

study. Then, the relationship between English proficiency levels and teacher feedback 

is discussed in depth. 

 

4.5.1 The relationship of learning styles and teacher feedback 

As discussed in the review of the literature (see Chapter 2), learning 

styles and teacher feedback are two of many factors involved in the achievement of 

second language learning. The results of the statistical analysis in this present study 

can be used as evidence to support a relationship between learning style and teacher 

feedback. 
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However, a further analysis of the relationship between the specific 

learning styles and teacher feedback, indicates a significant relationship between 

learning style and explicit feedback. Particularly the FD students who received 

explicit feedback had more acted on proportion than those who received implicit 

feedback (see Chapter 4, Table 13). This result is rather unexpected. The reason might 

be that students’ learning styles could influence students’ learning preferences. This 

study shows that FD students seem to rely on the teacher feedback when it is explicit. 

This relationship, according to an experienced Thai teacher, could be due to the fact 

that although the communicative approach is used in learning and teaching, most Thai 

students still think grammar translation is indispensable in the EFL classroom 

(personal communication). He stated that most Thai teachers do not seem to be able to 

teach communicatively, and are likely to teach English by focusing on grammar as in 

traditional teaching. Furthermore, most English tests in Thailand test grammatical 

rules at every level. Therefore, explicit feedback that comprises grammatical 

explanations seems to be focused by most students. 

The finding lends further support to Kim and Mathes’ (2001) study in 

that it could provide some further insights of the students’ preferences to the explicit 

feedback. In Kim and Mathes’ (2001) study, conducted in order to determine whether 

explicit or implicit feedback benefited students more. Their results, however, found 

no significant differences between the group that received explicit feedback and the 

group that received implicit feedback. Instead, the result of this present study 

indicates that the students, especially FD students, prefer explicit to implicit feedback.  

Implicit feedback, on the contrary, does not show any relationship to 

field dependence nor field independence. This finding supports Lyster and Ranta’s 
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(1997) view that implicit feedback was ineffective for students to revise or correct 

their language when compared with other types of feedback. The results of interview 

with some students in Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) study revealed that the students did 

not learn anything from implicit feedback. They tended to copy the teacher’s feedback 

and make the same mistakes again. 

Moreover, further findings from the interview results show that these 

students needed grammar in order to help them improve their writing. The interview 

results revealed that most students found the feedback giving grammar rules likely to 

facilitate their learning. A FD student demonstrated her concern about English 

grammar in her interview that “I don’t know how to write. I’m not sure about 

grammar. I don’t know which tense it should be. I don’t know whether it’s ‘ed’ or ‘s’. 

I don’t know whether it’s active or passive voice. I am not sure about grammar. To 

write, we need to be good in grammar”. 

Additionally, whether the feedback is explicit or implicit, one thing in 

common is that the students consider teacher feedback facilitatives in their learning 

process. According to the interview results, FD students welcomed teacher feedback 

since it can help them correct their errors: “ We sometimes don’t know whether it is 

correct. I need someone who knows more than I do to tell me.”   Likewise, FD 

students viewed teacher feedback as a technique or a tool in their learning process: 

“Actually I think this is to teach the technique used for memorize the grammatical 

rules. For example, when we write something, we’ve just write it. We thought it was 

correct, correct grammar. But the teacher corrects it because it is wrong. It has 

become the technique which has made us stop making the same mistake”. These 

findings corroborate Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (see Chapter 2, Section 2.2) which 
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states that teacher feedback given during negotiation work can facilitate second 

language development. 

Interestingly, however, field independence showed an unclear 

relationship to either explicit or implicit feedback. This could stem from the fact that 

FI students are analytical people who are more inclined to rely on their own points of 

view and judgments. Neither explicit nor implicit feedback might therefore be 

required (Clenton, 1996). 

 

4.5.2 English proficiency and teacher feedback 

In the present study, the 2-tailed significant value of the high 

proficiency students is 0.013, which meant that the high proficiency level students 

acted on the explicit feedback significantly different from those who acted on the 

implicit feedback. This finding might be explained by Carroll and Swain’s (1993) 

view that the students who know a lot of vocabulary and grammar may be able to 

benefit from explicit feedback more than those who do not. The students with high 

proficiency in this present study, therefore, tend to prefer explicit to implicit feedback 

