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Abstract
The aim of this study is to explore the effect of corrective feedback (prompts and recasts) on
oral accuracy with the emphasis on language aptitude. The initial participants of this study
were 120 male Iranian elementary learners (15–20 years old) studying English as a foreign
language. Their language aptitude was measured by the Words in Sentence component of the
Modern Language Aptitude Test-Elementary (MLAT-E) (2002). The Key English Test 2
(2003) was conducted as a placement test. 60 learners were selected using the results of
placement and aptitude tests and randomly assigned into three groups (prompt, recast, control)
each of them containing 20 members. The study followed placement test, MLAT-E, pre-test,
treatment sessions, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test design. A mixed
between-within subjects analysis of variance was conducted to assess the impact of prompts
and recasts on participants‟ oral accuracy across three time periods (pre-intervention,
post-intervention, three weeks follow-up). The results showed that there was a statistically
significant interaction between the use of corrective feedback and the time. The main effect
comparing the two types of intervention was statistically significant suggesting a significant
difference in the effectiveness of the two teaching approaches showing the superiority of
prompts over recasts in post-tests. In the meantime, the results didn‟t show any interaction
between aptitude and feedback conditions in terms of target language accuracy.
Keywords: Corrective feedback, Prompt, Recast, Aptitude
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1. Introduction
One of the concerns of EFL teachers in second language acquisition is error correction that
has been debated for so long. The issue of error correction has led to the conduction of many
theoretical and empirical studies. In this vein, providing the learners with only positive
evidence or exposing them to negative evidence as well are the main concerns of English
teachers. The advocates of nativist paradigm believe that providing the positive evidence for
language learners is sufficient; however, interactionist scholars (e.g., Gass, 2003) believe that
providing negative evidence is also required. Gass (1997) declares that the term negative
evidence is often used interchangeably with the terms negative feedback and corrective
feedback to refer to any erroneous utterances of language learners.
Looking through the annals of error correction (e.g., Brown, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 2000;
Richards & Rodgers, 2001) we can observe that errors were considered as taboos and should
be corrected immediately in the discourse of some schools of thoughts like behaviorism. On
the other hand, others claimed that error correction was not only unnecessary, but also
harmful to language learning (Krashen, 1981a; 1981b). According to Nicholas, Lightbown,
and Spada (2001) and Russell (2009), with the advent of communicative approaches, error
correction experienced a fundamental change. The followers of communicative language
teaching (CLT) established equilibrium between what Audiolinguists and Cognitistvists do
and recommended that an error must be considered as evidence of language students‟
linguistic development, not as a taboo to be refrained. Since the followers of CLT spotted the
requirement for fluency, this allowed the teachers to leave some errors uncorrected.
In communicative classes, the main concern of teachers is whether to correct the learners‟
erroneous oral production through non-target forms or not. In fact, most teachers have a
tendency to correct errors, but the important point is that the teachers are not provided with
enough knowledge in terms of „what‟, „how‟, and „when‟ of correction. Even if we refer to
the research studies, we would be faced with some confusing and contradictory results. Due
to the effects of content-based and communicative approaches on L2 teaching, the teachers
consider errors as evidence of learners‟ linguistic development. As a result of these effects, it
was believed that errors represent the learners‟ creative attempt to use language beyond what
they have been taught. According to Nicholas, Lightbown, and Spada (2001), there has even
been a debate over not correcting errors.
Paying attention to such approaches, L2 learners in communicative classes continue to
experience difficulties with accuracy, although they come to attain relatively high levels of
comprehension ability and, to some extent, fluency in oral production (Ammar & Spada,
2006, Mohammadi Darabad, 2013a, 2013b). Some studies have shown that recasts are the
most frequently used technique in the language classrooms (Braidi, 2002; Iwashita, 2003;
Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Panova & Lyster, 2002; Sheen, 2004), but their noticeability and
effectiveness in promoting L2 learning have not been totally approved.
According to Lyster (1998a), recasts are not considered as the most effective corrective
feedback technique in leading to well-formed use of the reformulated utterance. He believes
that non-corrective repetitions and recasts have similar forms and functions and are used
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interchangeably. However, immediate response to teachers‟ reformulations does not
guarantee the noticing of the reformulated utterance. According to Ammar and Spada (2006),
