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Improving learning of corrective feedback through strengthening memory for
self-generated errors
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Butler, Fazio, and Marsh (2011) reported the evidence that memory for errors
generated during a test could contribute to the retention and later retrieval of correct
information subsequently provided by corrective feedback (FB). This intriguing phenomenon motivated
our study. This study with three experiments demonstrated the following evidence: First, the
strengthening of memory for errors through the visual FB of the erroneous responses improves the
likelthood of retention and later retrieval of memory for corrective FB information. Second, this
phenomenon is confirmed for error trials especially endorsed with low confidence. Finally, the
hypercorrection effect in which errors made with higher confidence are more likely to be corrected
by corrective FB appears to be limited to the case where memory for previous errors could be
remembered in a later retest (an unpredicted finding).
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Table 1. Mean proportions of errors on initial test that were corrected on final test as a function of
whether error-cue was given, timing of corrective feedback (CF), and error recall performance.

Error recall
Success failure
Delayed CF Immediate CF Delayed CF Immediate CF
N M (SE) N M (SE) N M (SE) N M (SE)
No error-cueing 36 .78 (.03) 36 .80 (.02) 35 .58 (.04) 35 .52 (.05)
Error-cueing 36 82(.02) 36 81(.02) 34 57 (.05) 34 50 (.04)

Note: there were cases in which N was less than 36 because some participants had no trials with error recall failure.
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