This might be also explained by the fact that the proficiency levels, in 

this study, were based on students’ English grades in the previous courses (English I 

to IV). It does not mean they are able to complete the writing tasks across the 

disciplines and cope with the demands of academic English writing. Instead, the high 

proficiency students in this study refer to those who are likely to possess more 

grammatical knowledge in general, not specific knowledge in writing. As a result, 

these high proficiency students tend to prefer explicit feedback, which includes 

explanations of grammatical rules. 
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Interestingly, the t-test analysis showed that regarding low proficiency 

students, there was no significant difference between the group of students who 

received explicit feedback and those who received implicit feedback even though the 

point biserial correlation (rpbi = 0.500) and the interview results showed that they 

seemed to favor the implicit feedback. For example, one FD student said “If the 

teacher told me what the correct word is, I then can correct it. I will be able to write it 

correctly. I don’t need to review or search or check the rules more. If the teacher tell 

me in code, I must find and try to check what the grammatical rule is which it is not 

easy”. This could be attributed to some other factors, which may affect the result of 

the study.  These factors will be explained later in Section 5.3 (Chapter 5). 

All the main points having been discussed so far in the analysis point 

to the fact that teacher feedback seems to be an important factor which Thai students 

rely on in their writing process. Myles (2002) stated that without teacher feedback, 

there was no opportunity for students to make improvement. In other words, feedback 

is vital to writing and may affect students’ writing skills positively. Students’ level of 

proficiency and students’ prior knowledge of the second language, learning styles, 

and classroom interaction can shape their second language learning (Walqui, 2000). 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

The present study proposes that there is some relationship between the field 

dependence (FD)/field independence (FI) and teacher feedback types (explicit/ 

implicit). The assumptions behind the hypotheses are that (1) The field dependent 

students are those students who study holistically and tend to communicate better than 

those who learn about the details of English grammar, (2) The field independent 

students are those students who study analytically and tend to learn the details of 

English grammar better than how to communicate, (3) explicit feedback refers to 

feedback which indicates the errors and explains grammar rules, and (4) implicit 

feedback refers to feedback which provides the correct form of an error without 

indicating where the error is. With respect to these four assumptions, we can draw 

some conclusions: (1) the field dependent students who tend to be good in 

communicating might respond to implicit feedback which indicates the form of the 

errors; (2) the field independent students who tend to learn English grammar well 

might respond to the explicit feedback which provides grammatical explanations. To 

my best knowledge, however, there is no study on the relationship between learning 

styles (FD/FI) and teacher feedback (explicit/implicit). This present study thus aims to 

investigate the relationship between learning styles and teacher feedback with 2 

hypotheses (see Chapter 1, Section 1.3). 
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The outline of this chapter consists of 4 sections. Section 5.1 summarizes the 

research questions. Section 5.2 describes some limitations. Section 5.3 explains the 

implications. Lastly, section 5.4 concludes with suggestions for further research. 

 

5.1 Summary of the Research Questions 

In order to find out the answers to the research questions, the quantitative data 

from the students’ assignments were analyzed by using the point biserial correlation 

and the two independent samples t-test. The qualitative data of students’ opinions was 

obtained from the questionnaire and a semi-structured interview was also used to 

determine the results.  

Research question 1: 

 Which learning style (field dependence or field independence) is related to 

explicit feedback? 

 Based on the results of the point biserial correlation, there is a correlation 

between the learning styles and explicit feedback (see Chapter 4, Table 12). The FD 

students in particular the high proficiency students tend to differently respond to the 

explicit feedback than the implicit feedback. Similarly, the results of the two 

independent samples t-test indicated a significant difference among the field 

dependent students in response to the explicit feedback rather to the implicit feedback 

(see Chapter 4, Table 13). Thus, the answer to the first research question is that FD 

students will respond to explicit feedback at a significant level (p< 0.05). Likewise, 

the qualitative data of students’ opinions drawn from the results of composition 

questionnaire and recorded from the semi-structured interviews indicates a 
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relationship between field dependence and explicit feedback. These findings refute 

the first hypothesis which proposes that field independent students will show a 

significant relationship with explicit feedback rather than with implicit feedback.  

 

Research question 2: 

 Which learning style (field dependence or field independence) is related to 

implicit feedback? 

 Regarding the quantitative data, we found no correlation or significant 

differences among the groups of FD/FI students in their responses to the implicit 

feedback (see Chapter 4, Tables 12 and 13 respectively). Neither the point biserial 

correlation nor the two independent samples t-test shows a relationship between the 

learning styles and implicit feedback. In other words, no relationship was found 

between the FD/FI and implicit feedback.  

On the contrary, the qualitative data obtained from the questionnaire and the 

semi-structured interview indicates the difference between students’ opinions. The 

results of the questionnaire show that FI students prefer explicit to implicit feedback 

whereas the results of the semi-structured interview show that the FI students prefer 

implicit feedback.  