learners‟ ability to notice recasts is quite limited. It is even more limited when provided in
reaction to the utterances of low proficient learners.
On the other hand, in comparison with prompts, recasts are less effective. Some researchers
(e.g., Lyster, 1998a, 2004; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Panova & Lyster, 2002; Mohammadi
Darabad, 2013a, 2013b) argue that the reason for superiority of prompts over recasts is that
the teachers provide the correct forms for learners and the learners are not forced to modify
their own utterance or what Swain and Lapkin (1998) called „pushed output‟. Lyster (1998b)
believes that prompts push learners implicitly or explicitly to reformulate an erroneous
utterance into a correct form so that opportunities are provided for self-repair, whereas recasts
involve other-generated repair.
To put shed on the issue of the probable superiority of prompts over recasts, we decided to
investigate the issue with the presence of another aspect, i.e., aptitude, the effect of which has
not still been examined. The concern is whether aptitude mediates the effects of recasts and
prompts on L2 development. The importance of aptitude should not be overlooked. Studies
have shown that aptitude is a real and valid component of language learning deserving
enough research attention in foreign language instruction (e.g., Albert, 2006; Banks, 2008;
Child, 1998; Cobb, 2007; Ehrman, 1998; Robinson, 1997).
In this research, an attempt was made to examine the effects of corrective feedback
techniques (i.e., prompts and recasts) on the target language grammatical accuracy (i.e.,
simple past tense) and then scrutinize the effect across learners‟ language aptitude to inspect
the probable mediating effect of this construct on the CF techniques in leading to
grammatical accuracy of Iranian male foreign language learners.
2. The Literature Review
Aptitude is defined as the individual‟s initiate state of readiness and capacity for foreign
language learning and probable facility for doing so (Carroll, 1981). Carroll further argues
that aptitude reflects a prediction for proficiency and a potential rate of acquisition by older
learners as well; such a prediction can be made under optimal conditions of motivation,
opportunity and quality of instruction. The role that aptitude plays in achievement can vary as
these variables vary although remains constant.
The concept of foreign language aptitude does not mean that some people are able to learn
foreign languages while the others are not. Under the right condition and being cognitively
healthy all people are considered to be able to learn a foreign language. The only thing that
aptitude is believed to do is to determine the ease and rate with which a particular individual
would successfully acquire a language (Carroll, 1981). Considering the fact that all
individuals might have the ability to achieve success with a foreign language, it is believed
that those with lower aptitude might do so with a great difficulty and over a longer period of
time.
Robinson (2001) proposed Aptitude Complex Hypothesis (ACH) in which he believed that
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there is hierarchical structure of abilities for language learning in instructed second language
acquisition. According to Doughty (2001), for measuring aptitude for learning from some
techniques of “focus on form” delivered during communicative classroom some of these
abilities may be appropriate.
As far as foreign language is concerned, aptitude is not only hypothesized as a unitary
construct, but also is a cluster of different cognitive traits that are advantageous (Oxford &
Ehrman, 1992). To maximize the learning strengths and to minimize the weaknesses there
needs to be more language program to adapt to learners‟ cognitive abilities for L2 learning.
We might say that some learners show higher aptitude in one style of language program than
others do. For example, some learners‟ aptitudes or sets of abilities may be more suited to
learning from one focus on form technique than from another.
ACH claims that certain sets or combinations of cognitive abilities are involved in learning
under one condition of instructional L2 exposure versus another (Snow, 1994). Not all the
learners have equivalent aptitudes to get the advantage of one instructional technique in
learning a foreign language. Snow (1994) believes that practice should take place under those
conditions to which individuals‟ aptitudes are best matched if the effects of practice are to be
optimized.
2.1 The Modern Language Aptitude Test
The first model of language aptitude was developed by Carroll (1962). The tests that he
developed hypothetically represented capacities involved in foreign language learning. The
performance on these tests then was correlated with tests of foreign language proficiency.
From the tests he retained, he developed the Modern Language Aptitude Test (MLAT) and
proposed that the construct of aptitude was made up of four components: (a) phonetic coding
ability, (b) grammatical sensitivity, (c) rote learning ability for foreign language materials and
(d) inductive learning ability (Skehan, 2002).
Skehan (1998) has adapted Carroll‟s model to an information-processing model of language
acquisition along with recent research in cognitive psychology. According to Skehan (2002),
general learning mechanisms determine the success at foreign L2 language learning. He