In summary, it cannot be concluded that there is a significant relationship 

between FI and implicit feedback. These findings also refute the second hypothesis 

which proposes that FD students would show a significant relationship to implicit 

feedback rather than to explicit feedback. 
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5.2 Limitations 

There are some limitations as follows: 

Firstly, individual differences i.e. students’ motivation, students’ attitudes, and 

especially students’ proficiency levels seem to affect the study. For example, one 

student said that she preferred receiving implicit feedback although it could not 

facilitate her learning. The main reason was that she worried about receiving a good 

grade for this course.  

Secondly, students seemed to be confused by two teachers as shown in the 

interview results which suggests they did not understand the feedback given. The 

students, sometimes, did not correct their errors and hence repeated those errors in the 

second draft.  

Finally, this study was conducted for only five weeks within a semester, not 

the whole semester. According to Yamamoto (2003), the result of teacher feedback 

within a short period is not sufficient. It can only help students improve their drafts in 

order to end up with a better final product for their course.  

 

5.3 Implications 

Due to the limitations of this study, the implications for the teaching of writing 

cannot be definitive. First, based on Chapter 4, Section 4.3, the study seems to show 

the efficacy of explicit feedback. This tends to support some literature (e.g., Carroll & 

Swain, 1993) which found that students with high proficiency in English seem to 

favor explicit feedback whereas students with low-proficiency in English tend to 

favor implicit feedback. High proficiency students consider explicit feedback as a tool 
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that facilitates the problem-solving process in their learning process as shown in their 

interview results “If you gave me codes, I would check in a grammar book. I could 

review and recognize the rule. If you told me exactly, I would not remember. I could 

not recognize the rule. I would make the mistake again”. This finding could be 

interpreted as evidence which supports Lalande (1982) who found that explicit 

feedback is preferable for most students since it engages them in guided learning and 

problem-solving. On the contrary, low proficiency students regarded the implicit 

feedback as a tool that helps them complete their work more quickly: “It would be 

faster if the teacher told me the correct word. It will be correct and then I can finish 

my writing. I can then do something else. I have a lot of work to do”. 

On the basis of the findings of this study, explicit feedback given with a 

grammatical code should be recommended for use in a writing classroom because it 

seems to be more appropriate to Thai teaching and learning styles. Giving the codes, 

e.g. ‘VE’ for verb errors, ‘NE’ for noun errors (See Chapter 3, Table 6), for the 

appropriate grammatical rules should solve the problem of time in the writing class. 

Nonetheless, the teacher should discuss the codes with the students and train them 

before using the codes in their feedback. Explicit feedback should be given as a part 

of the writing process with multiple drafts. The teacher should also be careful not to 

give too much feedback unnecessarily as it could make students become reluctant to 

use the language and they might lose their motivation for studying English altogether. 
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5.4 Suggestions for Further Study 

Due to the fact that studying English in Thailand is largely restricted to the 

classroom setting where grammar is taught explicitly, Thai students generally have 

some knowledge of the rules of English. Nonetheless, English as a foreign language 

implies the lack of sufficient exposure to promote English learning, therefore teacher 

feedback seems to be particularly necessary for Thai students. However, the provision 

of teacher feedback may fail because the students have only a limited knowledge of 

grammar. In order to give feedback effectively, teachers should assess students’ 

proficiency level, students’ learning styles, and also select the appropriate form of 

teacher feedback. As indicated by Mackey and Phillip (1998), instruction that is too 

far beyond the students’ stage of language development is not useful. 

 Hence, though the results of this study might not be generalizable to all 

writing courses, the findings suggest that future research needs to look more closely at 

the affective factors in feedback situations. Further research using a longitudinal study 

taking into account the above of limitations, on particular learning styles with a larger 

number of English major students and explicit feedback would benefit the teacher in 

effectively correcting students’ written errors. Moreover, a discussion by students and 

the teacher regarding the types of teacher feedback and also student’s prior knowledge 

should also be helpful in writing classes.  



                  

                                                                      
   

83

REFERENCES 
 
Alptekin, C., and Atakan, S. (1990). Field dependence-independence and 

hemisphericity as variables in L2 achievement. Second Language Research. 

6(2): 135-149. 

Brown, H. G. (1994). Principles of language learning and teaching (3rd). 

Eaglewood Cliff: Prentice Hall Regent. 

Brown, H. G. (2000). Principles of language learning and teaching (4th). New 

York: Longman Pearson Education Company. 