proposes that language learning are modular, different from those that exist in L1 learning,
and related to different stages in the perception, analysis, storage and retrieval of information
as it passes through the learner's information-processing system.
2.1.1 Phonemic Coding Ability
Phonemic coding ability concerns the effective auditory processing of input (Skehan, 1998;
2002). It is important in allowing the learner to analyze and code auditory material for the
purpose of retention, often in real time. It is particularly important at beginning stages of
language learning and it affects crucially how much comprehensible input is available to the
learner for the next stage of processing (Skehan, 2002).
2.1.2 Language Analytic Ability
Language analytic ability is the ability of inferring rules of learning or making linguistic
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generalization. Skehan (1998) believes that this ability is necessary to the central stage of
information processing.
According to Carroll (1962), there are two separate components to this ability: grammatical
sensitivity and inductive language analytic ability (although his MLAT did not include a
measure of the latter). Skehan (1989) suggests that language analytic ability is more closely
related to general measures of intelligence and he is unclear because of the kinds of structures
and processes that operate at this stage. If the learner still has access to Universal Grammar,
then an ability that is qualitatively different from general learning mechanisms may be at
work; if not, then more general cognitive processes may play the dominant role.
Ehrman and Oxford (1995) conducted a research in which the results indicated that language
analytic ability was a good predicator of success in L2 learning. The relationships of a variety
of individual difference variables to end-of-training proficiency ratings for a large sample of
learners receiving instruction in a variety of languages had been examined. They found that
one of the individual difference variables that correlated most strongly with proficiency was
the performance on the Words in Sentences subtest of the MLAT.
2.1.3 Memory
Memory is one of the components of aptitude that has received the greatest attention. Some
works in cognitive psychology have led to the concept of working memory instead of
short-term memory (Carroll, 1962). Baddeley (1999) stipulated that working memory is
responsible for both manipulating and temporarily storing information. There are three
components to working memory: the central executive, the phonological loop and the
visuo-spatial sketchpad. According to Baddeley (1999), the central executive is the
component that is most complex and least understood. It is capacity limited and used for the
processing and storage of information at the same time.
Traditional measures of working memory (e.g., the Digit Span Test of Gathercole et al., 1997)
evaluated storage only. Daneman and Carpenter‟s Reading Span Test (1980), which requires
students to recall auditory input while processing it at the same time, has been used as an
index of working memory capacity in many studies. In a research conducted by Harrington
and Sawyer (1992), the results indicated that learners with greater working memory capacity
outperformed their counterparts on measures of L2 reading skill. Mackey et al. (2002)
propose a possible link between the capacity of working memory and the ability to benefit
from interactional feedback in an L2 learning context.
Baddeley (1999) describes the phonological loop as a specialized unit for the retention of
verbal information over short periods of time. He further argues that this loop is composed of
two units: the phonological store and the sub-vocal articulatory rehearsal process. The
phonological store holds information in phonological form and is subject to decay and
interference. The sub-vocal articulatory rehearsal process recodes non-auditory material into
a form suitable for the phonological store and maintains decaying representations in the
phonological store. Phonological loop capacity has been operationalized in the research
literature (e.g., Gathercole & Martin, 1996; Gathercole et al., 1991) as the ability to repeat
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non-words immediately following presentation. Phonological loop capacity has been shown
to be predictive of both L1 and L2 vocabulary acquisition (Gathercole & Baddeley, 1989;
1990). The role of phonological working memory has been investigated in L2 learning in a
few studies. Ellis and Sinclair (1996) emphasized on the role of phonological working
memory in idiom learning. He quotes a number of studies that have demonstrated the
correlation of phonological working memory with grammatical ability.
Skehan (1998) suggests that the importance of memory in language learning may have been
greatly underestimated. He stresses the role of memory at the output stage of language
processing but also allows for a role for memory within the input-processing stage. He claims
that noticing must take place within working memory and suggests that those learners who
are the more effective input processors will have greater working memory attentional
capacity.
2.2 Aptitude, Attention, and Focus on Form (FonF) Techniques
Various focus on form (FonF) techniques have been employed to manipulated the degree of
attention to forms in L2 communicative classes. Among these techniques are input flooding,