Burkland, J., and Grimm, N. (1986). Motivating through responding. Journal of 

 Teaching Writing. 5: 237-247. 

Carrell, P. L., and Monroe, L. B. (1993). Learning styles and composition. The 

Modern Language Journal. 77: 146-162. 

Carroll, S., and Swain, M. (1993). Explicit and implicit negative feedback: An 

empirical study of the learning of linguistic generalizations. Studies in 

Second Language Acquisition. 15: 337-386. 

Chandler, J. (2003). The efficacy of various kinds of error feedback for improvement 

in the accuracy and fluency of L2 student writing. Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 12(3): 267-296. 

Chapelle, C. (1995). Field independence/dependence in the L2 classroom. In J. Reid 

(eds.). Learning styles in the ESL/EFL classroom (pp.158-168). Boston: 

Heinle and Heinle. 

 

 



                  

                                                                      
   

84

Chaudron, C. (1988). Second language classrooms: research on teaching and 

learning. Cambride: Cambridge University Press. 

Clenton, J. (1969). Learning styles and the Japanese [On-line]. M.A. Thesis.

 Available: http://www.sussex.ac.uk/langc/skills/LearningStylesJapanese.pdf. 

Cohen, A. D. (1987). Student processing of feedback on their composition. In A. L. 

Wenden & J. Rubin (eds). Learner strategies in language learning. (pp.57-

69). Eaglewood Cliff: Prentice Hall. 

Cohen, A. D., and Cavalcanti, M. C. (1990). Feedback on compositions: teacher and 

student verbal reports. In B. Kroll (1990). Second language writing. 

Research insights for the classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Ellis, R. (1989). Classroom learning styles and their effect on second language 

 acquisition: a study of two learners. System. 17: 249-262. 

Fathman, A. K., and Whalley, E. (1990). Teacher response to student writing: focus 

on form versus content. In B. Kroll (1990). Second language writing. 

Research insights for the classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Felder, R., and Henriques, E. (1995). Learning and teaching styles in foreign and 

second language education. Foreign Language Annals. 28: 21-31. 

Ferris, D. R. (1995). Student reactions to teacher response in multiple-draft 

 composition classrooms. TESOL Quarterly. 29 (1): 33-53. 

Ferris, D. R. (1997). The influence of teacher commentary on student revision. 

 TESOL Quarterly. 31: 315-339. 



                  

                                                                      
   

85

 

Ferris, D. R., and Roberts, B. (2001). Error feedback in L2 writing classes: How 

explicit does it need to be? Journal of Second Language Writing. 10: 161-

184. 

Fregeau, L. A. (October, 1999). Preparing ESL students for college writing:  two case  

studies. The Internet TESL Journal [On-line serial] V(10): 1-11. Available: 

http://iteslj.org/Articles/Fregeau-CollegeWriting.html. 

Gass, S., Mackey, A., and McDonough, K. (2000). How do learners perceive 

interactional feedback. SSLA. 22: 471-497. 

Gass, S., and Varonis, E. (1985). Task variation and nonnative/nonnative negotiation 

of meaning. In S. Gass and C. G. Madden (eds.). Input in Second Language 

Acquisition. Massachusetts: Heinle & Heilne. 

Genesee, F., and Hamayan, E. (1980). Individual differences in second language learning.  

 Applied Psycholinguistics. 1: 95-110. 

Hansen-Strain, L. (1984). Field Dependence-Independence and language teaching:

 evidence from six Pacific Island cultures. TESOL Quarterly. 18(2): 311-324. 

Hedgcock, J., and Lefkowitz, N. (1994). Feedback on feedback: Assessing learner 

receptivity to teacher response in L2 composing. Journal of Second 

Language Writing. 3(2): 141-163. 

Hillocks, G. (1986). Research on written communication: New directions for 

 teaching. National Council of Teachers of English, Urbana, II. 

Hsiao, Yu-ping (1997). The effects of cognitive styles and learning strategies in a  

hypermedia environment: A review of literature [Online]. 



                  

                                                                      
   

86

Available: http://www.edb.utexas.edu/mmresearch/Students97/Hsiao. 

Last date accessed: April 5, 2004. 

Hyland, F. (1998). The impact of teacher written feedback on individual writers. 

Journal of Second Language Writing. 7(3): 255-286. 

Johnson, J., Prior, S., and Artuso, M. (2000). Field dependence as a factor in second 

language communicative production. Language Learning. 50(3): 529-567. 

Kang, S. (1999). Learning styles implication for ESL/ EFL instruction. Forum. 37(4): 

 1-12. 