input enhancement, recasting, and structured input processing with and without rule
explanation. Findings for research into less communicatively intrusive FonF techniques have
produced mixed results to date, with some studies showing input enhancement and recasting
to have an effect on subsequent L2 learning, but not others. One reason for this may be that in
any studied population some L2 learners‟ aptitudes, or sets of abilities, are more suited to
learning from one FonF technique versus another.
Two studies specified that this may be so with regard to recasting. In a research for finding
the relationship between measures of phonological working memory capacity and noticing of
information targeted by recast (features of wh-question formation) using students at arrange
of levels in a foreign language EFL program, Mackey et al. (2002) found significant positive
relationship. However, learners at lower developmental levels outperformed the learners at
higher ones.
Similarly, Robinson (1999), and Robinson and Yamaguchi (1999) found high significant
positive correlations of measures of phonetic sensitivity and also rote memory (using Sasaki's
Language Aptitude Battery for the Japanese, LABJ, 1996), with learning from recasts by
university-level, non-language majors, during task-based interaction over a five-week period.
The findings for a positive relationship between phonetic sensitivity, memory ability and
learning from recasts in Robinson and Yamaguchi's (1999) study, and phonological working
memory capacity and noticing of recast information in Mackey et al. (2002) suggest that
these abilities are positively implicated in aptitude for learning from the recasting FonF
technique.
However, as with the finding for incidental learning in Robinson (1997), in Robinson and
Yamaguchi (1999) there were no significant correlations of learning of relative clauses during
task-based interaction (supplemented by targeted recasts) and the grammatical sensitivity
aptitude subtest. These findings allow an inference across contexts (laboratory studies of
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incidental learning, and classroom studies of focus on form during task-based learning) about
the non-influence of individual differences in grammatical sensitivity on incidental learning
during processing for meaning. These findings suggest that learners may differ in their
aptitude(s) for learning from one FonF technique versus another.
According to Robinson (1997), the correlations between Grammatical Sensitivity scores and
the performance on easy and difficult rules for implicit participants are significantly positive.
On the other hand, in Reber‟s (1989) study no significant positive correlation was predicted
between the measure of Grammatical Sensitivity and implicit learners‟ performance on
complex rules. One explanation for these findings is that some of the learners in the implicit
condition began to consciously scrutinize, look for and find the rules underlying the presented
sentences. The Grammatical Sensitivity is the component of aptitude that predicts learners‟
accuracy on both rules, not Memory. This occurs despite the fact that the implicit task
instructions predisposed the participants to rely on memory, and despite the claims that
knowledge gained in implicit conditions in Reber‟s experiments is the result of memory. If
such knowledge had arisen from exposure to the implicit condition here and had guided the
participants‟ grammaticality judgments, then the results should have shown a stronger
correlation between Memory scores and implicit learning.
Though the results for the positive effect of superior aptitude on implicit learners‟
performance was somehow against Reber‟s (1989) claims, the result for incidental learners
supports Krashen‟s (1981) claim that individual differences (assessed by aptitude tests) do
not influence acquisition processes stimulated by a focus on meaning. In Robinson‟s (1997)
research, individual differences and fundamental similarity of implicit and explicit adults‟
second language learning, the results show that there are no significant correlations of
accuracy on easy or hard rules with the scores obtained on the aptitude subtests. As predicted
by Krashen, there are significant correlations of accuracy on easy and hard rules with both
Grammatical Sensitivity and Memory scores for instructed participants. The
aptitude/accuracy correlations for Rule-search participants also fit Reber‟s predictions.
Grammatical Sensitivity scores correlate significantly with Rule-search accuracy on the easy
rule, suggesting that, as Reber has claimed, looking for rules will help if the rules are easy.
Additionally, these data suggest that if the learners are sufficiently sensitive to the
grammatical regularities of the structures to be learned, L2 learners‟ looking for rules that are
easy will work. In addition, accuracy on hard rules significantly correlates with Memory
scores, suggesting that where the stimulus domain is complex, memory-based processing
strategies are most effectively developed during rule-search.
3. Methodology
3.1 Participants
Initially, 150 Iranian EFL learners (18–25 years old) of English at elementary level from
different language institutes in Ardabil (an Iranian northwest city) participated in this study.
Of these participants, based on the scores taken from Placement Test and Words in Sentence
component of the Modern Language Aptitude Test-Elementary (MLAT-E), 78 learners were