Keefe, J. W. (1979). Student learning styles: Diagnosing and prescribing 

programs. Reston, VA: National Association of secondary school principals. 

Keh, C. (1990). Feedback in the writing process model and methods for      

 implementation. ELT Journal. 44(4): 294-304. 

Kim, H. R. and Mathes, G. (2001). Explicit vs. Implicit corrective feedback. The 

Korea TESOL Journal, 4(1): 57-72. 

Kinsella, K. (1995). Perceptual learning preferences survey. In J. M. Reid (ed.).     

 Learning styles in the ESL/ EFL classroom (pp. 221-238). Boston: Heinle 

 & Heinle. 

Krashen, S. (1984). Writing: Research, theory and applications. Language Teaching 

 Methodology Series. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 

Lalande, J. F., II (1982). Reducing  composition errors: An experiment. Modern  

Language Journal. 66: 140-149. 

Lawrence, M. (1984) as cited in Oxford (2000). 



                  

                                                                      
   

87

Lee, I. (1997). ESL learners’ performance in error correction in writing: Some 

implications for teaching. System. 15: 465-477. 

Lee, I. (2003). L2 writing teachers’ perspectives, practices and problems regarding 

 error feedback. Assessing writing. 8: 216-237.  

Leki, I. (1986). ESL student preferences in written error correction. Paper presented at 

the Southeast Regional TESOL Conference, Atlanta, Ga., October. 

Leki, I. (1990). Coaching from the margins issues in written response. In B. Kroll      

 (1990). Second language writing. Research insights for the classroom. 

 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Long, M. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language      

 acquisition. In R. Mitchell and F. Myles (1998). Second language learning 

 theories. London: Arnold. 

Long, M., and Robinson, P. (1998). Focus on form: Theory, research and practice. In 

C. Doughty & J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second 

language acquisition (pp. 15-41). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Lyster, R., and Ranta, L. (1997). Corrective feedback and learner uptake. SSLA. 

19:37- 66. 

Mackey, A., and Phillip, J. (1998). Conversation: Interaction and second language 

development: Recasts, responses, and red herrings? Modern Language 

Journal. 82: 338-356. 

Mantello, M. (1997). Error correction in the L2 classroom. Canadian Modern 

 Language Review [On-line serial]. 54(1). Available: 



                  

                                                                      
   

88

 http://www.utpjournals.com/product/cmlr/541/541_TCL_Mantello.html. 

McCurdy, P. (1992, March). What students do with composition feedback. Paper 

 presented at the 27th Annual TESOL Convention, Vancouver, B. C.  

Myles, J. (September, 2002). Second language writing and research: The writing 

process and error analysis in students’ texts. TESL-EJ [On-line 

serial]. 6(2). Available: http://www-writing.berkeley.edu/TESL-

EJ/ej22/a1.html. 

Nachiengmai, Y. (1998). Reflections on learning styles and strategies. Thai TESOL 

Bulletin [On-line]. 11 (1). 

 Available: http://www.thaitesol.org/bulletin/1101/110104.html. 

Naiman, N., Frohlich, M., Todesco, A., and Stern, H. H. (1978). The good language 

Learner Research in education series 7. Toronto: Ontario Institute for 

studies in Education. 

Nodoushan, M. A. S. (2002). Field dependence and Iranian EFL 

learners’performance on Communicative tests [On-line]. 

 Available: http://www.geocities.com/nodoushan/Articles/FIELD.html 
Oxford, R. L. (1990). Language learning strategies and beyond: A look at strategies in 

the context of styles. In S. S. Magnan (ed.). Shifting the instructional focus 

to the learner (pp. 35-55). Middlebury, VT: Northeast Conference on the 

Teaching of Foreign Languages. 

Oxford, R. L. (2000). The role of styles and strategies in second language learning 

[On-line]. Eric Digest: ED317087. Available: http://www.ericdigests.org/pre-

9214.styles.htm. 



                  

                                                                      
   

89

Oxford, R. L., Castillo, Y. R., Feyten, C., and Nutta, J. (2001). Computer and more: 

Creative uses of technology for learning a second or foreign language        

[On-line]. INSA de LYON-crt-computers. Available: http://www.insa-

lyon.fr/Departements/CDRL/compters.html. 

Peacock, M. (June 2001). Match or mismatch? Learning styles and teaching styles in       

 EFL. International Journal of Applied Linguistics. 11(1).  

Reid, J. M. (1995). Learning styles in the ESL/ EFL classroom. Boston: Heinle &     

 Heinle. 

Reid, J. M. (1987). The learning preference of ESL students. TESOL Quarterly. 21:     

 87-111. 