selected. Half of them were specified as high aptitude (HA) and the other half were specified as
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low aptitude (LA). The participants were randomly assigned into two experimental groups
(recast and prompt) and one control group. Each group had 13 HA and 13 LA learners. 60
participants attended the placement test, MLAT-E, the pre-test, the treatment sessions, the
post-test, and the delayed post-test and the data obtained from 60 participants were taken for
analysis.
3.2 Materials
In this study, we employed the Key English Test 2 (KET) (2003) for homogenizing the
classroom participants. For determining the high or low aptitude learners, Carroll and Sapon‟s
Modern Language Aptitude Test – Elementary (MLAT-E) (2002) was employed. This was an
adaptation of the adult version of the MLAT intended for younger students. Interchange 1
Third Edition by Jack C. Richards, 2009, was the course book in the target institute.
Elementary Stories for Reproduction by L. A. Hill, 2001, was used for oral retelling.
3.3 Procedure
The design of this study was a placement test administration, MLAT–E administration, pre-test,
treatment sessions, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test one which lasted for 20 sessions.
3.3.1 Placement Test
The placement test contained two parts: written and oral. The written part consisted of listening
(20 items), reading (20 items), and language use (30 items). The oral part was a 10-minute,
face-to-face interaction with individual students. The written test was conducted with whole
class attending at once but the oral test was administered individually. 60 minutes were allotted
for each individual‟s placement test.
3.3.2 Determining High and Low Aptitude Participants
After conducting the placement test, the participants attended the MLAT–Elementary
(MLAT–E). Subjects who scored above the group mean were considered to be high aptitude
learners while subjects who scored below the group mean were considered to be low aptitude.
The MLAT–E is considered a standardized instrument and has been tested for validity and
reliability (e.g., M. M. Suarez Vilagran, 2010).
3.3.3 The Pre-test
After the target structural feature (i.e., simple past tense) was taught, the individuals were given
a short story selected from Elementary Stories for Reproduction. They were supposed to work
on the stories for ten minutes; typically, five minutes to read the story and another five minutes
to retell the story. Their voices were tape-recorded and then transcribed for forthcoming
analyses.
3.3.4 Treatment Sessions
In the treatment sessions, a controlled practice of reading a short story was made in which the
participants were divided into the groups of three or four and then they were asked to retell
their story. For this to happen, a copy of one of the short stories was given to the individual
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members of the groups. They were supposed to read the stories silently in 5 minutes and then
retell the story to the other members of the same group. Whenever needed, the teacher would
provide the necessary explanation or clarify the probable problematic words. After working on
the stories, one of the members of each group was randomly chosen to retell the story to the
class. CF techniques in the experimental groups (i.e., prompts and recasts) were employed on
the learners‟ erroneous utterance with whole class attending. Later on, a semi-controlled
practice was provided to make sure that all the individual learners were aware of the procedures
for retelling their stories. It is worth mentioning that recasts and prompts were provided on past
tense errors to individual students with the whole class attending in the experimental groups in
every session. This procedure was followed in all the experimental groups. However, the
control group didn‟t get the treatments.
3.3.5 The Immediate Post-test
In this part, the learners were provided with some unseen short stories and then they were asked
to randomly pick one of the stories. They were supposed to read the story silently in five
minutes and retell it. At the same time, their voices were recorded. The unseen short stories
were cautiously nominated and it was made sure that most of the difficult words in the stories
had been taught during treatment sessions. The obtained data were booked for future analyses.
3.3.6 The Delayed Post-test
After three weeks, the participants attended a similar test (i.e., the delayed post-test) and the
results were recorded for further analysis. The delayed post-test was run to inspect the probable
effect of time on learning. The procedure in this phase was the same but the stories were
different for the individuals. We exchanged the short stories between the experimental and
control groups. To control for the test-retest effect, three different sets of short stories were
used for each testing session.
Finally, the obtained results from the pre-test, the immediate post-test, and the delayed
post-test were transcribed and rated and then plugged into the SPSS software version 18,
two-way ANOVA (mixed between-within subject analysis) for analysis.
4. Results
To check whether the different feedback conditions, high and low aptitudes, and the interaction
of them significantly contributed to the accuracy scores, a mixed between-within subject
analysis (SPANOVA) was run on the tests, the results of which appear in the following tables.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the pre-test
Group