Riding, R. J. (1991). Cognitive Styles Analysis learning and training technology. 

Birmingham. 

Roscoe, J. T. (1975). Fundamental research statistics for the behavioral sciences 

(2nd eds.). U.S.A: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 

Sakar, A. (2003). Exploring the relationships among learning styles, annotation 

use and reading comprehension for foreign language reading in a 

hypermedia environment [On-line]. 

Available:http://www.sfli.bahcesehir.edu.tr/teacherpages/asim/Thesis/Cchapte

r%202.thm. 

Semke, H. (1984). The effects of the red pen. Foreign Language Annuals. 17: 195-

202. 

Skehan, P. (1989). Individual differences in second language learning. New York: 

Arnold New York. 



                  

                                                                      
   

90

Skehan, P. (1991). Individual differences in second language learning. Studies in    

 Second language acquisition, 13: 275-298. 

Song, S. (2002). How learners at different proficiency levels respond to recasts     

[On-line]. 

Available: www.tc.columbia.edu/Academic/TESOL/Han/research%20paper.doc. 

Sperling, M., and Freedman, S. (1987). A good girl writes like a good girl. Written 

 Communication. 4 (4): 349-369. 

Summerville, J. (July, 1999). Role of awareness of cognitive style in hypermedia  

[On-line]. IJET. Available: http://smi.curtin.edu.au/ifet/vin1/summerville/ 

Taylor, B. P. (1981). Content and written form: A two-way street. TESOL 

Quarterly, 15(1): 5-13. 

Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes.      

 Language Learning. 46: 327-369. 

Truscott, J. (1999). The case for grammar correction in L2 writing classes: A response 

to Ferris. Journal of Second Language Writing. 8: 111-122. 

Vigil, N., and Oller, J. (1976). Rule fossilization: A tentative model. Language 

Learning. 26, 281-295. 

Walqui, A. (September, 2000). Contextual factors in second language acquisition. 

CAL Digest. EDO-FL-00-05. [On-line]. 

  Available: http://www.cal.org/resources/digest/0005contextual.html. 

Willing, D. (1988). Learning styles in adult migrant education. NCRC Research: 

Adelaide.  



                  

                                                                      
   

91

Wintergerst, A. C., De Capua, A., and Itzen, R. C. (2001). The construct validity of 

one learning styles instrument. System. 29: 385-403.  

Witkin, H. A., Oltman, P. K., Raskin, E. & Karp, S. A. (1971). A manual for the 

 Group Embedded Figure Test. Palo Alto: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Witkin, H. A., Moore, C. A., Goodenough, D. R., and Cox, P. W. (1977). Field 

dependent and field independent cognitive styles and their educational 

implications. Review of Educational Research. 47: 1-64. 

Yamamoto, S. (2003). Can corrective feedback bring about substantial changes in 

the Learner interlanguage system? [On-line]. 

Available: http://www.tc.columbia.edu/academic/tesol/Webjournal/Yamamoto.pdf 

 

 

 



                      

                                                                      
   

92 

APPENDIX A 

LANGUAGE BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
1. In the English classes you have taken before, have you learnt any English 

grammar rules? Cross (X) only one answer. 

(a)       A lot   (b)      Sometimes    (c)   Very little  (d)    None 

 

2. In your own opinion, what problems do you have with using English grammar 

in your writing? Make an (X) at all problems that you think you have. 

None    Noun-plural endings  Articles  

Verb tenses   Sentence structure  Verb forms  

Subject-verb agreement     Word choice 

 

3. What is your grade in the previous courses taken? Make (X) the received 

grades. 

English I  A B+ B C+ C D F 

English II  A B+ B C+ C D F 

English III  A B+ B C+ C D F 

English IV  A B+ B C+ C D F 

 

 

Adapted from Ferris & Roberts’ study (2001) 
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APPENDIX B 
 

GROUP EMBEDDED FIGURE TEST 
 
 
 

Example 1. Find simple form “G” 
 

 Form “G”  
 

 
 
 
Example 2. Find simple form “A” 

   Form “A” 
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APPENDIX C 
 

COMPOSITION QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 

Thank you very much for your help with my research on how students respond to teacher 

feedback. Please answer the following questions before you leave. 

1. How much of each composition do you read over again when your instructor returns it 

to you? 

□   All of it             □    Most of it             □    Some of it         □    None of it 

2. How many of the comments and corrections do you receive? 

□  A lot                   □     Some                   □    A little              □     None  

3. If you pay attention to what your instructor wrote, how much attention do you pay to 

the comments and correction given. 

□  A lot                   □     Some                   □     A little             □     None  

4. Describe what you do after you read your instructor’s comments and correction. 

□  Ask teacher for help            □    Make corrections myself   

□  Ask friends for help             □    Think about/ remember mistakes 

□  Check grammar book          □   Check dictionary 

□  Search from web site           □    Do nothing 

5. Are there ever any comments or corrections that you do not understand? If so, can you 

give any examples? 

□  Yes, no example givens       □   Can’t read teacher’s handwriting  

□  Understand nothing.             □   Understand but sometimes disagree           

□  Understand, but cannot apply 
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6. What do you do about those comments or corrections that you do not understand? 

□  Ask instructor to explain them     

□  Ask friends for help   

□  Try to fix it myself                   

□  Look corrections up in a grammar book or dictionary       

□  None          

7. In general, when you make a mistake in your use of English, how would you like to be 

corrected by an instructor? 

□   I want my instructor to tell me that I made a mistake and to give me an examination  

of how to write correctly. 

□   I want my instructor to tell me that I made a mistake and to just advise the correct 

word. 

□   I don’t want my instructor to correct me                               

8. In general, when you make a mistake in your use of English, what do you think is the 

best way an instructor can correct you? 

□  An instructor should tell me that I made a mistake and should give me an 

examination of how to write correctly. 

□   An instructor should tell me that I made a mistake and should just advise the 

correct word. 

□   An instructor should not correct me                               

 
 
Adapted from Ferris (1995) and Kim & Mathes (2001) 
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APPENDIX C 
 

COMPOSITION QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
กรุณาตอบคําถามขางลางดังตอไปนี้ 
 
 

1. ทานอานเรียงความของทานที่อาจารยสงคืนมาใหมากนอยเพียงไหน 

□     ทั้งหมด            □   สวนใหญแตไมหมด          □   บางเล็กนอย         □  ไมอานเลย 

2. ไดรับการแกไขและคําแนะนําจากอาจารยมากหรือไม 

□    ทั้งหมด             □  บางเล็กนอย                      □  นอยมาก                  □  ไมมีเลย 

3. ถาทานอานประโยคที่อาจารยแกไข ทานจะนําไปใชประโยชนมากหรือไม 

□    มาก                  □  บางเล็กนอย                      □  นอยมาก               □  ไมเลย 

4. กรุณาเลือกวาทานปฏิบัติอยางไรหลังจากอานประโยคหรือขอความที่อาจารยแกไขและสงคืน 

□     ถามอาจารยเพิ่มเติม                            □    แกไขคําหรือประโยคที่ผิดดวยตนเอง  

□    ถามเพื่อนเพิ่มเติม                                □    คิด และจําสิ่งที่ผิดไว  

□   หาขอมูลจากหนังสือไวยากรณ            □    ตรวจสอบในดิคชันนารี   

□   หาขอมูลจากเว็บไซด                           □   ไมทําอะไรเลย 

5. มีการแกไขใดที่ทานไมเขาใจหรือไม? ถามี สามารถยกตัวอยางไดหรือไม 

□   มี แตไมมีตัวอยาง                                    □   อานลายมืออาจารยไมออก        

□   เขาใจ แตไมเห็นดวยกับอาจารย              □   เขาใจ แตประยุกตใชไมได     

□  ไมเขาใจอะไรเลย                                
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6. ทานทําอยางไรกับการแกไขคําหรือขอความของอาจารยที่ทานไมเขาใจ 

□   ขอใหอาจารยอธิบายซ้ํา                        □   ถามจากเพื่อน                    □  ไมทําอะไรเลย 

□   พยายามแกไขดวยตนเอง                      □   หาขอมูลจากหนังสือไวยากรณหรือดิคชันนารี       

7. ถาทานพูดหรือเขียนภาษาอังกฤษไมถูกตอง ทานตองการใหอาจารยแกไขใหอยางไร? 

 □    ตองการใหอาจารยบอก และอธิบายโดยละเอียด 

 □    ตองการใหอาจารยบอกคําที่ถูกตอง แตไมตองอธิบายโดยละเอียด 

 □   ไมตองการใหอาจารยแกไขให                               

8. ถาทานพูดหรือเขียนภาษาอังกฤษไมถูกตอง ทานคิดวาอาจารยควรจะใชวิธีใดในการแกไขสิ่งผิดนั้น 

 □    อาจารยควรช้ีจุดผิด และอธิบายการใชคําหรือประโยคที่ถูกตอง. 