Aptitude

prompt

High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total

recast

control

Total

M

SD

N

44.78
48.01
46.39
49.06
51.72
50.39
51.63
48.76
50.19
48.49
49.49
48.99

11.96
11.92
11.74
8.63
10.14
9.26
14.43
10.01
12.18
11.85
10.48
11.10

10
10
20
10
10
20
10
10
20
30
30
60

The provided data in Table 1 for the pre-test display a little difference between the means and
the standard deviations among the three groups of the study: prompts (M=46.39, SD=11.74,
N=20), recasts (M=50.39, SD=9.26, N=20), control (M=50.19, SD=12.18, N=20). It also
shows the same statistical features for all of the participants in the three groups: total groups
(M=48.99, SD=11.10, N=60). This table also provides the statistical features of mean and
standard deviation for both high aptitude (HA) and low aptitude (LA) participants in each
group: prompt group HA participants (M=44.78, SD=11.96, N=10), prompt group LA
participants (M=48.01, SD=11.92, N=10); recast group HA participants (M=49.06, SD=8.63,
N=10), recast group LA participants (M=51.72, SD=10.14, N=10); control group HA
participants (M=51.63, SD=14.43, N=10), control group LA participants (M=48.76,
SD=10.01, N=10); total group HA participants (M=48.49, SD=11.85, N=30), total group LA
participants (M=49.49, SD=10.48, N=30).
Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the immediate post-test
Group
prompt

recast

control

Total

Aptitude
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total

M
80.11
81.00
80.55
68.82
67.62
68.22
55.84
55.65
55.74
68.25
68.09
68.17
234

SD
6.25
5.15
5.59
5.00
5.50
5.16
8.31
5.98
7.05
11.96
11.82
11.79

N
10
10
20
10
10
20
10
10
20
30
30
60
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The obtained data for the immediate post-test are provided in Table 2. The descriptive
statistical features for the three groups of the study in this phase are presented as follows:
prompt group (M=80.55, SD=5.59, N=20), recast group (M=68.22, SD=5.16, N=20), control
group (M=55.74, SD=7.05, N=20), total groups (M=68.17, SD=11.79, N=60). In addition,
the statistical features for HA and LA participants in the three groups are presented: prompt
group HA participants (M=80.11, SD=6.25, N=10), prompt group LA participants (M=81.00,
SD=5.15, N=10); recast group HA participants (M=68.82, SD=5.00, N=10), recast group LA
participants (M=67.62, SD=5.50, N=10); control group HA participants (M=55.84, SD=8.31,
N=10), control group LA participants (M=55.65, SD=5.98, N=10); total group HA
participants (M=68.25, SD=11.96, N=30), total group LA participants (M=68.09, SD=11.82,
N=30).
Table 3. Descriptive statistics for the delayed post-test
Group
prompt

recast

control

Total

Aptitude
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total
High
Low
Total