 □     อาจารยควรช้ีจุดผิด และบอกคําศัพทที่ถูกตอง 

 □    อาจารยไมจําเปนตองแกไขให                 

 
ดัดแปลงจาก Ferris (1995) and Kim & Mathes (2001) 
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APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONS FOR SEMI-STRUCTURE INTERVIEW 

 

Purpose: To obtain the reflections of the students responding to 

the teacher feedback in particular learning styles (field 

dependence/independence). 
 

1. Personal background. 

Main questions: 

• Where did you study at the secondary level? 

• How was your English learning? 

 

2. Preference which reflect the learning style. 

Main questions: 

• Would you prefer to working alone or with other people in group? 

• Would you prefer to speak or write English? 

 

3. Preference regarding the teacher feedback. 

Main questions: 

• Would you prefer to receive the teacher feedback? 

• Which of explicit or implicit would you prefer to? 
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APPENDIX E 

One student’s assignment with explicit feedback 

 
First draft: Why is English important to you? 
 

The world is many languagesSS. The languages are difference and characteristicSS. 
They are important forWW the communication. The domesticWW uses local language. So, The 
communication uses international language. This language is English language. It’s helpVE 
people in the others. First, It usesVE the conversation among country to country. Second, It 
usesVE about the information such as television, radio and internet. Finally, The English 
language usesVE in relation to education and knowledge. For example, It usesVE in books and 
journals. 

The English language is important to the people in the world. Because It usesVE about 
conversation, information, education and knowledge. 
 
Second draft: Why is English important to you? 
 
 The world have many languagesSS. The languages are different and characteristicSS. 
They are important to the communication. The insidecountryWW uses local language So, the 
communication uses international language. This language is English language. It is helpedVE 
people in the other. First, It is usedWW the conversation among country to country. Second, It 
is used about the information such as television, radio and internet. Finally, the English 
language is used in relation to education and knowledge. For example, it is used in books and 
journals. 
 The English language is important to the people in the world. Because It is used 
aboutWW conversation, information, education and knowledge. 
 
Final product: Why is English important to you? 
 
 The world have many languages. The languages are different. They are important to 
the communication. The each country uses local language So, the communication uses 
international language. This language is English language. It help to people in the other. First, 
It is used to the conversation among country to country. Second, It is used about the 
information such as television, radio and internet. Finally, the English language is used in 
relation to education and knowledge. For example, it is used in books and journals. 
 The English language is important to the people in the world. Because It is used to  
conversation, information, education and knowledge. 
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APPENDIX F 

One student’s assignment with implicit feedback 

First draft: Why is e
E

nglish important to you? 

First of all, English language is an international language that people all over the 
world use to communicate with foreigner s. It help s people in different country to understand 
each other. So, it can reduce argument for people in any areas. Such as, ASIA, EUROPE, 
AMERICA, AFRICA and other. 
 Secondly, Most of printed material and mass medias in the world use English language.,, 
Such as, news, text_books, magazines, movies and advertising. So information about 
documentaries, entertainment stories, technologies and cultures are transferred from country 
to country by in English language. 
 Finally, English language help s to support each of country to govern themselves and 
keep relations ing between country pass? political, economy, society and culture. 
 All above reasons is the result reasonthat why English is important to me. 
 

Second draft: Why is e
E

nglish important to you? 
 

First of all, English language is an  international language that people all over the 
world use to communicate with foreigners. It helps people in different country countries  
understand each other. So, it can reduce argument for people in any areas. Such as, ASIA, 
EUROPE, AMERICA, AFRICA and other. 
 Secondly, Most of printed material and mass media in the world use english,, such as, 
news, text_books, magazines, movies and advertising. So information about documentaries, 
entertainment stories, technologies and cultures are transferred from country to country in  
e E nglish. 
 Finally, english helps to support each of country to govern themselves and keep 
relations between country pass political, economy, society and culture. 
 ForAll the above reasons is the reason that why  why  Eenglish is important to me. 
 
Final product: Why is English important to you? 
 

First of all, English is an  international language that people all over the world use to 

communicate with foreigners. It helps people in different countries  understand each other. 
So, it can reduce argument for people in any areas. Such as, ASIA, EUROPE, AMERICA, 
AFRICA and other. 
 Secondly, Most printed material and mass media in the world use English,, such as, 
news, text-books, magazines, movies and advertising. So information about documentaries, 
entertainment stories, technologies and cultures are transferred from country to country in  
English. 
 Finally, English helps to support each of country to govern themselves and keep 
relations between country pass political, economy, society and culture. 
 For all the above reasons why English is important to me. 
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