M
74.30
79.31
76.80
69.05
68.12
68.58
56.15
60.79
58.47
66.50
69.40
67.95

SD
10.39
7.33
9.12
3.41
7.05
5.41
10.34
13.93
12.18
11.42
12.34
11.88

N
10
10
20
10
10
20
10
10
20
30
30
60

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistical features in the delayed post-test. The data provided
for all the groups of the study are as follows: prompt group (M=76.80, SD=9.12, N=20),
recast group (M=68.58, SD=5.41, N=20), control group (M=58.47, SD=12.18, N=20), total
groups (M=67.95, SD=11.88, N=60). In addition, the statistical features for HA and LA
participants in the three groups are presented: prompt group HA participants (M=74.30,
SD=10.39, N=10), prompt group LA participants (M=79.31, SD=7.33, N=10); recast group
HA participants (M=69.05, SD=3.41, N=10), recast group LA participants (M=68.12,
SD=7.05, N=10); control group HA participants (M=56.15, SD=10.34, N=10), control group
LA participants (M=60.79, SD=13.93, N=10); total group HA participants (M=66.50,
SD=11.42, N=30), total group LA participants (M=69.40, SD=12.34, N=30).
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Table 4. Test of within-subjects effects
Error
df

Sig.

2.000

53.000

.000

.751

12.45

4.000

106.000

.000

.320

.965

.962

2.000

53.000

.389

.035

.967

.445

4.000

106.000

.776

.017

Effect

Value

Time

.249

79.76

Time*group

.463

Time*Aptitude
Time*group *Aptitude

F

Hypothesis df

** Wilk‟s Lambda
Table 4 shows the statistical results for the within-subject effects. As it is shown in the table,
the effect of time was statistically significant (p<0005) in leading the feedback conditions to be
effective during the treatment sessions: Wilk‟s Lambda = .24, F (2, 53) = 79.76, p<.0005,
partial eta squared = .75 with both groups showing an increase on the scores of oral accuracy of
the participants across three time periods. The interaction effect of time and group is also
statistically significant at the alpha level of .05: Wilk‟s Lambda = .46, F (4, 106) = 12.45,
p<0005, partial eta squared .32. The interaction effect of time and aptitude (high and low
aptitude participants) was not statistically significant at the alpha level of .05: Wilk‟s Lambda
= .96, F (2, 53) = .96, p>.05, partial eta squared = .03 suggesting that aptitude (high and low)
does not have a moderating effect in leading to grammatical accuracy of the participants in this
study. The within-subjects effects table also does not show a statistically significant effect for
the interaction among time, group, and aptitude in this study: Wilk‟s Lambda =.96, F (4, 106)
= .44, p>.05, partial eta squared = .01.
Table 5. Levene's test of equality of error variances
Time
1
2
3

F
.6.26
.771
1.892

df1
5
5
5

df2
54
54
54

Sig.
.680
.575
.111

To check the assumption of homogeneity of variances we refer to the Levene‟s test of
equality of error variances (Table 5). In this case, the value for each variable is greater
than .05 (.68, .57, and .11); therefore, we have not violated the assumption of homogeneity of
variances.
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Table 6. Tests of between-subjects effects
Source

Type III sum
of squares

df

Mean Square

Intercept
Group
Error

685388.288
5203.153
6480.262

1
2
54

685388.288
2601.576
120.005

F

Sig.

5711.338
21.679

.000
.000

.991
.445

Table 6 shows the between-subjects effects results for the groups (prompt and recast groups) of
this study. It is clear that there is a statistically significant effect for the groups across the three
time periods at alpha level of .05 (p<.05). Therefore, we conclude that the main effect for group
is significant. There was a significant difference between the oral accuracy scores for the two
experimental groups. The effect size of the between-subject effect is also given in this table.
The partial eta squared value for group in this case is .44 which shows a very large effect size.
Comparing the means of prompt and recast groups reveals that both experimental groups
outperformed the control group and the performance of prompt group was better than recast
group in immediate and delayed post-tests (see Table 7).
Table 7. The oral accuracy scores for prompt, recast, and control groups across three time
periods
Groups
Time period
Pre-intervention
Post-intervention
Three weeks follow-up

N
20
20
20

Prompts
M
SD
46.39 11.74
80.55
5.59
76.80
9.12

N
20
20
20

Recasts
M
50.39
68.22
68.58

SD
9.26
5.16
5.41

N
20
20
20

Control
M
SD
50.19 12.18
55.74
7.05
58.47 12.18

5. Discussion and Conclusion
As mentioned previously, we were following two intentions of leading this study. First, an
attempt was made to examine the effect of prompts and recasts on target language grammatical
accuracy of Iranian foreign language learners and at the same time the superiority of one CF
technique to the other, and then inspect the effect across high and low aptitude learners to
explore a probable mediating effect of these constructs on prompts and recasts in leading to
grammatical accuracy. The results gave some support to the first alternative, but no
statistically significant evidence was found to support the second alternative.
To the support of the first alternative, we could witness a statistically significant effect of
prompt and recast on the participants‟ oral accuracy across three time periods of testing; both
prompt and recast groups showed an increasing effect in their oral accuracy scores comparing
with their counterparts in control group. The obtained result in this study is consistent with
previous studies that advocated CF in the form of prompts and recasts for their facilitative role
in L2 development (Lyster & Saito, 2010; Mohammadi Darabad, 2013a, 2013b; Russell &
Spada, 2006). The superiority of prompt over recast is also supported in this study. Some
studies demonstrated that in a range of instructional settings prompts lead to greater
improvements in accuracy than do recasts (Ammar & Spada, 2006; Ellis, 2007; Ellis et al.,
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2006; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Lyster, 2004). Furthermore, the findings of this study are
consistent with Yang and Lyster‟s (2010) study. In their study, prompts were more effective
than recasts in leading to L2 accuracy.
In the meantime, it was aimed to find out whether there is a relationship between aptitude, i.e.,
high and low, and learners‟ responses to prompts and recasts in leading to the target language
grammatical accuracy. The results revealed that in prompt group the high and low aptitude
participants scored not that much mean difference in the immediate and delayed post-tests and
the difference among them was not statistically significant. Additionally, in recast group, the
results didn‟t show any statistically significant difference between high and low aptitude
participants in the post-tests. It seems that aptitude didn‟t have a mediating role in this regard.
Therefore, this study didn‟t find any interaction between aptitude and feedback conditions in
terms of target language accuracy. However, in a similar study Rouhi and Hassanpour (2010)
found a strong correlation between aptitude and effectiveness of recast in L2 accuracy. They
found a strong correlation between the aptitude and effectiveness of recasts in L2 accuracy.
They also state that aptitude plays a very important role in increasing the ability of the
learners in order to notice corrective feedbacks through recasts. The results of the present
study failed to find such a relationship in oral measurement.
The studies of language aptitude in SLA usually show a positive correlation between the
degree of aptitude and foreign language proficiency development (e.g., Carroll & Sapon, 1959;
Skehan, 1989). The finding that aptitude is an important factor in foreign language learning is
further substantiated by studies that have assessed the effects of aptitude as well as motivation
or attitudes towards the language to be learnt (e.g., Reves, 1982). The results from these studies
generally indicate that the degree of aptitude is the most reliable predictor of language learning
success.
Bylund, Abrahamsson, and Hyltenstam (2009) showed that language aptitude was a reliable
predictor of grammatical judgment test (GJT) performance in that a significant positive
correlation was found between the participants‟ degree of language aptitude and their
performance on the GJT. Ehrman and Oxford (1995) found that among individual differences
it is language aptitude that correlates most closely with foreign language performance. In a
Hungarian context, Nikolov and Ottó (2006) found that language aptitude was the best
predictor of the achievement on proficiency tests at the end of the academic year in the case of
beginner language learners. According to DeKeyser (2000), language aptitude demonstrated to
be an important factor in L2 ultimate attainment, accounting for a large part of the variation
among adult learners and in Abrahamsson and Hyltenstam‟s (2008) study to some degree
among early learners.
In spite of the existing studies on the role of aptitude in language teaching contexts, we are still
witnessing some controversial results in this domain. To find a more comprehensive
conclusion in the effect of aptitude on different aspects of language learning and teaching, the
importance of conducting other researches should not be overlooked.
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Glossary
ACH: Aptitude Complex Hypothesis
CF: Corrective Feedback
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FonF: Focus on Form
KET: Key English Test
MLAT: Modern Language Aptitude Test
MLAT-E: Modern Language Aptitude Test-Elementary
LABJ: Language Aptitude Battery for the Japanese
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